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Agenda Item No. 14(B)2
February 17, 2016

d MIAMI·· Memoran urn mmiiiil' 
Date: February 11, 2016 

To: Honorable Chairman Jean Monestime 
And Members, Board of Co 

From: 
Carlos A. Gim, .. e~d~~~~~~~ 
Mayor ....,; 

Subject: Miami-Dade Court Capitallnfrastruc re Task Force Report- Directive 150528 

Pursuant to Resolution No. R-144-15 sponsored by Commissioner Rebeca Sosa and adopted by the 
Board of County Commissioners (Board) on February 3, 2015 establishing the Miami-Dade Court 
Capital Infrastructure Task Force (Task Force), attached is the final report of the Task Force findings 
and recommendations. 

In February 2015, the Board created the Task Force for the purpose of reviewing the County trial court 
infrastructure needs and identifying any needed repairs to existing facilities, as well as any current or 
future infrastructure expansion needs; to recommend mechanisms to finance the repairs and/or 
expansion of court facilities in the most efficient manner possible; and to review the existing Court 
Infrastructure Master Plan and recommend amendments to such master plan, as needed. 

The Task Force requested that all exhibits presented during this process be attached to the report. 

In accordance with Ordinance No. 14-65, this report will be placed on the next available Board meeting 
agenda. 

Attachment 

c: Honorable Harvey Ruvin, Clerk of Courts, Eleventh Judicial Circuit 
Honorable Bertila Soto, Chief Judge, Eleventh Judicial Circuit 
Honorable Katherine Fernandez-Rundle, State Attorney 
Honorable Carlos J. Martinez, Public Defender 
Abigail Price-Williams, County Attorney 
Office of the Mayor Senior Staff 
Jennifer Moon, Director, Office of Management and Budget 
Tara C. Smith, Director, Internal Services Department 
Christopher Agrippa, Director, Clerk of the Board Division 
Eugene Love, Agenda Coordinator 
Task Force Members 
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December 17, 2015 
Report of the Miami~Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On February 3, 2015, the Miami-Dade Board of County Commissioners (Board) adopted 
Resolution R-144-15 which established the Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force for a 
period of 220 days. The initial meeting of the Task Force took place on July 17, 2015, and 
deliberations were completed on December 17, 2015. The Internal Services Department was 
assigned to facilitate presentations of stakeholders and to provide staff support to the Task 
Force. This report reflects the recommendations of this Task Force and does not necessarily 
represent the opihion of the Internal Services Department or the Administrative Office of the 
Courts. Pursuant to a unanimous vote of the Task Force members present, this is a final 
report of its findings and recommendations. 

The purpose of the Task Force as defined in the resolution is as follows: 
1) Review the County trial court infrastructure needs and identify any needed 

repairs to existing facilities as well as any current or future infrastructure 
expansion needs. 

2) Recommend mechanisms to finance the repairs and/or expansion of court 
facilities in the most efficient manner possible. 

3) Review the existing Court Infrastructure Master Plah and recommehd 
amendments to such master plan as needed in th~ public interest. 

The Task Force is comprised of seven (7) members- five (5) appointed by the Board with the 
following expertise: civil engineering with a focus on infrastructure, community and real estate 
development, construction, architecture and capital financing; one (1) appointed by the Chief 
Judge of the Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Miami-Dade County, with expertise in court facilities 
planning and management; and one (1) appointed by the County Mayor with expertise in court 
facilities administration and master planning. 

The Task Force held nine (9) meetings: July 17, 2015; August 10, 2015; August 17, 2015; 
August 24, 2015; September 15, 2015; October 5, 2015, November 19,2015, December 10, 
2015, and December 17, 2015. 

During the course of these meetings, numerous presentations were made, at the request of 
the Task Force members, which included the following: 

• Internal Services Department Director Tara Smith, which included ongoing courthouse 
projects, 40 year certification, and a list of vacant and partially filled County buildings, 
Dade County Courthouse operating and maintenance costs for 5, 1 0, and 15 years, 
and the use of vacant spaces, pros and cons. 

• Deputy Mayor and Chief Financial Officer Edward Marquez, who discussed existing 
financial needs, funding options and lessons learned from other cities. Mr. Marquez 
also included Robert Warren, from Regulatory and Economic Resources to provide 
information to the Task Force on pros and cons of using a Public/Private Partnership 
delivery method (P3). 
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• Honorable Bertila Soto, Chief Judge for the Eleventh Judicial Circuit discussed the 
master plan and the current and future operational needs of the courts. 

• Circuit Civil Administrative Judge Jennifer Bailey, provided a tour of the Dade County 
Courthouse. 

• Dan L. Wiley of Dan L. Wiley & Associates, Inc. , discussed the 2007 and 2008 Master 
Plans and provided an update on the 2015 Master Plan Draft. 

• All Aboard Florida discussed the standards and requirements used to approximate 
costs of a new civil courthouse. 

• HOK, architects of record for the new Children's Courthouse discussed the standards 
and requirements used to approximate costs of a new civil courthouse. 

• Marv Hounjet, Vice President Corporate Development, Plenary Group discussed P3. 
• Gary Winston, State Attorney's Office 
• Richard M. DeMaria, Chief Assistant Public Defender, Law Offices of Public Defender 

In addition to these presentations. a number of other County departments were available to 
answer questions of the Task Force members, including the Office of Management and 
Budget, the Eleventh Judicial Circuit, and Internal Services' Facilities and Construction 
Management staff. 

After hearing and deliberating the testimony and information provided, the Task Force 
established the following priorities based on the needs of the courts system. 

The historic Dade County Courthouse is no longer able to support the operational and spatial 
needs of the civil court and related functions in an environment that is functional, flexible, 
secure, accessible, dignified and technologically current. 

The civil court should be accommodated in a purposely built facility that embodies the 
characteristics of a 21st century civil courthouse, serves the public and the efficient 
administration of justice, accommodates growth and change, and continues to represent the 
community's commitment to the ru le of law and equal access to justice under that law. 

The estimated size of the recommended facility and/or facilities through 2035 should provide 
53 courtrooms to accommodate 53 judicial officers (Circuit Civil, Probate and County Civil 
Courts) and the associated operations of the Administrative Office of the Courts and the Clerk 
of Courts as well as the appropriate jury assembly, grand jury space, law enforcement area , 
law library/community space, security and building management functions. On December 81h, 

the Task Force was provided with the Draft Master Plan, which determined the final number 
of civil courtrooms through 2035 is 50. 

This facility should be located in the downtown area, close to related courts and as close as 
possible to a major transportation hub with adequate parking. 

It is important to acknowledge the extensive support and staffing provided by the Internal 
Services Department, the County Attorney's Office, the Clerk of the Board, and others who 
assisted in the drafting of this final report and recommendations. The Mayor and Board of 
County Commissioners have a great responsibility to understand and balance the needs of 
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the community, and it is our hope that this report provides the guidance to make sound and 
informed decisions. 

WORK OF THE TASK FORCE 

Task Force Responsibility 1: Review the County trial court infrastructure needs and 
identify any needed repairs to existing facilities as well as any current or future 
infrastructure expansion needs. 
The Task Force was responsible to review the County trial court infrastructure needs and 
identify any needed repairs to existing facilities as well as any current or future infrastructure 
expansion needs. The Director of the Internal Services Department provided testimony on 
the facilities management for eleven courthouses that contain a total of 116 courtrooms, and 
accounted for approximately 3.6 million square feet of courthouse space. The Director 
provided information on the ongoing projects at all courthouse facilities, and the life safety 
inspections which took place in all but the newest ones. All inspected courthouses were found 
to be electrically and structurally safe for continued occupancy, and work is underway on 
recommendations for minor improvements. The Task Force reviewed the Mayor's 
memorandum dated August 17, 2015, which describes these inspections and identifies 
County-owned buildings suitable for the temporary relocation of court operations. 

At their request, the lSD Director also distributed to the Task Force a list of vacant spaces 
that currently exist in all County buildings and noted the opportunity for courthouses to occupy 
those vacant spaces was limited due to multiple restrictions. 

The possible temporary co-location of courtroom space in the downtown area was considered 
consisting of the Stephen P. Clark Center, the Miami-Dade Public Library, the 140 West 
Flagler Building and the Overtown Transit Village. Up to ten courtrooms were identified to be 
built-out in the Public Library, for Which the cost estimate is $23 million. One of the focused 
discussions by a Task Force member was the use of the 140 West Flagler Building, in which 
the ISO Director opined that bringing the building up to code would exceed $30 million and 
County departments were currently being moved out of that building and relocated to other 
spaces. 

The Chief Judge of the Eleventh Judicial Circuit provided testimony about the current and 
future infrastructure needs. She explained to the task force that the Eleventh Judicial Circuit 
was the largest in the State of Florida and the fourth largest in the nation. It serves 33 
municipalities and a population of over 2.5 million people. The circuit consists of 123 judges, 
14 general magistrates, and 32 traffic magistrates, not including mediators. Cases heard by 
the circuit includes all state matters, civil, criminal, traffic, family, domestic violence, landlord 
and tenant, probate, juvenile delinquency, dependency and county appellate matters. 

The Chief Judge explained to the Task Force that there are four main courthouses in the 
County: the Dade County Courthouse, the Richard E. Gerstein Criminal Courthouse, the 
Lawson E. Thomas Family Courthouse, and the new Children's Courthouse. There are seven 
(7) branch courthouses: North Dade Justice Center, Coral Gables, South Dade Justice 
Center, Hialeah, Miami Beach, Joseph Caleb and Overtown Transit Village South. All civil 
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trials are held at the centrally located Dade County Courthouse due to constitutional 
requirements for civil jury pools, juror travel issues and the lack of jury courtroom space at 
brahch facilities. 

The Chief Judge spoke about the efforts to accommodate the problems repeatedly 
encountered at the Dade County Courthouse and pointed out that there were eleven 
remediations last year on the 61h floor. She also expressed concern with the current struggles 
encountered by employees on a regular basis, to include portions of floors having to be shut 
down for renovations; the need for constant air quality samples having to be taken due to the 
age of the air handlers, which 35 of the 50 units below the 6th floor were over 50 years old; 
the need for technology infrastructure throughout the building; and that the building was not 
ADA compliant, but notes that the age of the building grandfathers it in. 

One of the Task Force meetings took place inside the Dade County Courthouse in order to 
allow members to see the courtrooms and office space configurations directly. The Circuit 
Civil Administrative Judge conducted a tour of the building, beginning the tour on the 3rd floor, 
to show overall space and visibility limitations, condition iss:Jes, inadequate jury and 
assembly, nonexistent security separation, technology limitations, inadequate public restroom 
facilities located on only three of 24 floors , remediation efforts, and ADA inaccessibility. 

In many of the courtrooms, the structural columns actually impede visibility between the 
attorneys, jury, judge and spectators. It was also pointed out that multiple jury rooms are too 
small to use and that the judges, on occasion , must require that everyone leave the courtroom 
so that the jury can deliberate there. 

In its original 1925 design, the building was intended to serve as the seat of County 
government and as a courthouse in the lower floors, with a total of eight (8) courtrooms. After 
County administration moved to the Stephen P. Clark Center in 1985, the building became 
exclusively used as a courthouse for the first time in its history. Over time, additional 
courtrooms were added to the upper floors , 7 through 24, for a total of 26 courtrooms that 
exist today. These and other physical constraints of the building have made it functionally 
obsolete and does not promote a commitment to the rule of law and equal justice under the 
law. 

The Task Force also discussed secondary needs for future infrastructure and expansion of 
branch civil courthouses. Currently there are several branch courthouses in need of 
expansion and remodeling. In addition, in order to provide equal access to justice there was 
a discussion to add a West Dade branch. 

The Chief Judge spoke about the condition of the Richard E. Gerstein Criminal Courthouse 
(REG) and the need to address the issues at that courthouse, but stated that the situation at 
the Dade County Courthouse was more critical. The Chief Judge also discussed the federal 
consent decree regarding overcrowding at the County's jail facilities and the potential effects 
of that consent decree on any future construction of criminal court facilities. Representatives 
from the State Attorney's office as well as the Public Defender's office attended meetings and 
addressed the Task Force. Though they agreed with the Chief Judge that the situation at the 
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civil court was more critical, they requested that their needs not be overlooked. The 
December 1 01h meeting was held at the Richard E. Gerstein Justice Center. 

Task Force Responsibility 2: Recommend mechanisms to finance the repairs and/or 
expansion of court facilities in the most efficient manner possible. 
The Task Force reviewed information on funding sources and financing opportunities with 
input from the County's Chief Financial Officer and the Office of Management and Budget. 
Attachment A displays these and other funding alternatives analyzed by the Task Force. An 
overview was provided of the County's $6.7 billion budget and the $178 million spent to date 
on court projects. A review was provided of the funded five (5) year Capital Improvement Plan 
by Department and the funded FY 2015-16 Capital Court projects. With $15.6 billion of 
unfunded capital projects countywide, funding for a new court facility would be competing with 
other County capital projects. 

In 2014, Miami-Dade voters rejected a $390 million plan to replace the Dade County 
Courthouse. Cost estimates for a new, 600,000 square foot civil courthouse would cost 
approximately $361 million , excluding land and parking. The Building Better Communities 
General Obligation Bond (GOB) issue for public safety had monies that were allocated, bu·c 
not contractually committed. Any chang~s to GOB allocations would require a review by the 
Citizen's Advisory Committee prior to being considered by the Board. In 2004, as part of the 
Building Better Communities General Obligation Bond (BBC-GOB) Program, project number 
180, "Additional Courtrooms and Administration Facilities/' was allocated $90 million to be 
used for the "expansion of court facilities in accordance with the master plan ." Of t11e original 
allocation, $11.8 million has been allocated for the Joseph Caleb Center Tower Renovation 
to include court functions. Another $30 million was set aside for emergency repairs to the 
Dade County Courthouse. After paying for needed project repairs at various court facilities , 
the allocation has been reduced to $46 million. 

Prior to the Task Force making any recommendations on needs and fundihg, the Task Force 
asked for additional information with regards to current and future operating and maintenance 
costs of the Dade County Courthouse for the next five (5) to 15 years. The ISO Director 
described the operating costs for the courthouse-- $2.8 million per year or $10.55 per square 
foot, comparable to other, similar buildings such as the Richard E. Gerstein Justice Center 
and the Courthouse Center. There are additional maintenance costs for this facility that are 
largely due to its age and exposure to the elements while the sealing of the exterior fa9ade is 
underway- at an average cost of $2.50 per square foot. A list of funded projects for the next 
five (5) years 2016-2020 are estimated at $39.1 million and for years 2021-2025 are estimated 
at $10 million. Unfunded repairs for future years 2016-2020 are estimated at $34.8 million 
and for years 2021 -2025 are estimated at $38.5 million. 

The Task Force discussed using impact fees as a funding mechanism for courthouse facilities . 
The County Attorney's Office opined that this would require adopting a new impact fee 
ordinance for that purpose. The fee (like other impact fees) would be considered an "exaction" 
subject to the 5111 Amendment of the U.S. Constitution, and thus could not be adopted without 
data sufficient to satisfy the constitutional requirements to demonstrate "a 'nexus' and 'rough 
proportionality' between the government's demand and the effects of the proposed land use." 
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See Koontz v. St. Johns River Water Mgmt. Dist., 133 S. Ct. 2586. 2591 (2013). In other 
words, we would need data establishing the relationship between new development and the 
impact on courthouse facilities. 

The Task Force explored Public Private Partnerships (P3) as a financing and delivery option. 
P3 is a private business venture that is funded and operated through a partnership of 
government and one or more private sector companies. The initial capital investment is made 
by the private sector on the basis of a contract with government to provide agreed services . 
The County would require a funding mechanism to repay the private business for financing 
the project, but could make the payments over a set period of time, after which they would 
own the facility. 

The success or failure of a P3 depends on sufficient know-how to enable appropriate pre
investment work and structuring of the project and adequate monitoring of the contract. In 
addition, there are two more commonly overlooked factors: the private sector's capacity to 
handle this type of complex, long-term relationship, and the existence of a financial marl<et 
(not only banking entities, but also institutional investors, bondholders, etc.) able to provide 
the resources needed for this type of project. 

Task Force Responsibility 3: Review the existing Court Infrastructure Master Plan and 
recommend amendments to such master plan as needed in the public interest. 
The Task Force invited Wiley and Associates, Inc. , who provided a presentation on the history 
of courts master planning, as well as the current status of the 2015 Civil Courts Master Plan . 
Mr. Wiley provided testimony on nationally recognized court facility planning standards and 
guidelines used to determine the capital infrastructure needs of the courts system. After 
reviewing the 2002, 2007 and 2008 Master Plans and hearing from Mr. Wiley on the 2015 
Draft Master Plan, the Task Force is providing Attachment C, which outlines the 
recommendations and implementations of all the Master Plans to date. 

• 1986 Master Plan Recommendations: 
o Additional courtroom space 
o Renovations Needed 
o Construction of a new 550,000 square foot civil courthouse 
Actions taken: The 131h and 16111 floors at the Dade County Courthouse were 
expanded and the Lawson E. Thomas Courthouse Center family coUithouse 
was opened. 

• 2002 Master Plan Recommendations: 
o Immediate replacement of the juvenile courthouse 
o Completion of the Caleb and Hialeah courthouses 
o A new West Dade District Courthouse 
o Expand existing satellites courthouses, the Richard E. Gerstein Criminal 

Courthouse, and the Dade County Courthouse 
Actions taken: Since 2002, renovations were completed to the 7th, gth and gth 

floors at REG to include the jury pool, Clerk's office, additional passenger 
elevator, two stairwells in the east and west towers, as well as north center 
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stairwell. Complete HVAC system installed on the ath and gth floors. 1st floor 
renovations included the revamping of the clerk's area and flooring. Outside 
improvements were made such as installation of a canopy and ADA 
improvements. There are several GOB improvement projects that are currently 
ongoing. 

• 2007-08 Master Plan Recommendations: 
o The Dade County Courthouse should be replaced. All the other options are 

stopgap at best and only intended to buy time to the best solution. The 
reasons why this replacement is necessary ... the facility no longer meets the 
functional and spatial requirements of a modern courthouse. Most of its 
courtrooms are sub-standard . The facility lacks appropriate security 
separation. Vertical transport is challenging and technology integration is 
increasingly complicated. The building has become dysfunctional for courts 
and needs to be replaced. The team calculates that this replacement would 
be about 494,000 GSF. 

o Focused on the Richard E. Gerstein as the highest priority for attention and 
action. The facility is full and there is a need for additional criminal division 
judges In the very near future. The expansion need is approximately 
126,000 GSF for the courts, court administration and the clerk, excluding 
any replacement of court related prisoner holding capacity. 

Actions taken; The New Children's Courthouse was opened in April of 2015. 
Renovations to the Caleb Center Courthouse will be completed in 2017-2018. 

• 2015 Civil Courthouse Master Plan (Draft) 
In light of recent discussions by the Board regarding the needs of the civil 
courthouse, the Internal Services Department has undertaken an updated master 
plan process that will help define the real and existing needs of the court system. 
A priority was placed on the civil courts and that portion of the master plan update 
is currently underway; it is anticipated that a final report will be ready by the end of 
the year. A preliminary draft of the findings was presented to the Task Force: 

o Recommends a new, 550,000 to 600,000 square foot civil courthouse 
o Recommends the civil courthouse remain within several blocks of the current 

Dade County Courthouse 
o Recommends 50 courtrooms to accommodate 53 judicial officers based on 

a projected population growth of 21% by the year 2035 and an increase of 
30% in court filings 

In the coming months, a scope will be finalized for the larger phase of the entire courts system 
master plan to include jail and correctional components. Prior courts master plans have not 
included the jails component. so the scope is being reviewed in collaboration with the 
Corrections and Rehabilitation Department and the Administrative Office of the Courts. The 
procurement of this master plan will begin by early 2016. 
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The Task Force understands that a comprehensive master plan to address the entire courts 
system is underway and expected to be completed at the end of 2016. The proposed master 
plan will be coordinated with all the components of the judicial system, including the State 
Attorney's Office, the Public Defender and Corrections. It is important that the next master 
plan is a comprehensive one that addresses the needs of Miami-Dade County. 

COURTS NEEDS DETERMINATION 

The Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure needs are extensive, however, funds are not 
available to address all the needs. As such, the Task Force identified primary and secondary 
needs. 

• Primary Need -The historic Dade County Courthouse is no longer able to support 
the operational and spatial needs of the civil court and related functions in an 
environment that is functional , flexible, secure, accessible, dignified and 
technologically current. With 26 courtrooms to accommodate 41 judges, the space 
and functional needs of the civil court are great, and operations are often 
interrupted . The estimated size of the recommended facility through 2035 should 
provide 50 courtrooms (based on the updated master plan) to accommodate 53 
judicial officers (Circuit Civil, Probate and County Civil Courts) and the associated 
operations. 

• Secondary Needs: 
o Address the needs of the Richard E. Gerstein Criminal Courthouse, the jails 

and correctional facilities. 
o The expansion of branch courthouses. Currently there are several branch 

courthouses in need of expansion and remodeling . In addition, in order to 
provide equal access to justice there was a discussion to add a West Dade 
branch. 

Realizing the extensive nature of these needs and the on-going master plan studies to 
address the entire court needs comprehensively, the Task Force limited the scope of its work 
to the Primary Need - Addressing the needs of the Civil Court. 

CIVIL COURTHOUSE ALTERNATIVES 

While the Task Force members agreed on the "Court Needs Determination" to address the 
needs of the Civil Court, there was a healthy debate on the approach to meeting this ''Primary 
Need." It was agreed that two alternatives would be studied and one member prepared a 
"Minority Report'1 that specifically looked at keeping the existing courthouse and using other 
locations (similar to Alternative 1 ): 

• Alternative 1 - Existing Dade County Courthouse with branch courthouses or other 
locations. This alternative repaired the existing courthouse and provided the 
additional courtrooms in other locations. 

• Minority Report - Options other than building a new building. This is a detailed report 
that also addresses funding, financing and project delivery. See attached Minority 
Report. 
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• Alternative 2- New Civil Courthouse. This alternative would result in the construction 
of a new courthouse that satisfied the projected year 2035 courthouse needs. 

Alternative 1 -Existing Dade County Courthouse with branch courthouses or other locations. 
As illustrated in Attachment B, this alternative supplemented the existing Dade County 
Courthouse with courtrooms located in other buildings owned by the County. After looking at 
branch courthouses and other locations, it was determined the most suitable location(s) 
considered are represented in Attachment B, and these are the Dade County Courthouse, 
140 W. Flagler Building and the 3rd Floor of the Main Library. 

Minority Report 

Task Force member Maria Luisa Castellanos agreed that the Dade County Courthouse is no 
longer able to support the operational and spatial needs of the Civil and Probate Courts and 
related functions completely, however, attached you will find her Minority Report which 
provides her review of other options in lieu of a new courthouse building. In summary, the 
report recommends a complete remodeling of the Dade County Courthouse, in which some 
renovations are already funded. In addition to the remodeling, additional space could be 
added by renovating the 140 W. Flagler Building. Also attached to this report, is a suggested 
floor plan submitted as an option to construct an additional23 courtrooms estimated at $39.5 
million. In order to provide an additional 20 courtrooms that was requested by the court 
system, she suggested reviewing the empty space adjacent to the Miami-Dade County Public 
Library and the Overtown Transit Facility. 

TASK FORCE RESPONSE TO THE MINORITY REPORT 

The Task Force requested that the Circuit Civil Administrative Judge review the 
Minority Report and provide her findings, which includes that attached letters, Exhibit 
21 and Exhibit 30 from the National Center for State Courts on the proposed floor plans 
submitted. Circuit Civil Administrative Judge's findings stated that Attachment A-1 of 
the Minority Report is incorrect in that only 16 courtrooms are in use each week. The 
Circuit Civil Division Schedule, Exhibit 18, took three sample weeks this fall and 
provided information as to courtroom usage. Usage demands reflected in Exhibit 18, 
indicate the following: 

• On September 28, 22 judges requested courtrooms for trial, three (3) 
courtrooms available for calendars and special sets - 15 judges with no 
courtroom access. 

• On October 5, 15 judges requested courtrooms for trial, seven (7) courtrooms 
available for calendars and special sets, three (3) courtrooms were closed for 
remediation - 18 judges with no courtroom access. 

• October 19, 24 judges requested courtrooms for trial, only one (1) courtroom 
available for calendars and special sets, four (4) courtrooms for remediation -
19 judges with no courtroom access. 

AttachmentA-1 of the Minority Report does not include the visiting county judge's trials, 
and the non-trial proceedings that require a courtroom. These include large calendars, 
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special sets, and can involve from 12-50 lawyers and parties. The fact that the judges 
working in the Dade County Courthouse, without the needed physical facilities, and 
making due, should not suggest that this is an adequate solution going forward. 

In Attachment B of the Minority Report, no courtrooms with columns were to be 
included in the renovation plan of the Dade County Courthouse, but third and fifth floor 
courtrooms with columns are included. The Court has done a photographic survey, 
Exhibit 31 , showing clearly which courtrooms have columns and which do not. The 
Task Force was provided this survey at the December 1 Q1h meeting. Fifteen 
courtrooms have columns that block sight lines and affect courtroom visibility. There 
are ten courtrooms with no columns and have complete visibility. Remodeling the first 
twenty floors of the Dade County Courthouse cannot physically create additional 
courtrooms without visibility issues. The columns cannot be altered. Remodeling any 
floor above six (6) will only produce office space, which is not needed. 

With regards to court filing fees, the Court has pursued every funding source proposed 
by the County, including asking the Supreme Court of Florida to raise statewide civil 
filing fees, which was declined. Florida Courts have consistently held that the funding 
proposals are presently unconstitutional under the Florida Constitution and are not 
available under the current statutory scheme regarding filing fees. Any suggestions 
for changing the current statutory scheme would take legislative action and years. 

This year there have been 22,599 cases filed in the Circuit Civil Court and there is a 
pending docket of 46,240 cases. In 2014, there were 32,646 Circuit Civil cases filed 
and disagree with the Minority Report's reference about the importance of open and 
accessible courts. While our community has many needs, individuals and businesses 
rely upon our courts to protect and vindicate their rights. In addition, the court system 
represents a significant economic engine in the service economy of Miami-Dade 
County, including domestic and international clients. 

The costs reflected in the text of the Minority Report are not comparable to that of the 
Task Force Report as they do not include the following: 

1. Soft Costs to Include: 
a. Design services 
b. Design contingency 
c. Design related reimbursable expenses 
d. Design allowance for voice/data communications, electronic/audio 

visual, security, LEED Consultation, interior design, and extended 
construction administrative services 

2. Construction Contingency 
3. Furniture and Fixtures (FF&E) 
4. Security 
5. Telecommunications/Data Infrastructure 
6. Art in Public Places (APP) 
7. Project Management, Permits, Testing , Contingency for Cost Escalation 
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Alternative 2- New Civil Courthouse 
As illustrated in Attachment B, this alternative provides a purposely built facility that embodies 
the characteristics of a 21 51 century civil courthouse, serves the public and the efficient 
administration of justice, accommodates growth and change, and continues to represent the 
community's commitment to the rule of law and equal access to justice under the law. The 
estimated size of the recommended facility through 2035 should provide 50 courtrooms to 
accommodate 53 judicial officers (Circuit Civil, Probate and County Civil Courts) and the 
associated operations of the Administrative Office of the Courts and the Clerk of Courts as 
well as the appropriate jury assembly, grand jury space, law enforcement area, law 
library/community space, security and building management functions. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

These recommendations are based on the alternatives that were analyzed in Attachment B, 
and were approved by a Task Force vote of 5 members to 1. 

Recommended Project Alternative and Location 
a. Alternative 2 - New Civil Courthouse. This alternative provides a courthouse 

facility that adequately supports the operational and spatial needs of the civil 
court and related functions in an environment that is functional, flexible, secure, 
accessible, dignified and technologically current. Many of the existing 
deficiencies of the existing facility would remain in the other alternatives after 
the expenditure of significant funds. Attachment B shows that although the 
initial capital costs are higher for Alternative 2, a comparison of the 30 year 
timeline project costs of the other alternatives approach that of Alternative 2. It 
is anticipated that the lifecycle costs would show Alternative 2 to be less costly. 
This Task Force requested that lSD prepare a lifecycle cost analysis to 
supplement this report. 

b. Located in downtown as defined in Attachment B, close to related courts and as 
close as possible to a major transportation hub with adequate parking. 

Funding Recommendations 
The Task Force understands that funding is limited, few if any new funding sources are readily 
available, and County funding increases as a result of increasing tax revenues are already 
committed. We respectfully request that the policy makers and staff seek opportunities to 
fund the new courthouse from its existing revenues and to seek financing options that 
complement the funding mechanisms as detailed in Attachment A. 

Recommended Project Delivery Method 
While a conventional design bid build delivery method is possible for the design and 
construction of a new courthouse, the Task Force recommends that a P3 delivery method be 
considered for the delivery of the project, provided the county identifies a clearly defined 
funding source and implements the policies and procedures required for this type of delivery 
method and employs the personnel and consultants required for the successful 
implementation of this type of project delivery. 
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Attachments 
A) Funding Alternatives Chart 
B) Evaluation of Alternatives Chart 
C) Master Plan Recommendations and Implementations Chart 
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Table of Exhibits 
1 . Meeting Agendas 
2. Meeting Minutes 
3. County Memoranda 

• August 21, 2014- Capital Construction Needs of the Miami-Dade County 
Circuit and County Courts 

• September 2, 2014- Additional Information Regarding Alternate Options to 
Build/Finance a New Courthouse 

• August 17, 2015- Report of Inspections of all Courts Facilities Located in 
Miami-Dade County and Identification of County-Owned Buildings Suitable for 
the Temporary Relocation of Court Operations 

4. List of Vacant Space in County-Owned and Leased Buildings presented by Tara 
Smith, Director of Internal Services Department 

5. Finance Department presentation by Edward Marquez, Deputy Mayor/Chief 
Financial Officer 

6. Public Private Partnership The Basics and Lessons Learned from other Public 
Entities presented by Robert Warren, Real Estate Advisor, Regulatory and 
Economic Resources Department 

7. 1986 Dade County Civil Courts Master Plan Interim and Long-Term 
Implementation Strategies 

8. 2002 Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida Facilities Master Plan 
9. 2007 Master Plan for the Expansion of Courtrooms and Administrative Facilities 

Phase 1A - Program Need Investigation 
10. 2008 Master Plan for the Expansion of Courtrooms and Administrative Facilities 

Phase 1 B- Program Analysis 
11. 2008 Master Plan for the Expansion of Courtrooms and Administrative Facilities 

Phase 1 C - Development Options 
12. The Raising of Court Filing Fees Paper submitted by Task Force Member 

Maria Luisa Castellanos 
13. Distribution of Schedule of Court-Related Filing Fees, Service Charges, Costs, 

and Fines, including a Fee Schedule for Recording Effective July 1, 2015 
14. Master Plan Presentation presented by Dan L. Wiley & Associates 
15. Circuit Civil Courtroom Sets and Circuit Civil Judicial Office Sets submitted by 

Dan L. Wiley & Associates 
16. Master Plan Presentation Supplement submitted by Perez & Perez Architects 

Planners 
17. Letter from the Circuit Civil Administrative Judge Jennifer Bailey 
18. Civil Division Weekly Schedule submitted by Circuit Civil Administrative Judge 

Jennifer Bailey 
19. HOK Presentation on New Civil Courthouse 
20. All Aboard Presentation on New Civil Courthouse 
21 . Letter from National Center for State Courts submitted by Circuit Civil 

Administrative Judge Jennifer Bailey 
22. Challenges and Costs Associated with Decentralization of the Circuit Civil Court 

submitted by Circuit Civil Administrative Judge Jennifer Bailey 
23. Letter from the Honorable Katherine Fernandez-Rundle, State Attorney 
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24. Email from the Honorable Carlos J. Martinez, Public Defender 
25. submitted as response to Exhibit 25.Public Private Partnerships 

Presentation presented by Marv Hounjet, Vice 
President, Plenary Group 

26. Dade County Courthouse Building Floor Closures submitted by Chief Judge 
Bertila Soto 

27. Civil Courthouse Comparison submitted by Chief Judge Bertila Soto 
28. Letter from the Honorable Carlos J. Martinez, Public Defender 
29. Letter from the Honorable Katherine Fernandez-Rundle, State Attorney 
30. Letter from the National Center for State Courts review of revised 140 W. Flagler 

Building layout submitted by Circuit Civil Administrative Judge Jennifer Bailey 
31. Dade County Courthouse Photographic Survey of Courtrooms 
32. The Internal Services Department Construction Budget Breakdown for the 140 W. 

Flagler Building 
33. Minority Report submitted by Task Force Member Maria Luisa Castellanos 
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Courts Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
ATIACHMENT A 

Civil Court Facilities Funding AJternatives 

Sale or Lease of the Dade County Courthouse 

The overall funding strategy would require that the Dade County 
Courthouse be repaired for sale of or leasing opportunities to offset 
construction of a new civil courthouse. 

Building Better Communities General Obligation Bonds 

The Building Better Communities General Obligation Bond 
Program, project number 180, "Additional Courtrooms and 
Administration Facilities," provide for a current allocation of $90 
million to be used for the "expansion of court facilities in accordance 
with the master-'-- " 

The independent appraisal of the Dade County Courthouse provided 
market value estimates in its "as is" (unrepaired) condition, as follows. 
If the County were to make repairs before sale, the market value 
would increase, but not dollar for dollar given the time value of money. 

Scenario 1: "As Is" Market Value, Sale and County Leaseback: 

"As Is" Market Value: $31 ,281 ,857 

Scenario 2: " As Is" Market Value, Sale and County Vacates: 

County does not lease back: $21 ,561,857 

TOR's =Transferrable Development Rights, which if valued separately, are 
$11 ,060,000. 

The market rent for the courthouse, assuming it is repaired to 
average, occupiable condition, was estimated at $24.00 per square 
foot, equal to $6,360,000 per year on a gross basis, prior to expenses. 

Of the original allocation, $11.8 million has been allocated for the 
Joseph Caleb Center Tower Renovation to include court functions. 
Another $30 million was set aside for emergency repairs to the Dade 
County Courthouse. After paying for needed project repairs at various 
court facilities, the allocation has been reduced to $46 million. 

Page 1 of 4 
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Courts Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
ATTACHMENT A 

Civil Court Facilities Funding Alternatives 

Building Impact Fees 

Using impact fees as a funding mechanism for courthouse facilities. 

Filing Fees 

In 2007 there was an amendment to the Florida Constitution that 
required counties to provide for court facilities and communications 
infrastructure. This constitutional amendment directed all court 
revenues, including filing fees, into the County Clerks' budget and 
State general revenue. 

Would require adopting a new impact fee ordinance. The fee (like 
other impact fees) would be considered an "exaction" subject to the 
5th Amendment ofthe U.S. Constitution, and thus could not be 
adopted without data sufficient to satisfy the constitutional 
requirements to demonstrate ''a 'nexus' and 'rough proportionality' 
between the government's demand and the effects of the proposed 
land use." See Koontz v. St. Johns River Water Mgmt. Distr., 133 S. 
Ct. 2586, 2591 (2013). Data is needed to establish the relationships 
between new development and the impact on court facilities. 
The Task Force recommends that the Board of County 
Commissioners pass legislation urging the Florida Legislation to 
review the court filing fees structure for Miami-Dade County. 

Page 2 of4 
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Courts Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
ATTACHMENT A 

Civil Court Facilities Funding Alternatives 

Traffic Surcharges 

In an effort to mitigate some of the cost associated with providing 
for court facilities and communications needs, Counties 
successfully sought the authority to levy two separate traffic 
surcharges. The County currently implements the maximum 
permissible surcharge of $30.00 under Florida Statute 
381.18(13)(a)1, which is applied to all civi l and criminal traffic 
violations in Dade County. This revenue is restrictive in scope in 
that they may only be used for state court facilities. This revenue 
has been pledged to the County's existing court facility bonds. Any 
surplus revenue collected will be utilized either to defease the 
outstanding bonds or for annual court facility needs. 

The second surcharge was authorized in an amount up to $15.00 
and is currently used to help fund court facility operations. This 
revenue cannot be pledged to bonds. Municipalities were 
successful in getting initiating jurisdiction revenues returned, but 
unincorporated areas of counties were specifically exempted from 
this legislation in final form. 

Property Tax Revenues 

Based on the proposed FY2015-2016 Five Year Financial Outlook, 
the countywide property tax roll is assumed to increase 6.5% in 
FY2016-2017 and 5.5% through FY2019-2020. The overall General 
Fund Budget is expected to remain balanced throughout the scope 
of the proposed Five Year Financial Outlook. 

Provision 318.18(13)(a)3 of the same Statute allows the county to levy 
a traffic surcharge for infractions or violations for the sole purpose of 
securing the payment for principal and interest for bonds issued by the 
County on or after July 1, 2009 to fund court facilities. The scope of 
this surcharge is more limited in what can be funded after annual 
principal and interest payments have been made should there be any 
excess beyond projected collections. 

With the current budget being the base, the increase in revenue is: 
FY 2016-17: $66.423 million 
FY 2017-18: $126.297 million 
FY 2018-19: $189.399 million 
FY 2019-20: $255.971 million 

Revenue and Expenditure Reconciliation, Volume 1, p. 90 of the 
budget book: No excess revenue available. 

Page 3 of 4 
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Courts Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
ATTACHMENT A 

Civil Court Facilities Funding Alternatives 

Public Benefit Program 

Currently the City of Miami has a public benefits component in their 
Miami 21 Zoning Code that establishes a program to allow bonus 
building capacity in exchange for the developer's contribution into 
the Miami 21 Public Benefits Trust Fund. The trust fund provides a 
funding source for projects that will benefit the public including 
subsidizing affordable/workforce housing, creating and maintaining 
parks/open space, preserving historic structures, redeveloping 
previously contaminated land (brownfields), and promoting green 
building standards {additional to those required). The public 
benefits program works in exchange for additional building capacity, 
a developer must provide the public benefit either on-site, off-site, 
or payment into the Miami 21 Public Benefits Trust Fund. 

Ad Valorem Taxes 

Issue a new General Obligation Bond 

The contribution made, if paying into the trust fund, is per square 
footage based on the area where the property is situated and on data 
that is readily available so periodic adjustments can be made 
depending on the current market. The fee schedule is at 
approximately 30% of related land costs of a completed unit for each 
area, making it attractive enough that developer will contribute. Cash 
allocations of funds are approved by the City Commission on an 
annual basis upon the recommendation of the City Manager. 

Subject to voter approval. 

Page 4 of 4 
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Courthouse Standards* 

Project budget inclusive of all 
project capital costs for 
additionallocation(s) 

Capital Costs of existing Dade 
County Courthouse 

15 vear timeframe 
Total Capital Costs 

Operating & Maintenance Costs 
(does not include lifecycle 
costs***) 

30 Year Timeline for Operating 
and Capital Costs** (does not 
include 
Annual Debt Service Payment 
Estimate 

Courts Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
ATTACHMENT 8 

Civil Court Facility Alternatives 

Existing Dade County 
Courthouse with 
140 W. Flagler Street 

Existing 26 Courtrooms 
127,100 square feet 
Additional 21 Courtrooms 

Total Courtrooms 47 
386,000 Total Square Feet 

$107,836,300 

$146,114,407 

$253,950,707 

$11.91 per square foot= 
$4,609,085 per year 
$138,272,550 for 30 years 

$392,223,257 

$6,464,213 

Total Courtrooms 57 
443,000 Total Square Feet 

$131 ,023,137 

I $146,114.407 

$277,137,544 

$12.64 per square foot= 
$5,637,054 per year 
$169,111,620 for 30 years 

$446,249,164 

1 $16,612,170 

600,000 square feet 
53 Courtrooms 

$361 ,000,000 

I N/A 

I N/A 

$8.26 per square foot= 
$4,953,613 per year 
$148,608,390 for 30 years 

$509,680,390 

$21 ,639,320 

" Alternative 1 is designed to meet basic needs without Mure growth, accepting use of the existing 26 courtrooms, which are not consistent with national court 
standards and providing additional courtrooms at other location(s). This alternative includes the ongoing 15 year plan to renovate and remodel the existing 
courthouse. Alternative 2 is designed in accordance with national court standards including jury assembly and deliberation areas, training spaces, secured 
parking, and future growth. 

**Does not include operating expenses for the Administrative Office of the Courts or Clerk of Courts. 
"""The Task Force requested that lSD prepare a lifecycle cost analysis to supplement this report. 

Page 1 of 3 
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Downtown Children's Courthouse 
(Dependency & 
Delinquency) 
155 NW 3 rd Street 

Clerk of Courts 
22 NW 1st Street (County 
Recorder) 

Lawson E. Thomas 
Courthouse Center 
(Family Court) 
175 NW First Avenue 

US District Court Clerk 
400 N. Miami Avenue 

US Court of Appeals 
51 SW 1st Avenue 

US Bankruptcy Court 
51 SW 1st Avenue 

Dade County Child 
Support 
601 NW 1st Court 

Dade County Bar 
Association Legal Aid 
123 NW 1st Avenue 

Existing Legal 
Infrastructure 

Courts Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
ATTACHMENT B 

Civil Court Facility Alternatives 

Government Center 
Metrorail Station, 
Metromover, Metro 
Bus. 

Children's Courthouse I West Lot Garage 
Site - 155 NW 3rd Street 220 NW 3ro Street 

All Aboard Florida 
anticipated 2017, 
which will include 
connections to Ft. 
Lauderdale, West 
Palm Beach and 
Orlando, as well as 
access to Tri-Rail. 

140 W. Flagler Building- I Miami-Dade Cultural Center 
50 NW 2nd Avenue 

Hickman Site - 270 NW 
2nd Street and 275 NW 
200 Street 

Downtown Motor Pool -
201 NW 151 Street 

Courthouse Center 
175 NW 151 Avenue 

Hickman Garage 
27 5 NW 2nd Street 

Page 2 of 3 
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Civic Center Richard E. Gerstein 
Justice Center 
1351 NW 12th Avenue 

State Attorney's Office 
1350 NW 12th Avenue 

Public Defender's Office 1 
1320 NW 14th Street 
Public Defender's Office 2 
1500 NW 12111 Avenue 

Corrections and 
Rehabilitation Pre-Trial 
Detention Center 
1321 NW 13th Street 

Miami-Dade County Kristi 
House 
1265 NW 12111 Avenue 

Courts Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
ATTACHMENT B 

Civil Court Facility Alternatives 

Civic Center 
Metrorail Station 

Metro Bus 

Existing surface lots 
to be converted to 
court facilities or 
garages 

Page 3 of 3 

Graham Building Lot 
1350 NW 131h Avenue 

Civic Center Jury Lot 
1250 NW 12th Street 

Civic Center Lot 25 
1355 NW 12th Avenue 
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Courtrooms and 
Administrative Facilities 

2002 Facilities Master Plan 

1986 Dade County Civil Courts 
Master Plan Interim and long-
Term Implementation 
Strategies 

Courts Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
ATTACHMENT C 

Master Plan Recommendations and Implementations 

• New Children's Courthouse The New Children's Courthouse was opened 

I 
• Expand or replace the Richard E. Gerstein in April of 2015. Renovations to the Caleb 

Justice Center Center Courthouse will be completed in 2017-

• Replacement of the Dade County Courthouse 2018. 

• Caleb Center 

• Replace the Coral Gables Branch 

• Expand or replace the North Dade Justice Center 

• South Dade Justice Center 
I • New Hialeah District Courthouse The Hialeah District Courthouse was opened 

• New Juvenile Justice Courthouse in 2004. REG Renovations to the 7th, 81h and 

• Courtroom and Judicial office additions to gth floors to include the jury pool, Clerk's 

Courthouse Center office, additional passenger elevator, two 

• Courtroom and Judicial office expansion at the stairwells in the east and west towers, as well 

South Dade District Courthouse as north center stairwell. Complete HVAC 

• Caleb Center renovation system installed on the 8th and gth floors. 1st 

• Various other modifications, renovations and floor renovations included the revamping of 

repairs at Richard E. Gerstein Justice Center, the clerk's area and flooring. Outside 

Lawson E. Thomas Courthouse Center and the improvements were made such as installation 

Dade County Courthouse of a canopy and ADA improvements. There 

• West Dade Regional District Court are several GOB improvement projects that 
are currentl on 

• Jury Assembly expansion Jury Assembly expansion included relocating 

• Probate Clerk Expansion from the 15th floor to the 2nd floor. 

• Circuit Civil Clerk Expansion Courtrooms were added to the 3'd - 6th floors. 

• Courtroom/Circulation Improvement The judges were moved to the tower floors. 

• Court Expansion New Courtrooms were provided on lower and 

• Law Library Expansion tower levels. 

• Court Administration 

1 

• 
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d MIAMI·· Memoran urn mmiiiil' 
Date: February 11, 2016 

To: Honorable Chairman Jean Monestime 
And Members, Board of Co 

From: 
Carlos A. Gim, .. e~d~~~~~~~ 
Mayor ....,; 

Subject: Miami-Dade Court Capitallnfrastruc re Task Force Report- Directive 150528 

Pursuant to Resolution No. R-144-15 sponsored by Commissioner Rebeca Sosa and adopted by the 
Board of County Commissioners (Board) on February 3, 2015 establishing the Miami-Dade Court 
Capital Infrastructure Task Force (Task Force), attached is the final report of the Task Force findings 
and recommendations. 

In February 2015, the Board created the Task Force for the purpose of reviewing the County trial court 
infrastructure needs and identifying any needed repairs to existing facilities, as well as any current or 
future infrastructure expansion needs; to recommend mechanisms to finance the repairs and/or 
expansion of court facilities in the most efficient manner possible; and to review the existing Court 
Infrastructure Master Plan and recommend amendments to such master plan, as needed. 

The Task Force requested that all exhibits presented during this process be attached to the report. 

In accordance with Ordinance No. 14-65, this report will be placed on the next available Board meeting 
agenda. 

Attachment 

c: Honorable Harvey Ruvin, Clerk of Courts, Eleventh Judicial Circuit 
Honorable Bertila Soto, Chief Judge, Eleventh Judicial Circuit 
Honorable Katherine Fernandez-Rundle, State Attorney 
Honorable Carlos J. Martinez, Public Defender 
Abigail Price-Williams, County Attorney 
Office of the Mayor Senior Staff 
Jennifer Moon, Director, Office of Management and Budget 
Tara C. Smith, Director, Internal Services Department 
Christopher Agrippa, Director, Clerk of the Board Division 
Eugene Love, Agenda Coordinator 
Task Force Members 
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After hearing and deliberating the testimony and information provided, the Task Force 
established the following priorities based on the needs of the courts system.   
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See Koontz v. St. Johns River Water Mgmt. Dist., 
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EXHIBIT 1 
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Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Tasl< Force 
July 17, 2015 - 9:00 arn 

AGENDA 

Welcome 

Introductions of Task Force Members 

Task Force Roles & Responsibilities 
Resolution Requirements 
Timeline 

Ethics Training 
Government in the Sunshine 
Citizens Bill of Rights 
Conflict of Interest & Code of Ethics 

Action Plan and Assignments 

Next Meeting 

MIAMI·DADE 
l l(olll~in·~---

Pam Regula 
Executive Assistant to the 
Director 
Internal Services Department 

Chairman Rick Crooks, P. E. 

Pam Regula 

Robert Thompson 
Community Affairs Specialist 
Commission on Ethics 

Rick Crooks 
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Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
August 10, 2015- 1 :00 pm 

AGENDA 

1.00 - 1.05 Call to Order Chairman Rick Crooks, PE 

1.05-1.10 Roll Call Clerk of the Board 

1.10 - 1.15 Approval of Minutes Task Force 

Presentations with Questions and Answers 

1.15- 2.00 Internal Services Department Tara C. Smith, Director 
Ongoing courthouse projects Internal Services Department 
40 year certification 
List of vacant and partially filled County buildings 

2.00- 3.00 Administrative Office of the Courts 
Master plan 
Current and future operational needs 

3.00 - 4.00 Finance Department 
Existing financial needs 
Funding options 
Lessons learned from other cities 

Honorable Bertila Soto 
Chief Judge 
Eleventh Judicial Circuit 

Edward Marquez 
Deputy Mayor/Chief Financial 
Officer 
Miami-Dade County 

4.00 - 5.00 Next Steps - Action Plan and Assignments Task Force 
1. Court Infrastructure Needs (exiGting and future), 

Cost, Scope and Priorities 
2. Funding and Financing 
3. Delivery and Innovation 
4. Recommendations 

Next Meeting 
August 17, 2015 
Stephen P. Clark Center 
111 NW 1st Street, 181

h Floor, Cont. Room 18-4 
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Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
August 17, 2015-1:00 pm 

SPCC, 111 NW 151 Street, Conference Room 18-4 
AGENDA 

1.00- 1.05 Call to Order Chairman Rick Crooks, PE 

1.05- 1.10 Roll Call Clerk of the Board 

1.10- 1.15 Approval of Minutes- July 17, 2015 Meeting Task Force 

1.15- 1:40 Discussion of Memos Recently Distributed Task Force 
August 21, 2014- Capital Construction Needs of the 
Miami-Dade County Circuit and County Courts 

September 2, 2014- Additional Information Regarding 
Alternate Options to Build/Finance a New Courthouse 

1.40 - 2.20 Meeting Existing Needs 
o Dade County Courthouse Tara Smith , Director 

• Operating and Maintenance Costs - 5, 10, 15 yrs. Internal Services Department 

o Using Vacant Spaces - Pros and Cons 

2.20- 3.20 Funding and Financing 
o GOB 
o Impact Fees 

• Examples being used elsewhere 
o Public Benefits Program 

• Examples-City of Miami 
o Parking Fees 
o Building Parking Revenues 
o Filing Fees 
o Traffic Citations 
o Existing buildings, land 

3.20 - 3.50 Next Steps 
o Agenda for next meeting 

• Tour 
• Masterplan Presentation 
• Need Statement 
• Project Alternatives 
• Funding Recommendations 
• Project Delivery Alternatives 

o Establish future meeting dates and action items 

Next Meeting - August 24, 2015 at 1 :00 pm 
Stephen P. Clark Center 
111 NW 1st Street, 181h Floor, Conf. Room 18-3 

Office of Management & Budget 

Task Force 
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1.00-1.05 

1.05-1 .50 

2.00 

2.05 - 2.10 

2.10-3.10 

3.10-4.10 

4.10-4.40 

Next Meeting 

Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
August 24,2015-1:00 pm 

Dade County Courthouse, 73 West Flagler Street 
AGENDA 

Meet in Lobby 
Dade County Courthouse 
73 West Flagler 

Courthouse Tour 

Task Force Meeting Convenes 
Courtroom 4-2 

• Roll Call 

Approval of Minutes 

Master Plan Presentation & 
Finalization of Needs Statement 

Project Alternatives 

Funding Recommendations 

- September 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m. 
Lawson E. Thomas Courthouse Center 
175 NW First Avenue, 11 1

h Floor Conference Room 
• Review Draft Task Force Report 

Honorable Jennifer Bailey 
Administrative Judge 
Eleventh Judicial Circuit 

Task Force 

Clerk of Courts 

Task Force 

Dan L. Wiley 
Dan L. Wiley & Associates, Inc. 

Task Force 

Office of Management & Budget 
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10.00- 10.05 

10.05 - 10.10 

10.10-10.15 

10.15 - 10.45 

10.45-11.15 

11.15- 12.15 

12.15-1 .15 

Next Meeting 

Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
September 15, 2015 at iO:OO a.m. 

Lawson E. Thomas Courthouse Center 
175 NW First Avenue, 111

h Floor Conference Room 

AGENDA 

Call to Order Chairman Rick Crooks, P.E. 

Roll Call Cindy White 
Clerk of the Board 

Approval of Minutes Task Force 

All Aboard Florida Presentation Jose M. Gonzalez 
Sr. Vice President 
Florida East Coast Industries 

John Guitar 
Florida East Coast Industries 

Scott Sanders 
Florida East Coast Industries 

HOK Presentation Duncan Broyd, RIBA 
Managing Principal 
HOK 

Review Draft Task Force Report Task Force 

Project Delivery Task Force 
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10.00-10.05 

10.05-10.10 

10.·10 -10.25 

10.25-10.30 

10.30-12.15 

Next Meeting 

Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
October 5, 2015 at 10:00 a.m. 

Stephen P. Clark Center 
111 NW 1st Street, 181

h Floor I Conference Room 18-3 

AGENDA 

Call to Order 

RollCall 

Introduction of the 
Honorable Katherine Fernandez-Rundle 
State Attorney 

Approval of Minutes 

Review Draft Task Force Report 

Chairman Rick Crooks, P.E. 

Cindy White 
Clerk of the Board 

Chairman Rick Crooks, P.E. 

Task Force 

Task Force 
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Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
November 19, 2015-9:30 am 

Stephen P. Clark Center, 111 NW 1st Street, 181h Floor 
Cont. Room 18-4 

AGENDA 

9.30- 9.35 Call to Order 

9.35- 9.40 Roll Call 

9.40- 9.45 Approval of Minutes 

9.45- 10.00 P3 Presentation 

10.00-10.30 Presentation on behalf of 
State Attorney Katherine Fernandez-Rundle 

10.30-1.00 Final Draft Review Task Force Report 

Chairman Rick Crooks, P.E. 

Cindy White 
Clerk of the Board 

Task Force 

Marv Hounjet, Vice President 
Corporate Development 
Plenary Group 

State Attorney's Office 

Task Force 
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Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
December 10, 2015- 10:00 am 

Richard E. Gerstein Justice Center 
1351 NW 12th Street, 4th Floor, Courtroom 4-1 

AGENDA 

10.00 - 10.05 Call to Order 

10.05-10.10 Roll Call 

10.10-10.15 Approval of Minutes 

10.15 - 11 .30 Final Review of Task Force Report 
• Response to the Minority Report 
• Additional language for report regarding 

the Richard E. Gerstein Justice Center 

11 .30- 12.00 Final Vote on Task Force Report 

Chairman Rick Crooks, P.E. 

Cindy White 
Clerk of the Board 

Task Force 

Task Force 

Task Force 
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• 
• 

Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
December 17, 2015- 10:00 am 

Stephen P. Clark Center 
111 NW 1st Street, 181h Floor, Conf. Room 18-4 

AGENDA 

10.00 - 1 0.05 Call to Order Chairman Rick Crooks, P.E. 

10.05 - 10.10 Roll Call Clerk of the Board 

10.10- 11 .30 Final Review and Vote of Task Force Report Task Force 

MIAMI·DADE 



57

EXHIBIT 2 
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ClERK'S SUMMARY OF MEETING AND OFFICIAl MINUTES 
MIAMI-DADE COURT CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE TASK FORCE 

July 17, 2015 

The Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force convened a meeting on July 17, 2015, 
at 9:02a.m., in the Stephen P. Clark Government Center, 111 NW 1st Street 18th Floor, Miami, 
Florida, 33128 . 

. There being present: Ms. Maria Luisa· Castellanos; Mr. George Cuesta, Ms. Sandra Lonergan, 
Mr. William W. Riley; Hon. JosephP. Farina, Vice Chairperson; and Mr. Enrique Crooks, 
Chairperson. {Ms. lourdes Reyes Abadin was absent). 

The following individuals were also present: Assistant County Attorney Oren Rosenthal; Ms. 
Pamela Regula, Executive Assistant, Internal Services Department; and Deputy Clerk Mary 
Smith-York. 

Chairperson Enrique "Rick'' Crooks introduced himself and noted, in order for the Task Force 
members to become familiar with one another, he asked each member to submit bio's for 
distribution. 

Ms. Vivian Castro, legislative Director to Commission-er Sosa, introduced herself to the Task 
Force and conveyed that Commissioner Sosa extended well wishes to the Task Force and 
looked forward to receiving their recommendations. 

Upon Chairperson Crooks request, all individuals attending today's meeting introduced 
themselves. 

Ms. Pamela Regula reviewed the Task Force's requirements contained in the resolution 
adopted by the Board of County Commissioners. She noted a main point for the Task Force to 
focus upon was the deadline for submission of their preliminary first report that was required 
to be presented to the Board 90 days from the Task Force's first meeting. She explained the 90 
day mark fell on October 15, 2015 and the closest scheduled Board of County Commissioner's 
meeting was October 6, 2015; however the deadline to place the Task Force's preliminary 
report on the October 6th agenda was September 8, 2015. 

Ms. Regula further noted the Board requestedthe sunset date for the Task Force be set for 
September 21, 2015; however, she contacted Ms. Castro regarding the possibility of requesting 
an extension, should it be deemed necessary; and Ms. Castro opined that Commissioner Sosa 
would be amenable to such a request. 

July 17, 2015 Official Minutes and Summary 
Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 

Page 1 of 5 
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Mr. Robert Thompson, Community Outreach Coordinator, Commissioner on Ethics & Public 
Trust, provided background information on the State of Florida Sunshine Law requirements. He 
explained the rules and regulations of complying with the Sunshine Law and noted discussions 
fora I, written, or electronic) between Task Force members, regarding Task Force business, 
outside ofthe public forum was prohibited. He further explained staff could not be used as a 
conduit to ask questions of other Task Force members; written minutes of all Task Force 
meetings were required, with any corrections being made at the following meeting; that all 

Task Force meetings must be publicly noticed with a minimum 48" hour notice, particularly in 
areas impacted; that meetings should not be held outside of Miami-Dade County; outlined the 
public speaking requirements for outside speakers; noted private individuals attending the Task 
Force meetings were not prohibited from recording the meeting so long as it was not 
disruptive; that a Task Force member could only abstain from voting if they determined there 
was a conflict of interest and suggested the member contact the COE if they had any doubts; 
that secret ballot voting was prohibited; and that there must be a quorum when votes were 
taken. He assured the Task Force members they would receive copies of the State of Florida 
Sunshine Law for their review. 

Mr. Thompson also discussed the importance of public records requests; emphasized the 
importance ofTask Force members separating public/private information on their electronic 
devices; provided details on what information was required to obtain a public record and that. 
requests should be made during business hours; and stressed that any correspondence related 
to the Task Force was considered a public record. 

In response to Chairperson Crooks, Mr. Thompson clarified transitory email related to times of 
meetings and meeting location were not considered public record, only matters pertaining to 
the Task Force's business at hand. 

·Mr. Thompson continued his ethics presentation and explained the Task Force members were 
not required to provide a financial disclosure form, since the body was scheduled to sunset in 
less than one year. He also commented on when Requests for Opinion were required to be 
filed; advised that spouses, domestic partners, parents, step parents, children, and step 
children were defined as immediate family; and provided guidance on how to deal with the gift 
restriction. He further noted if a Task Force member was scheduled to represent the Task 
Force at any function, written notification must be submitted. Mr. T~ompson also explained 
the rules related to Lobbyists; reviewed the Citizen's Bill of Rights; and advised if more than one 
Task Force member was scheduled to meet with an individual or group, that meeting would 
have to be advertised and held as a public meeting. 

Mr. Thompson provided each Task Force member with documentation covering the pertinent 
information he discussed. 
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Chairperson Crooks noted two individuals joined the meeting during Mr. Thompson's 
presentation; Mr. Edward Marquez, Deputy Mayor/Chief Financial Officer for Miami-Dade 
County and Assistant County Attorney Oren Rosenthal. 

Chairperson Crooks spoke about the resolution creating this Task Force and pointed out several 
pertinent points made in the resolution which Included: 1) the County had to fund the cost of 
construction; 2) the Board desired exploring alternative methods to address the Court's 
construction needs; and 3) the Board comprised the Task Force of individuals representing 
fields in engineering, construction, real estate, financing, architecture, and law. 

Ms. Regula noted the Task Force would have speakers to address funding opportunities and the 
current infrastructure at the next meeting. She explained contact was made with Chief Judge. 
Soto and Administrative Judge Bailey to provide a speaker on the Court's infrastructure needs. 

Ms. Sandra Lonergan indicated Chief Judge Soto expressed her desire to attend the next Task 
Force meeting. 

Ms. Regula said she also reached out to the Mayor's office and the Budget office to provide 
speakers to attend the next Task Force meeting. 

A discussion ensued regarding presentations and information being provided to the Task Force 
where it was noted the 2008 Master Plan documents were provided to inform the members of 
future needs; and the civil component oft he Master Plan, for court facilities, was in the process 
of being updated; however, the criminal component update was not yet completed. 

Ms. Castellanos noted there was no information on existing County owned buildings that could 
be adapted as court facilities and requested staff provide the Task Force with a list of County 
owned buildings thathad available empty space or were completely empty. 

Chairperson Crooks recommended the speakers invited to giv,e presentations provide 
information that would enlighten the Task Force members on the court system's existing 
infrastructur~, what their needs were, and what financing would be available. 

Ms. Lonergan suggested the Task Force not focus solely on the infrastructure, noting the need 
for additional space, and also look at the number of judges and amount of business that would 
transpire in the Dade County Courthouse (DCC) building on a daily basis. 

It was noted that the infrastructure consisted of all County court facilities. 

Mr. Riley noted the County's court system was unable to accommodate their unique 
authorization for international arbitration proceedings due their limited space. 
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Mr. Edward Marquez, Miami-Dade County Deputy Mayor/Chief Financial Officer, suggested the 
Task Force consider private sector funding arrangements and/or possible future bond issues. 

Ms. Lonergan recommended funding mechanisms be discussed subsequent to assessing the 

structural needs and the course of action to be taken. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal explained the Board of County Commissioner's required 
three topics to be addressed by the Task Force in their report: 1) assessment of repairs that was 

needed in current court facilities; 2) assessment of future Infrastructure needs; and 3) evaluate 
the Master Plan. 

Chairperson Crooks stressed the importance of identifying priorities. 

Judge Farina spoke about the new Children's Courthouse, the stakeholders serviced by that 

courthouse, and the space impacted by the stakeholders. He noted this situation was relevant 

to every court facility in the County and concurred that the Task Force needed to be as 
informed as they possibly could. 

Mr. Marquez noted lSD had reports on the existing needs for every County courthouse. 

Chairperson Crooks reiterated his recommendation to prioritize presentations being made to 

the Task Force. 

Ms. Lonergan recommended the use of the building be looked at in addition to the looking at 

the physical facility itself. 

Chairperson Crooks requested information be provided on what the costs would be to both 
address and not address the needs. 

In response to a comment made by Ms. Castellanos regarding the possibility of increased court 
case filing fees and why the County only received 80% of the fees back from the State, Mr. 
Marquez noted the financing of the court system was extremely complicated; the fees were set 

by State statute; and it would be very difficult.to attempt making changes to the fee structure. 

Judge Farina pointed out filing fees in Miami-Dade County had been raised over the years and 

they were considered some of the highest filing fees in the country. He noted the filing fee 

funds were shared by various entities such as the court system, the Clerk, and other State 

entities. 

Mr. Cuesta spoke about the Executive Summary of the resolution creating the Task Force and 
noted the need to determine a defined scope to be undertaken by this Task Force in order to 

alleviate any duplicity in efforts of other Task Force's. 
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A discussion ensued regarding the need for the Task Force to address the County's courthouse 
facility infrastructure needs and how those needs would be financed. It was determined that 
the presentations to be made at the next Task Force meeting focus on 40 year re-certifications; 
life safety checks on all County buildings; existing conditions in County buildings; future needs 
identified in the Master Plan; financial needs and funding options; and expansion needs. 

Assistant County Attorney ROsenthal advised the Task Force was charged with the reviewing 
the existing Master Plan; to hear from stakeholders; and to make recommendations that should 
be included in the updated Master Plan, based on the needs expressed by the stakeholders. 

Chairperson Crooks asked staff to invite Chief Judge Soto and Ms. Tara Smith, Director, Internal 
Services Department, to make presentations at the next Task Force meeting. 

Mr. Marquez indicated he would make a presentation on the availability offunds for 
courthouses; funding for court operations; and include basic information on P3 options. 

A discussion ensued regarding how much time should be allotted to each presenter. 

Based on concerns expressed by Ms. Castellanos regarding filing fees, it was agreed that a 
presentation on Article 5, Revision 7 should be made at the next Task Force meeting. 

Following discussion on allotted times for presentations, the following scheduled Task Force 
meeting dates were announced: 

August 10, 2015 at 1:00 p.m. 
August 17, 2015 at 1:00 p.m. 
August 24, 2015 at 1:00 p.m. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised the Task Force report was due ninety days from 
this meeting date, which was October 15, 2015, and, should the Task Force need additional 
time, their sunset date of September 21, 2015 could be extended by a simple majority vote of 
the County Commission. 

There being no further business to come before the Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure 
Task Force, the meeting adjourned at 11:10 a.m. 

(Minutes prepared by Cindy White, Commission Reporter, Clerk of the Board Office (305) 375-5189.) 
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CLERK'S SUMMARY AND OFFICIAL MINUTES 
MIAMI-DADE COURT CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE TASK FORCE 

·August 10, 2015 

The Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force convened a meeting on August 10, 
2015, at 1:10 p.m., in the Stephen P. Clark Government Center, 111 NW 1st Street, 18th Floor, 
Miami, Florida, 33128. 

There being present: Ms. Maria Luisa Castellanos; Mr. George Cuesta, Ms. Sandra Lonergan, 
Mr. William W. Riley; Hon. Joseph P. Farina, Vice Chairperson; and Mr. Enrique Crooks, 
Chairperson. {Ms. lourdes Reyes Abadin was late). 

The following individuals were also present: Assistant County Attorney Oren Rosenthal; Ms. 
Tara Smith, Director, Internal Services Department (lSD); Ms. Pamela Regula, Executive 
Assistant, Internal Services Department; and Deputy Clerk Cindy White. 

CALL TO ORDER 
Chairperson Crooks called the meeting to order at 1:10 p.m. and asked all those who were 
attending today's meeting to introduce themselves. 

MINUTES 
Ms. Pamela Regula, lSD, announced that the minutes from the July 15, 2015 CCITF meeting 
were not yet completed and stated, when ready, she would email a copy of the minutes to each 
Task Force member. · 

INTERNAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
Ongoing Courthouse Projects 
40 Year Certification 
List of Vacant and Partially Filled County Buildings 

Ms. Tara Smith, Director, ISO, noted her department was responsible for staffing the Task Force 
and apologized for not being present at the Task Force's first meeting on July 15, 2015. She 
advised the Task Force members that her office was available to provide any assistance they 
needed. 
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Ms. Smith reportec;J that lSD provided facilities mana.gement for 6 million square feet of County 
office space, which included eleven (11) courthouses that contained a total of 116 courtrooms, 
including hearing rooms and free space~ and accounted for approximately 3.6 million square 
feet of courthouse space. She spoke about the ongoing courthouse projects and inspections 
recently conducted by her department on all the courthouses, with the exception of the two 
most recently built facilities. She further noted the lSD inspections focused on the buildings 
electrical and structural needs; three of the courthouse inspections were required as part of 
their 40-year certification; life Safety Inspections were conducted on the remaining 
courthouses; and all inspected courthouses were found to be electrically and structurally safe. 

Ms. Smith advised a report describing the outcome of all courthouse inspections conducted by 
lSD, to be signe'd by Mayor Gimenez, would be provided to each Task Force member once it 
was available for distribution. She reviewed the following highlights contained in the report: 

Richard E. Gersten Courthouse- 40-year Inspection 
Built in 1962 (largest County courthouse); 

Ongoing work consisted of replacing one of the air handlers & the fan wall; 
Found the stairwell between 2"d floor and basement level need structural repairs 
therefore, it's been closed off and a work order was in process to do repairs; 
Repairs needed on some of the fire suppression system elements 

Coral Gables Courthouse- 40-year Inspection 
Built in 1951 

Roof recently replaced 

Dade County Courthouse- 40-year Inspection 
Built in 1928 (oldest County courthouse) 
Ongoing1 multiple HVAC air handler replacement projects 
Closed down half of the 3rd floor due to redesign of air handler and reinstallation of duct 
work 
Replacing emergency generator in basement 
Conducting fire safety training 
Ongoing fac;:ade restoration scheduled to be completed by July, 2016 (included 
replacement of all terra cotta on fac;:ade of building, replacement of all four roofs 
throughout the buildings tower, structural repairs to the plaza, resealing all windows) 
Ongoing water intrusion issues due to fac;:ade restoration 
40 year report identified 104 electrical elements that needed repair and a work order 
was underway to begin the electrical work 
40 year report identified the need to address additional air handler units, based on their 

age 
40 year report found building structurally safe for occupancy, however if the County was 
under a hurricane warning it would be evacuated and would have to be re-assessed by a 
structural engineer before allowing anyone back iri. 
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Destroyed 14 columns in the basement1 by removing the concrete encasement and 
exposing the structural stee11 of which 2 were found to have a 15~25% risk offailure1 and 
the remaining underwent corrosive cleaning. All14 columns have been restored to 
their original order and permitting was underway to address the remaining 130 

LawsonThomas Courthouse 
Built in 1988 
Ongoing investigation of water pipes to ensure healthy water management in the 

building . 
Removal of water cooling tower on the roof 

North Dade Justice Center 
Built in 1987 
Roof replacement project recently completed; however during repairs a water intrusion 
incident occurred; 
Ongoing need to continue addressing the water intrusion remediation 
Minor electrical improvements needed 

South Dade Justice Center 
Built in 1992 
Minor electricaC signage1 and egress issues needed to be addressed 

Children1 s Courthouse 
Newest and recently opened facility 
No life safety inspection were needed 

Hialeah Courthouse 
Built in 2004 
Repairs required to the concrete on the mechanical room on the roof 

Miami Beach Courthouse 
Built in 1987 
Owned and operated by the City of Miami Beach1 not 1501 therefore no Life Safety 
Inspection was conducted by the department 

Overtown Transit Village 
Built in 2007 
No ongoing issues 

Joseph Caleb Center 
Built in 1977 
Currently closed for renovations 
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Ms. Smith distributed a list of vacant spaces that currently existed in all County buildings and 

noted the opportunity for courthouses to occupy those vacant spaces was very limited due to 
restrictions. 

Chairperson Crooks announced Ms. lourdes Abadin's arrival at this time. 

Ms. Abadin indicated she read through all the material provided to the Task Force members 

thus far and asked if the 2008 Master Plan was a reflection of the current needs. 

Ms. Smith responded that the County recently embarked on a new Master Plan process which 

prioritized the Civil Court needs. She expected that report to be available by the end of 2015 
and noted, in the longer term, a consultant would be procured to conduct a County-wide 

Courts Master Plan, which should be underway once the Civil Courts Master Plan was 
completed. 

Chairperson Crooks briefed Ms. Abadin on topics discussed by the Task Force. 

Ms. Abadin stated she was honored to be a part of the Task Force. 

With regards to the po$Sible temporary co-location of courtroom space, the locations 

preliminarily identified in the Central Business District consisted of the Stephen P. Clark Center, 
the Miami-Dade Public Library, 140 West Flagler, and the Overtown Transit Villa.ge. 

Ms. Smith noted, in the Mayor's signed report, up to ten courtrooms were identified to be 
built-out in the downtown area and would Ideally be located in the same building. 

Mr. Cuesta mentioned that the 3.6 million square feet of courthouse space included 169 
courtrooms and requested clarification on the 1.8 million square feet amount of available space 

reflected on the lSD handout. 

Ms. Smith clarified the list of available space captured all County properties and land and that 
list was maintained by lSD. She further explained 1.146 million of the 1.8 million square feet 

was not usable for court space due to restrictions and being geographically undesirable. 

Ms. Castellanos expressed concern that the building located at 140 W. Flagler Street was not 

being considered a viable option. She opined that a complete remodeling ofthat building, 
including addressing structural and electrical problems, would be an immediate resolution to 

the needs of the courts. 

Ms. Smith explained the estimated cost to bring 140 W. Flagler up to code would exceed $30 

million and county departments were currently being moved out of that building and relocated 
to other spaces. She said the County's objective was to obtain the most value out of that 

building without spending $30 million for renovations. 
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Mr. Edward Marquez, Miami·Dade County Deputy Mayor, noted $47 million existed in the 

General Obligation Bond program that could be prioritized for court renovations. 

Vice Chairperson Farina noted the Courthouse Center was previously an office building and 

renovated for the courts use. He asked for information on what the purchase amount was; the 

costs involved to renovate; and that those costs be translated into today's dollar amount. 

Chairperson Crooks asked staff to provide the Task Force members with a graphic showing the 

location of County- buildings. 

A discussion ensued regarding the feasibility of regional courthouses; the additional square 

footage needed for a new court facility; a new facility having greater efficiencies; courtrooms 

currently being used by multiple judges; and the need to determine whether or not the County 

should keep the Dade County Courthouse {DCC}, despite its historical designation. It was also 

clarified that the 3.6 million square feet of current courthouse space did not include 

correctional facilities. 

Chairperson Crooks stressed the need identify existing needs, future needs (i.e. Master Plan), 

and funding; and to be provided with information on what the total cost would be to address 

those needs. 

Ms. Smith explained lSD was currently in the process of developing work orders based on the 

inspection recommendations made, .and once the work order format was completed, the cost 

information would be made available. She clarified the construction cost estimates would only 

addre.ss what was needed to bring the court facilit ies up to code. Ms. Smith also noted Miami· 

Dade County set aside $30 million for DCC over the next five years. 

Chairperson Crooks asked staff to provide information on the advantages and disadvantages of 

spending money on the existing court facilities. 

Ms. Castellanos noted voters clearly mac!e it known they did not want taxpayer's money spent 

on a new facility spoke suggested consideration be given to the possibility of raising filing fees 

which could be used as a funding source. She pointed outthat some mediation fees were 

charged per session and expressed concern that multi-million dollar court cases, which usually 

lasted months, paid minimal filing fees. Ms. Castellanos stressed the need to develop an 

executable plan. 

A discussion ensued regarding the House Bill, under Title 7, that established the filing fees and 

Vice Chairperson Farina explained the filing fee structure was a joint venture between the State 

Legislature and the Florida Supreme Court. He noted the Florida Supreme Court felt access to 

the courts system by any person or corporation should not be inhibited due to filing fee 

amounts; said Miami-Dade County had some of the highest filing fees in the country; and stated 

it would take a monumental effort to have filing fees increased. 
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Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal explained any changes to filing fees would requ ire a 
significant amendment to the Florida Constitution, as well as the State Legislature. 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
Master Plan 
Current and Future Operational Needs 

Chief Judge Bertila Soto, Eleventh Judicial Circuit, thanked the Task Force members for 
undertaking the important task of addressing the needs of the court's system; thanked Mayor 
Gimenez and the Board of County Commissioners for their commitment to the future of courts; 
and thanked Ms. Tara Smith and lSD staff, Deputy Mayor Marquez, and the County Attorneys 
office for their assistance. 

Judge Soto explained the 11th Circuit Court was the largest judicial circuit in the State of Florida 
and fourth largest in the nation; it encompassed all of Miami-Dade County, including the City of 
Miami; served 33 municipalities and a population of over 2.5 million people within the County; 
and consisted of 123 judges, 14 general magistrates, and 32 traffic magistrates, not including 
mediators. She also noted cases heard by 11th Circuit included all state matters, civil, criminal, 
traffic, family, domestic violence, landlord and tenant, probate, juvenile delinquency, 
dependency, and county appellate matters. Judge Soto commented on the Circuit Court's 
accomplishments which included being the first drug court in the United States; being 
recognized by the U.S. Supreme Court in the mental health area; and being the second court 
system in the U.S. to have an International Arbitration Court. 

She pointed out there were four main courthouses in the County: the Dade County Courthouse 
(DCC), the Richard E. Gersten Building (REG), the Lawton E. Thomas Building, and the new 
Children's Courthouse; and the following satellite courthouses: North Dade Justice Center, 
Coral Gables, South Dade Justice Center, Hialeah, Miami Beach, and Joseph Caleb. She noted 
all jury trials were held at the DCC because the satellite courthouses were not trial ready. 

Chief Judge Soto outlined the following Master Plan recommendations and action taken: 

1986 Master Plan Recommendations 
additional court space, 
renovations needed, 
construction of a new 550,000 square foot civil courthouse 

Actions Taken: The 131
h and 161

h floors at DCC were expanded and the family 
courthouse was opened. 
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2002 Master Plan Recommendations 
immediate replacement of the juvenile courthouse; 
Caleb and Hialeah be completed and used; 
a new West Miami Dade District courthouse; 
expand existing satellites courthouses, REG, and DCC. 

Actions Taken: Children's Courthouse was built and recently opened; REG was 
expanded by building out the 61

h. and ih. floors; and DCC had floors added. 

2007-08 Master Plan Recommendations 
focused on REG (criminal courthouse}. due to existing problems with the jail and 
recommended that building be revamped 

Actions Taken: work being done on 61
h. and ih. floors 

2015 Civil Courthouse Master Plan (Draft) 
recommended a 550,000 square foot courthouse (same as in the 1986 Master Plan) 
recommended the courthouse remain within several blocks of DCC's current location 

Judge Soto stated DCC no longer met the needs of the court's system since it was only 227,000 
square feet; had 23 courtrooms for the 41 judges there; the building was in constant need of 
repair; efficiencies were affected due to its' age; and noted that additional expenses were 
incurred each time a section of employees had to be moved for building repairs. She noted 576 
employees worked in the building without complaint; however, many jurors and lawyers have 
expressed concern about trying cases at DCC. 

Judge Soto spoke about their efforts to accommodate the problems repeatedly encountered at 
DCC and pointed out there were eleven remediation's last year on the 6th floor. She expressed 
concern with the constant struggles encountered by employees at DCC on a regular basis; 
portions offloors having to be shut down for renovations; the need for constant air quality 
samples having to be taken due to the age of the air handlers (35 of 50 units below the 61

h floor 
were over 35 years old); and the need for technology and. infrastructure at that building. She 
pointed out the following problems that currently existed at DCC: mold (non-toxic); termites; 
water intrusion; flooding; structural issues {columns); no temperature regulation on air 
conditioning due to age of units; plumbing and electrical issues; lack of technology; only seven 
public bathrooms; and the building was not ADA compliant {not required because 
grandfathered In). 

Judge Soto opined the ideal scenario would be to build a new courthouse that addressed the 
court's needs C)nd security issues that currently existed. 

Following Judge Soto's presentation, the Task Force recessed for a five minute break. 
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The Task Force reconvened at 2:48 p.m .. 

FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
Existing Financial Needs 
Fundi rig Options 
Lessons Learned from Other Cities 

Mr. Edward Marquez, Deputy Mayor/Chief Financial Officer, Miami-Dade County, distributed a 
handout which provided an overview of Miami-Dade County's $6.7 billion overall budget. He 
noted the County supported the court's system and the Clerk of Courts to a degree; the Co-unty 
had 14.6 billion in accumulated debt to pay for capital infrastructure; and the County spent 
$178 million so far on court projects. He reviewed the funded 5 year Capital Improvement Plan 
by Department and the funded FY 2015-16 Capital court projects. Mr. Marquez also provided a 
list of 15.6 billion in unfunded general projects to reflect the competing needs, all of which 
would be supported by taxes. 

Mr. Marquez explained the estimated cost for a new 600,000 square foot civil courthouse was 
$368 million, excluding land and parking. He also spoke about the Building Better Communities 
Bond issue (BBC/GOB) for public safety and stated those monies were allocated, but not 
contractually committed to, and any changes to allocations would require a review by the 
Citizen's Advisory Committee for the Building Better Communities Bond Program prior to being 
considered by the Board of County Commissioners. 

Judge Soto noted the County's jails were under a Consent Decree (federal lawsuit) and were 
mandated to be fixed; therefore, the $80 million allocation listed on the BBC/GOB, but not yet 
committed, to the Corrections Department would probably not be available to the courts. 

Mr. Marquez noted, ifthe Task Force decided to renovate the 140 W. Flagler building, the $46 
million listed on the BBC/GOB for the Judicial Department's additional courtrooms and 
administration facilities project could be used for that purpose, subject to approval by the 
County Commission. He further noted ad valorem was not available; therefore, the only 
sanctioned surcharge from the judicial system that could be used for.capital projects was the 
traffic surcharge, however advised those funds were diminishing. 

Judge Soto noted nine other counties in the State of Florida paid for their own courthouses due 
to a requirement in Article 5, Revision 7 that stated court facilities were to be paid by the 
county in which they were located. 

Mr. Marquez pointed out funding for a new court facility would be competing against other 
County capital projects and recommended the Task Force look at funding efficiencies and 
discuss the possibility of establishing a P3 (Public/Private Partnership). 
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Judge Soto spoke about the need for a funding stream of approximately $20 million per year for 
a new facility and suggested the Task Force look into what the costs were to maintain DCC as a 
possible offset. 

A discussion ensued regarding toll violations and traffic citations as a possible funding source 
where it was noted toll violations were now handled through MDX, not the County, thereby 

negatively affecting those funds the County received, and it was noted t hat traffic violations 

would only generate approximately $5 million per year, which was not a sufficient amount. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised the Task Force that the most unrestricted source 
of funding for a County was ad valorem taxes; however fees and sales taxes were authorized 

and controlled primarily by the State legislature. 

Mr. Riley asked if the legality of restructu-ring the impact fee schedule had been researched. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal explained the general impact fee requirements and how 

they were used offset future impacts incurred by a development. He noted the courthouse 
needs related to past construction needs. 

A discussion ensued on the possibility of impact fees being ljsed as a funding source for a new 
courthouse, whereby staff indicated they would research the matter and report their findings 
to the Task Force. 

In response to a suggestion by Ms. Castellanos regarding the development of a mechanism that 
kept the County in contro~ of certain money without callfng it a filing fee, Mr. Marquez noted all 
forms of taxation. were controlled by the State; the Coun_ty would have to show cau se and 

effect, which had to be direct; the County was not supposed to be making a profit;. the County 
was not supposed to use their credit to support others; and the County couldn't set up a 
mechanism whereby a charge would be made on the County's behalf in order to the County's 

expenses. 

With regards to the $46 million allocated to the Judicial Department under the BBC GOB Funds, 
Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal explained that money was tagged by the County 

Commission and authorized to be used for emergency repairs. It was also noted the BBC GOB 

allocation was originally $90 million; however It has been reduced to $46 million after paying 
for needed repairs at various court facilities. 

Mr. Robert Warren, Real Estate Advisor for lSD and the Economic Resources Department, 

distributed an information booklet on Public Private Partnerships (P3) to the Task Force 

members and noted 95% of all P3' s in the U.S. were horizontal projects, such as roads, 
underground utilities, and waterworks, and were revenue generating projects which created a 

funding source to offset the payments made to the private sector developer. He pointed out 

that HOK designed a 618,000 square foot courthouse, with 52 courtrooms, for approximately 
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$359 million; with $58 million of that amount covering the costs of for security, information 
technology (IT), furniture and fixtures. 

Mr. Warren presented an overview of the information contained in the handout which 
explained the benefrts of P3 projects; key elements needed for its success; advisory services it 
provided; that there was a certainty of budget; that the public sector only paid when services 
were delivered; and the project was guaranteed to remain in top condition over a 35 year 
period. 

A discussion ensued regarding the need for legal, financial, and technical advisors for a P3, 
where it was noted once the County received input from the legal and financial advisors, that 
information would be presented to the County Commission-and, at that point, the Commission 
would decide whether there was a need to obtain the services of a technical advisor. 

Ms. Smith noted selection committees were currently meeting and an award recommendation 
should be presented to the Board within the next sixty (60) days. 

Mr. Warren noted, in typical P3's, a financial advisor provided an analysis on whether this type 
of method should be used; then a technical advisor could come in to assist in the development 
of a detailed RFP. He noted, under a P3, the advisors would be on board with the County for a 
number of years. Mr. Warren further explained, in 2013, the State of Florida approved a House 
Bill related to P3's to provide a regulatory process. · 

Mr. Warren pointed out factors that would result in a P3's failure included the lack of defined 
requirements/expectations; overly optimistic expectation of risk transfer; the client's lack of 
quality resources; the public sector not understanding the constraints of leveraged finance; and 
the lack of political unity could result in the failure of a P3. However, noted there were many 
successful P3's; including the Port Miami tunnel. 

Mr. Warren provided the following examples of P3's: 

Long Beach Courthouse: the original facility built in 1950's; a new facility was 
completed in 2013 and consists of 531,000 square feet with 31 courtrooms, government 
offiCes, and 5 retail spaces at a total cost of $490 million. He noted the judicial council 
of California agreed to pay $53 million annual fee and it was under a 35 year agreement 
to pay off the debt, at which point the State of California would take over ownersh ip of 
the building. 

August 10, 2015 Clerk's Summary and Official Minutes Page 10 oflS 
· Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 



73

Indianapolis Justice Complex: consisted of 32 courtrooms, 3,400 bed detention facility, 
750 bed minimum security facility, sheriffs office, juvenile courtrooms, law offices, and 
parking; $408 million cost; annual fee of $46 million; and approximately 3,000 beds 
being rented out to federal government. He noted, as of last April, the project died 
because it was determined· the annual fee would be $4-5 million higher for the first nine 
years and the project wouldn't be completed until2019, which caused dissention with 
the political body. 

Travis County Civil and Family Courthouse: original courthouse built in 1931; new 
facility would be 511,000 square feet with 14 stories; and the estimated cost was $292 

million which would totally funded by municipal bonds if approved by voters in 
November, 2015 

Broward County Fatility: 714,000 square foot, 20 story facility including a garage; cost 
$326million; has $108 million dedicated/allocated funds with bonds issued on the 
balance; and the annual payment of $14 million was being accounted for in the County's 
budget. He pointed out that Task Force met from 2009 to 2011 and the building would 
be completed at the end of 2015. · 

Mr. Warren noted he looked at Downtown Miami properties and opined there was a possibility 
to bring down the costs by taking creative measures such as selling $150 million worth of real 
estate or allow a developer take over DCC. He also pointed out the land adjacent to the 
Children's Courthouse was County owned property which a d~veloper could build on for free. 

Following Mr. Warren's presentation, Ms. Smith noted the County Commission recognized the 
courfs system was an independent branch and created the Task Force to look at various 
funding options and present their recommendations. 

Next Steps- Action Plan and Assignments 
1. Court Infrastructure Needs (existing and future). 
2. Funding and Financing 

3. Delivery and Innovation 
4. Recommendations 

Based upon Chairperson Crooks comment regarding information on operating and maintenance 
costs, Ms. Smith indicated she would provide the Task Force with information on the average 
cost per square foot, taking the building's age into consideration. 

With regards to technology costs, Chief Judge Soto spoke about the criminal system (CJIS), built 
in 1992, that cost $15 million and noted it would now cost approximately $50 million to make 
criminal paperless. She stated most divisions, with the exception of civil, was not paperless and 
pointed out the problems with the DCC infrastructure which didn't provide for Wi-Fi. 
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Mr. Marquez noted the paperless situation inthe cqurt's system had the County's attention 
and anticipated, within one year's time, the County Commission would be asked to permit a 
bond issue through the County's non-ad valorem debt. 

With regard to operating costs, Mr. Warren opined a 600,000 square foot facility, under a P3, 
could cost the County approximately $8 million per year to operate; and at a debt of $350 

· million, the County would need a dedicated revenue sou~ce of $30 million per year. 

Ms. Castellanos expressed her opposition to P3's; however, would consider the concept of 
developing other County owned real estate to subsidize construction of a new courthouse 
facility. 

Mr. Cuesta focused on a previous comment made by Chief Judge Soto regarding the need to 
move sections in DCC multiple times because of various problems and asked if that could be 
quantified, since it constituted an extraordinary cost to the normal operating costs. He stressed 
the importance of including those emergency maintenance costs in the total operating costs. 

Chief Judge Soto spoke about the amount of work that had been completed, and was currently 
ongoing, at DCC and explained HOK, the Children's Courthouse developer, provided an 
estimated cost of $353 million for a new 6201 000 square foot building. She presented a booklet 
showing the repairs being done at DCC. 

Mr. Cuesta expressed concern with spending money on a bad asset. 

Ms. Smith noted the standard operating costs for any County court building averaged $7.50 per 
square foot, not including remediation costs; capital costs over the past 5 years were over $40 
million; and there were additional daily task costs. She indicated an updated spreadsheet 
reflecting the amount spent at DCC over the past five years, and what was currently being 
spent, would be provided to the Task Force members. 

Vice Chairperson Farina opined there was no way to avoid the perpetual care and treatment 
costs associated with DCC. 

ln response to Chairperson Crooks question on whether HOK and SOM provided operating 
and/or maintenance costs in their estimate for a new building, Ms. Smith indicated she was not 
aware of such information. 

With regards to the slab issues at DCC1 Chief Judge Soto advised the April, 2014 report indicated 
50.5% of the slab was evaluated; tests showed 29.7% continued to deteriorate, which was 
unacceptable; and 59% needed remediation. 

Ms. Smith noted two different, independent structural consultants determined DCC was safe 
and structurally sound and the referenced recommendation commented on by Chief Judge Soto 
was currently being looked into. 
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Ms. Castellanos expressed concern with the amount of money being spent to build County 
buildings and the lack of money spent to maintain those buildings. 

Chairperson Crooks stressed the Importance of making a decision on what to do with DCC. 

Vice Chairperson Farina requested the County Attorney provide a determination on whether 
DCC's historic designation placed any restrictions on what could be done with the building. 

Mr. Cuesta noted buildings could be repurposed and still maintain their historic designation. 
He commented on the need to look at all options and asked whether or not the County looked 
at the possibility of marketing the property or doing something commercial with DCC. 

Mr. Warren noted the County Commissioner gave County Administration a direction to look. 
into P3's to address the court system's needs. 

Chairperson Crooks emphasized the need to determine the need and what they want 
accomplished. He asked Chief Judge Soto to clarify the court's needs . . 

Chief Judge Soto explained the Civil Court Master Plan should be completed by September, 
2015 and it projected the court's needed a new 560,000 square foot facility with 52 courtrooms 
that would carry the system through 2035. It did not include 34,000 square feet for additional 
parking. DCC would no longer be a viable courthouse. 

Vice Chairperson Farina asked if Clerk Harvey Ruvin was included in any discussions wit h Dan 
Wiley, to which Chief Judge Soto responded affirmatively. 

Chairperson Crooks asked staff to provide a concise written statement on what would happen 
with DCC, including what would be. done in the interim with the extra capacity. 

Chief Judge Soto suggested the Task Force consider inviting Mr. Wiley to make a presentation. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised the Task Force that t he County Commission 
directed them to Identify the infrastructure needs; identify any needed repairs to existing 
facilities; Identify any current or future infrastructure expansion needs; recommend 
mechanisms to finance the repairs or expansion in the most efficient way possible; and to 
review the Master Plan and make recommendations as to what the new Master Plan should 
include. 

Chairperson Crooks explained his interpretation of identifying needs meant scope of work. He 
also stated usage of vacant space would be kept on the table, including the pros and cons of 
doing that. 
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Mr. Riley noted the report provided to Task Force members indicated only 170,000 square feet, 

without restrictions, was available throughout the County for the courts. 

Ms. Castellanos opined DCC could be saved and expressed concern that the County would lose 

the building's value if they gave it up. She stressed the need to present all options such as 
keeping and remodeling DCC; using 140 W. Flagler as an annex; or constructing a new 

courthouse with rentable spaces that would offset the cost. She opposed County taxpayers 

solely incurring the cost for a court facility to the benefit of w~althy developers. 

Ms. Lonergan suggested the needs be identified for the entire circuit;. determine where they 

would go; associated costs; and provide options. She also recommended these matters be 
prioritized. 

Mr: Cuesta opined the needs were already somewhat identified in the Master Plan. 

Chairperson Crooks noted, although the Task Force was charged with looking at the entire 

court's system, the focus appeared to be on DCC. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised it was within the Task Forces' prerogative to 

determine the only true existing need at this time for the County's court's system was to have a 

main civil courthouse. 

Chairperson Crooks stated the Task Force would first address the needs for the existing 

infrastructure and secondly, the needs for future infrastructure. He noted, with regards to DCC, 
repairs were ongoing at that facility in order to keep it whole and the Task Force would refer to 
that as the DCC Rehab. 

Ms. Smith indicated she would provide the total cost estimates to rehab DCC at the next Task. 

Force meeting. 

Chairperson Crooks recommended the Task Force also establish a five year time line for a new 
courthouse; suggested Mr. Wiley be invited to make a presentation to the Task Force; that the 

future civil court facility be consistent with the Master Plan recommendation for DCC; and that 
Coral Gables, North Dade Justice Center, and West Dade be listed as secondary priorities. 

Chairperson Crooks asked staff to provide information on estimated costs to construct a facility 
in West Dade and identify available funds to address the court system's need. 

Ms. Smith clarified the purpose of the GOB question approved by voters in 2004, provided 

money for the court's general expansion needs an~ she suggested the $46 million set aside for 

infrastructure and expansion purposes should be used towards a new facility or expansion of 

existing facilities. 
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Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal read, for the record, the ballot question approved by the 
voters in 2004 and advised that GOB funds could only be spent on capital projects. 

Chairperson Crooks commented on Mr. Riley's suggestion of utilizing impact fees to which 
Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal indicated a County tax expert would be available to 
address-that issue at the next scheduled Task Force meeting. 

Mr. Riley spoke about the City of Miami's Public Benefit Program, tied to their land 
development code, which served as an additional revenue source for parks and infrastructure 
improvements. 

Based on Ms. Castellanos' prior suggestion related to filing fees, Chairperson Crooks asked it be 
listed as a possible funding option and reiterated the need for the Task Force to identi fy all 
possible financing mechanisms, including traffic citations. 

Ms. Smith noted she would provide the Task Force members with copies of two 
memorandums, specific to DCC, that were distributed last year and addressed 
financing/funding options available. 

Vice Chairperson Farina suggested the National Center for State Courts be contact ed for 
additional input on funding options. 

Chairperson Crooks invited Mr. Warren to attend the next Task Force meeting. He also 
commented on the need for the courts to be technologically efficient. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal suggested the Task Force consider hearing from Clerk 
Ruvin on the technology advancements in the Clerk's offices. It was also recommendedthe 
Task Force be provided with Information on the technological infrastructure in the new 
Children's Courthouse. 

Chairperson Crooks announced the next Task Force meeting would held on August 17, 2015 at 
1:00 p.m. 

There being no further business to come before the .Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure 
Task Force, the meeting adjourned at 5:25 p.m. 

August 10, 2015 

· Chairperson Enrique "Rick'' Crooks 
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CLERK'S SUMMARY AND OFFICIAL MINUTES 
MIAMI-DADE COURT CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE TASK FORCE 

August 17, 2015 

The Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force convened a meeting on August 17, 
2015, at 1:00 p.m., in the Stephen P. Clark Government Center, 11i NW 1st Street, 18th Floor, 
Conference Room 18-4, Miami, Florida, 33128. 

There being present: Ms. Maria Luisa Castellanos; Ms. Sandra Lonergan, Mr. William W. Riley; 
Hon. Joseph P. Farina, Vice Chairperson; and Mr. Enrique Crooks, Chairperson. (Ms. Lourdes 
Abadin and Mr. George Cuesta arrived late). 

The following individuals were also present: Assistant County Attorney Oren Rosenthal; Ms. 
Tara Smith, Director, Internal Services Department (lSD); Ms. Pamela Regula, Executive 
Assistant, Internal Services Department; and Deputy Clerk Cindy White. 

CALL TO ORDER 
Chairperson Crooks called the meeting to order at 1:05 p.m. and asked all those who were 
attending today's meeting to introduce themselves. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES- JULY 17, 2015 
Vice Chairperson Joseph Farina presented a motion to approve the Miami-Dade Court Capital· 
Infrastructure Task Force minutes of July 17, 2015. This motion was seconded by Mr. William 
Riley, and upon being put to a vote, passed a vote of 5-0 (Ms. Lourdes Abadin and Mr. George 
Cuesta were absent). 

DISCUSSION OF MEMOS RECENTLY DISTRIBUTED 
August 21, 2014·- Capital Construction Needs of the Miami-Dade County Circuit 

and County Courts 
September 2, 2014- Additional Information Regarding Alternate Options to 

Build/Finance a New Courthouse 

Ms. Tara Smith, Director, Internal Services Department {lSD}, distributed copies of Resolution.R-
680-14, referenced in the August 21, 2014 memorandum, to each member of the Task Force. 
She noted the memorandums instructed lSD, collectively with the 11th Circuit Chief Judge and 
the Office of Management and Budget, to identify the capital needs and financing options for a 
Civil Courthouse. 
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Ms. Smith explained the memorandums summarized all work completed by the County to date; 
provided the cost estimates that were prepared prior to the November, 2014 referendum 
which failed; and provided additional information related to filing fees and other financing 
options. She pointed out that representatives from the. Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) were present to answer any questions the members may have. 

Vice Chairperson Farina noted, upon his review of the memorandums, it appeared the 
consensus was the Dade County Courthouse {DCC) did not meet existing or future needs. He 
spoke about the need for a 620,000 square foot courthouse, with 51 courtrooms and the two 
referenced County owned properties; one next to the Children's Courthouse and the other 
being the 140 W. Flagler Street property, if the building was razed. He further commented on 
the cost estimates being between $253 and $368 million for a new courthouse, plus or minus 
any additional increases in construction material costs. · 

Chairperson Crooks announced Mr. George Cuesta's arrival. 

Ms. Castellanos opined there was a square footage discrepancy between the September 2, 
2014 memorandum and what lSD presented at the last Task Force meeting. 

Ms. Smith clarified that lSD provided facilities management for 6 million square feet of County 
office space, of which approximately 3.6 million square feet was courthouse space. 

Ms. Castellanos noted one of the memorandums reflected the need for an additional2.8 
million square feet of courthouse space and opined it appeared to be more of a distribution 
issue than an expansion issue. She suggested renovation of DCC be considered in lieu of 
constructing a new building. 

Chairperson Crooks noted many studies were done and the Task Force members agreed, at the 
last meeting (8/10), to identify primary and secondary needs; and decided a new courthouse 
was a primary need. 

Ms. Castellanos disputed Chairperson Crooks' assessment of what the Task Force agreed upon 
at their last (8/10) meeting, noting it was her conclusion that the Task Force would look at 
different available options. She noted her opposition to determining a new courthouse was the 
primary need without any consideration being given to the possibility of renovating DCC. She 
pointed out that statements contained in the report opined that the North Dade and Coral 
·Gables courthouses could not sufficiently handle the growth they've experienced; however, the 
Coral Gables courthouse was considered a favorite by the legal community. She suggested 
consideration also be given to expansion of Coral Gables. 
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Chairperson Crooks noted at the last meeting (8/10} it was summarized that the primary need 
would be a new civil courthouse and a secondary need would be to look at regional locations 
such as Coral Gables and West Dade. He also noted the n~ed to look funding alternatives to 
accomplish the needs. 

In response to Ms. Castellanos' suggestion that a vote be taken on the need for a new 
courthouse, Chairperson Crooks recommended the vote be taken when all members of the 
Task Force were present. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised the Task Force that a vote and recommendation 
of a consensus of its members is what the County Commission expected to receive via a written 
report. He pointed out that the practice of other task force's was to include any dissenting or 
minority views and/or opinions of any member(s} in the report. 

Chairperson Crooks stressed the importance of a report being formulated by the Task Force as 
quickly as possible and recommended the order to follow would be to identify the primary and 
secondary needs; followed by looking at alternatives; and finally reviewing proposed funding 
sources. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal noted the Task Force support staff would prepare the 
report based on their majority expressions; distribute a draft to each member for review; each 
member would submit their input to support staff; and then a public meeting would be held to 
finalize the Task Force report. He further explained the report should contain the courthouse 
needs explored by the Task Force; list the various parties that provided vital information and/or 
made presentations; list reports received and reviewed by the members; the topics discussed 
by the members; the Task Force's majority recommendation (by vote); and include an 
explanation of any dissenting points of view. 

Ms. Smith noted an outline for the report was being prepared by lSD staff and she would 
coordinate with the Task Force members for additional input in order to complete a draft. 

Vice Chairperson Farina suggested the Task Force determine what the greatest need was; 
discuss the means to fulfill the need, whether it's a new facility or renovation of an existing 
facility; and review viable funding sources. 

Ms. Castellanos commented on the exorbitant costs that would be incurred to construct a new 

facility and renovate the Coral Gables Courthouse. She noted there were many issues not yet 
discussed or decided upon by the Task Force. 

Ms. Lonergan opined the Task Force's mission was to determine what the court's needed; how 
many judges were needed where; what expansions were needed; and recommendations on 

funding options. 
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Ms. C~stellanos concurred t.hat there was a need for additional court space and opined there 
should be a palatable combination by reducing the $400 million cost; constructing a partial new 
building, smaller in scale; a complete remodeling of DCC; and determine a solution on what 
should be done at the Coral Gables Courthouse. She also noted she supported Mr. Riley's 
suggestion related to Impact fees. 

Chairperson Crooks said he would prefer the Task Force come to conclusions as to what the 
needs were and what alternatives should be studied. 

Ms. Lonergan noted sh~ would provide the information requested Ms. Castellanos, regarding 
civil vs. crimina I cases filed, to staff for distribution to the members. 

Ms. Castellanos asked that the information include the type of civil cases; to determine which 
types of cases were causing the backlog. 

Judge Jennifer Bailey provided background information on cases filed, noting between 1995 
through 2006, filings were between 35,000 to 45,000; however during the foreclosure crisis, the 
amount of cases filed increased to approximately 117,000 per year. She noted, currently, the 
number of cases filed was approximately 45,000. She pointed out that a majority of cases filed 
in Miami-Dade County were more complicated than other jurisdictions and, as a result, took 
more judge days to conclude. 

Vice Chairperson Farina pointed out that DCC traditionally housed county civil cases (under 
$15,000) circuit civil cases (over $15,000}, and probate cases; all being handled by 41 judges. 
He commented on the need for an additional 26 courtrooms and pondered where the 
renovation would occur, what efficiencies of scale would occur, and what the cost difference 
would be to renovate an existing facility in lieu of building a new courthouse with 52 
courtrooms. 

MEETING EXISTING NEEDS 
Dade County Courthouse 

Operating and Maintenance Costs- 5, 10, 15 years 

Ms. Smith reviewed various operating and maintenance costs associated with DCC over the 
next 5, 10, and 15 years. She stated the current operating cost at DCC was $10.55 per square 

foot, which was a standard amount, and averaged $2.8 million per year; and that additional 
maintenance costs of approximately $2.50 per square foot, over and above the standard cost, 
were incurred due to the building's age. She noted lSD was budgeting $500,000 to continue to 
be able to meet the needs of DCC 
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Ms. Smith reported that funded and ongoing capital needs for DCC, over the next five years, 
consisted of $39 million to finish the ceiling; to proceed with the next phase to repair the 
structural columns; to replace the emergency generator; continued repairs to the third f loor; 
electrical repairs; repair and/or replace some of the air handlers; and the cost to prqvide 
temporary courtrooms in the immediate area while repairs were being conducted. She noted 
funding for the temporary courtrooms could only be funded if it was approved by the Citizen's 
Advisory Committee and the County Commission. 

Ms. Smith reported that during Phase 3 of the structural repairs, over the next 10 years, the 
slab of DCC would then be addressed since it was below sea level and prone to frequent 
flooding. She explained work on the slab would not commence untill30 of the columns were 

repaired. 

Ms. Smith also reported that unfunded projects at DCC over the next five years consisted of 
repair and/or replacement of the remaining air handlers not addressed in the funded and 
ongoing capital needs; $_38 million needed over the next 10 years to continue replacement of 
air handlers; replacement of the fire alarm panel; elevator modernization; and to reseal/replace 
of building envelope. She further noted, over the next 15 years, $2 million would be needed to 

address structural issues on the plaza. 

Chairperson Crooks surmised the operations costs at DCC would increase by 25% due to 
maintenance issues; and that approximately $80 million would be needed over the next 15 
years to ~ddress all the issues. 

A discussion ensued regarding ADA requirements at DCC where it was noted that DCC was 
grandfathered in; therefore, the building was exempt from ADA compliance and costs 
associated with ADA modifications were not factored in. 

Ms. ~onergan noted only three floors in DCC had public bathrooms and opined, due to the large 
amount of people who visited the courthouse every day, there was a need to provide more 
public accommodations. 

Mr. Juan Silva, lSD Facilities Manager1 stated there were two public bathrooms on the second 
and third floors that were ADA compliant. 

In response to Mr._ Cuesta, Ms. Smith explained the raising of the slab at DCC was included in 

the original $39 million cost for capital needs over the next five years. 

Mr. Cuesta opined future capital'improvement costs of approximately $42 million could be 
saved after the five years, should a decision be made to replace the building. He also 
commented on the ADA issue at DCC and the lack of space to in the building to meet ADA 

requirements. 
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Chairperson Crooks recognized Ms. Lourdes Abadin's arrival. 

Based on questions raised as to whether or not DCC would be subject to ADA compliance if the 
building were remodeled, Ms. Smith indicated she would provide that information to the Task 
Force at a future meeting. 

During discussion on the possibility of remodeling DCC, Ms. Smith noted the building had many 
unusual configurations due to most floors being small in size and the courtrooms were 
undersized, being under the recommended size of 10,000 square feet. 

Ms. Regula indicated efforts were being made for the Task Force members to tour DCC and 
conduct their next meeting ·at that location. 

Judge Bailey noted the space configurations in DCC were challenging; particularly due to the 
location of the support columns. 

Vice Chairperson Farina explained column obstructions in the courtrooms posed problems with 
jurors and attorneys inasmuch as they were unable to see and/or hear depending on where 
they were seated. 

Ms. Smith proceeded to address potential vacant spaces and indicated a copy of the 
memorandum signed by the Mayor last week was included in the package distributed to the 
Task Force members. She noted the memorandum described the status of ISO inspections at all 
the courthouse facilities and reiterated the potential vacant spaces and County owned 
properties that could be utilized for various courtroom configurations. She also distributed a 
list of vacant county-wide spaces, most of which had restrictions, and noted the list highlighted 
those spaces that could be possibly be renovated to accommodate courtroom spaces at a 
certain dollar figure, up to $200 per square feet, depending on the age of the building and the 
courtroom requirements. 

In response to Ms. Castellanos' question as to how many additional courtrooms were needed, 
Vice Chairperson Farina noted a total of 52 were needed, and presently there were only 26. He 
further explained that Miami-Dade County was entitled to eleven additional judgeships; 
however, it was not yet funded by the State Legislature, but if it were, there would be not be 

room to accommodate those judges. He stressed that additional courtrooms were an 
immediate need. 

Ms. Castellanos pointed out the possibility of having 12 courtrooms in the 140 W. Flagler 
building; 10 at the Main Library; and the remaining at the Overtown Transit Village. She opined 
that consideration should be given to putting additional courtrooms in the Coral Gables 
Courthouse and at the proposed West Dade location. 
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Vice Chairperson Farina noted all courtrooms were not the same and spoke about the 
importance of locating the additional courtrooms in Downtown Miami. He suggested the Task 
Force members tour the 140 W. Flagler Street building. 

Mr. Castellanos noted the 140 W. Flagler Street building would require a complete remodeling 
in order to facilitate courtrooms. 

Ms. Smith indicated all County departments were in the process of being moved out of the 140 
W. Flagler Street building because it was too costly to maintain and operate; and discussions 
were currently underway to determine the future use of that building. 

Mr. Riley concurred with Vice Chairperson Farina recommendation that the courtrooms needed 
to be centrally located in the urban core of Miami-Dade County. He also noted, with regards to 
the Coral Gables Courthouse, that the parking was inadequate and there was not enough land 
to expand that facility. 

Vice Chairperson Farina spoke about a public transportation system being created to enhance 
the central core by connecting the courthouses in Miami-Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach 
counties; and noted he was amenable to hear If the 140 W. Flagler Street building or the Main 
Library were viable options. 

Mr. Riley noted the need for satellite district courthouses; however pointed out they were not 
connected to mass transit. He reiterated the need to establish new courtrooms in the urban 
core and expressed concern with cost estimates of up to $200 per square feet to provide a 
temporary courthouse location. He opined spending that much money on a temporary facility 
was not a good use oftaxpayer's money. 

FUNDING AND FINANCING 
GOB 
Impact Fees 

Examples being used elsewhere 
Public Benefits Program 

Examples- City of Miami 
Parking Fees 
Building Parking Revenues 
Filing Fees 
Traffic Citations 
Existing Buildings, land 

Ms. Castellanos asked whether it was more important to fund a $400 million new courthouse 
facility or fund other essential County needs that had no solution. She opined the Court's had 
other viable solutions rather than spending $400 million. 

August 17, 2015 Official Minutes and Summary 
Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 

Page 7 of14 



85

Chairperson Crooks noted the Task Force's focus was to make recommendations for the Court's 
system, not other County needs; therefore, the Task Force would identify primary and 
secondary needs. 

Ms. Abadin indicated, during her research on P3's, she discovered those types of partnerships 
had been a round for many years; many of the facilities were mixed-use; that most cost 
between $40- $78 million; and found none that required borrowing $400 million. She also 
discovered that experience suggested courthouses be located next to public transportation 
since it reduced the costs associated with having to include parking. 

A discussion ensued regarding the 531,000 square foot courthouse facility in California, 
constructed using the P3 method. Mr. Warren noted operating costs were $51 million per year, 
which included the capital cost of $35 mlllion; the annual service fee of $14 million, which 
equaled $28.00 per foot; and a $2.7 million reserve per year for replacement. He noted 
California was paying a higher service fee than the $11 million previously mentioned, since $11 

million was a business as usual cost. He explained the service fee increased if the time in which 
repairs and/or problems were to be addressed was shortened and the facility was to be 
maintained as a state of the art facility. 

Mr. Warren referenced the August 21, 2014 memorandum that indicated a 600,000 square foot 
new courthouse facility would cost $360 million. He noted the cost could possibly be reduced 
to $320 million by selling bonds for $18.5 million to cover the annual finance charge and 

operating as a business as usual at $11.00 per square foot. He stated the challenge would then 
be to find funding for approximately $25 million per year. He also noted costs could be further 
reduced by extending the repair wait time {1/2 hour vs. 4 hours) and having a smaller reserve 
for replacement, assuming after 35 years, the buildi~ would be in excellent shape. 

Chairperson Crooks noted an advantage to P3's was that maintenance and building upkeep 
were covered over a 35 year period. 

In response to Chairperson Crooks question regarding parking garage revenues at the California 
P3 facility, Mr. Warren explained $1 million per year was allocated to operate the garage and 
the State received some of parking revenues, along with the P3 operator. He noted the 
proposed 600,000 square foot courthouse facility for Miami-Dade County did not include a 
parking garage. 

Mr. Riley questioned whether the County received a portion of the tax revenues collected by 
incorporated cities to help fund general wide services like the courts, or Jackson Hospital. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal explained everyone who lived in an incorporated city or in 
unincorporated areas paid County taxes to fund county-wide services. He noted there was 

nothing that prohibited cities from contributing to the County. 
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Ms. Castellanos noted, for the record, if the 135,000 square feet from the 140 W. Flagler Street 
building, the 50,000 square feet from the Main Library, and the 58,000 from the Overtown 
Transit Village were multiplied by $200.00 per square foot; the total cost of the renovation to 
provide 29 new courtrooms would be $48.6 million. She stated, even adding another $48 
mil!ion to remodel DCC would constitute a cost that was one-quarter of what a new facility 
would cost. She expressed concern with asking the public to pay ten times that amount for a 
new courthouse facility and opined her suggestion was doable. 

Ms. Smith noted the amounts strictly related to renovation costs, not additional maintenance 
and operational costs over the next several years. · 

Chairperson Crooks reiterated the need for the Task Force to identify the needs, identify the 
alternatives, quantify the alternatives, look at the pros and cons, and then make a 
recommendation. He also asked representatives from the Office of Management and Budget 

(OMB) to identify funding opportunities. 

Chairperson Crooks announced the Task Force meeting would take a brief recess. 

The Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force reconvened at 2:45p.m. 

Chairperson Crooks asked Judge Jennifer Baily to make her presentation on filing fees. 

Judge Jennifer Bailey explained the County's filing fees generally went to the State since Miami
Dade County was a net donor and opined it was highly unlikely that would change because it 
required the agreement and consent of the entire State Legislature. She noted a small 
percentage of the filing fees came back to the County in the form of expenditures on the 
judiciary unit, the Clerk's corporation, and the remaining went into the State's general revenue. 

Judge Bailey spoke about the concerns related to raising parking and traffic fees, noting the 
general consensus was that the more expensive it got, the less revenue that would be 
generated. She also noted parking fees were declining since most paid by phone now. 

Vice Chairperson Farina pointed out that the only time the State Legislature provided state 
funds for a courthouse was for the ten smallest counties in the State. He explained the larger 
counties in the State of Florida were the impetus for changing the funding formula of the 
court's system to allow the counties to provide funding for facilities, technology, and 
communications; and the State to provide funding for the salaries of judges and support staff 
and other areas apart from facilities, technology, and communications. 
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A discussion ensued regarding the possibility of increasing filing fees based on the amount of a 
lawsuit. It was noted, should fees be increased, the Trial Court Budget Commission distributed, 

in formulas, the state revenue from filing fees and general revenue dollars and the County 
would not get dollar for dollar on the increased fees; there would be lengthy and difficult 
hurdles to overcome with the State; and middle income individuals who wished to file multi
million dollar lawsuits could be adversely affected because they could not afford the higher 
filing fee. There was a general consensus that filing fees needed to be reviewed; but there was 
concern on how to proceed with addressing the issue. 

Ms. Lonergan noted the Clerk of Courts website had information on all filing fees. 

Chairperson Crooks asked staff to provide each member of the Task Force with the link. 

Mr. Cuesta opined that increased filing fees did not appear to be a viable financing option to 
address the needs of the County's Court's system. 

Chairperson Crooks expressed the need for the Task Force report to address the member's 
opinions on the increased filing fee issue and reflect their opposition to Miami-Dade County 
being a donor county. 

Ms. Castellanos noted the filing fee issue could take years to resolve and suggested if the Bar 
Association and Dade Delegation got involved it could effect change. She noted she would put 
her proposal in writing and submit it to Ms. Regula. 

A representative from the Office of Management and Budget asked how the Impact fee idea 
came about to which Mr. Riley responded it was his suggestion and opined that since the· 
County's courthouses provided a civil service to the population; it appeared that impact fees for 
the courts could be considered as an additional revenue source. He noted he was not aware of. 
any other city or county that had done what he was suggesting. 

Mr. Riley also spoke about the Miami 21 - Public Benefits Program established in the City of 
Miami. He explained the city conducted a code re-write about two years ago and, with regards 
to building capacity, the program was established to allow the developer to exceed restrictions 
to a certain degree in exchange for the developer's donation of money or property to the 
Miami 21 Benefits Trust Fund. He noted all cash funds donated to the Miami 21 program w ere 
used towards future civic improvements in the City of Miami, such as park and open space 
areas. He suggested Miami-Dade County look into establishing a similar program as an 
additional revenue stream. 

Chairperson Crooks asked OMB to look investigate the impact fee suggestion to determine if it 
was feasible. 
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During a discussion on impact fees, Mr. Cuesta asked whether or not it would be possible to 
require developer's to pay an impact fee related to the court's system in perpetuity and Mr. 
-Riley suggested the possibility of imposing an impact fee for future maintenance costs. 

Chairperson Crooks asked OMB to also look into both possibilities mentioned by Mr. Cuesta and 
Mr. Riley. 

OMB staff indicated those matter would be deferred to the County Attorney's office for further 
review. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal indicated his office would work with County 
Administration on this issue and explained a rational nexus was required between the 
development and what was being funded; secondly, it had to be to fund new things. He noted, 
for example, the prior needs of a community could not be placed on the back ofthe new 
development; therefore, only the needs created by the new development could be placed upon 
the new development. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal stated the issue of funding future capital costs, or a 
portion of the capital costs, created by new development could be looked at with impact fees; 
however, advised a study or evidence would be needed to justify assessment of such an impact 
fee. He noted further research would be required to determine if, for example, a new 
commercial development in the Downtown area would result in increased filings and 
requirements for a new court facility. He wanted to ensure the Task Force understood that 
impact fees were not a solution to existing problems. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal also commented on the Miami 21 Project and noted he 
would consult with other county attorneys who had expertise in that area and report back to 
the Task Forc.e with their findings. 

Following additional discussion on impact fees and the possible rationale behind commercial 
and residential developments having an impact on the County's court's system, Assistant 
County Attorney Rosenthal advised sufficient study was needed to back up that type of 
rationale. He noted the Task Force could recommend the County, during their zoning code 
reviews and impact fee analysis, give consideration to creating in impact fee, to extent legally 
feasible, to fund increased courthouse needs. He explained impact fees were dependent upon 
the use of the new construction. 

Mr. Riley referenced an article on Veronews.com which stated Vera Beach was in the process of 
revamping their courthouse and updating their security. He noted the article also stated the 
County intended to build a new courthouse and would use impact fees to pay for the land and 
construction. 
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Mr. Warren clarified that impact fees were a one-time fee, not recurring. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised impact fees were just another cost of 
construction. 

Chairperson Crooks noted, based on the foregoing discussion, the Task Force report would 
include the feasibility of a public benefits program similar to Miami 21 Project and additional 
impact fees as possible funding sources. · 

With regards to parking fees, it was noted that a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
existed between Miami-Dade County and the Miami Parking Authority that covered parking 
fees and how much the County could collect. 

Ms. Smith noted lSD managed county parking lots and the revenues collected were used to 
support the operation. She also noted there was garage capacity in the Downtown area to 
accommodate public parking for the Courts and explained the HOK estimate for the new 
courthouse facility included on-site parking for judges and immediate staff, which was generally 
the case with all Downtown courthouses. 

A discussion on parking fines and citations ensued and Ms. Castellanos noted a copy of a Miami 
Herald article was distributed to each Task Force member that covered the issue of moving 
violations and parking fees. She explained the article stated 29% of County drivers were driving 
without licenses because they couldn't afford to pay their fees and questioned what the 
ramificat ions were if an individual was caught driving without a license. 

Judge Bailey Indicated that individual would be arrested and jailed at a tremendous expense to 
the County and expressed concern that those individuals occupied jail space that should be 
occupied by criminals who have committed serious crimes. 

Chairperson Crooks noted, based on the comments made on parking fines/fees, that it was not 
a viable funding source and asked that the Task Force report reflect that Information. He also 
asked that traffic citations be identified in the report as a modest revenue opportunity. 

Discussions on parking garages concluded that the revenue lSD received from garages was 
minimal; that rates for County employees were maintained at a reasonable level and not 
increased; that the location of a garage was an important factor; that problems with security 
issues existed; and that sufficient revenue could be generated if a parking garage was operated 
by the private sector who charged market rates. 

Chairperson Crooks asked that the Task Force report reflect parking garage revenues were not a 
viable funding option. 
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With regards to existing buildings and land, Ms. Smith noted lSD was currently conducting an 
analysis and obtaining appraisals. She indicated Downtown Motorpool, the Cultural Center, the 
140 W. Flagler Street building, and DCC were being valuated; however, information related to 
the impact on operations would be included in addition to their market availability. Sh.e noted 
the analysis was not complete and different scenarios were being evaluated. 

Chairperson Crooks advised the next Task Force meeting on August 24, 2015 wou ld consist of a 
tour of DCC, a Master Plan presentation; member input to draft a needs statement; review 
funding recommendations; and begin the framework for the project delivery. He 
recommended the Task Force members be given additional time, following the August 24, 2015 
meeting, to review the preliminary recommendations. 

Ms. Smith, in collaboration with Judge Bailey, announced the tour would be conducted prior to 
the meeting and a courtroom would be identified where the Task Force could meet following 
the tour. · 

Chairperson Crooks noted he drafted alternatives and distributed copies to each member of the 
Task Force. He asked the members to review alternatives 1 through 3; stressed the importance 
to establish a needs statement; and expressed his desire to narrow down the Task Force 

recommendations. 

A discussion ensued on the amount of time needed for the August 24, 2015 meeting 
presentations, discussion, and tour. It was decided that the Task Force members and all 
meeting attendees would meet in the DCC lobby at 1:00 p.m. 

Mr. Cuesta suggested the Task Force continue to work toward a complete understanding of the 

dollar need and include that information in the needs statement. 

The Task Force members agreed to schedule a meeting on September 15, 2015 and 
Chairperson Crooks requested staff prepare a draft report for the members to review by that 
meeting. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised the Task Force sunset date was September 21, 
2015; however, the date could be extended by a simple majority vote of the County 
Commission and he would inform Commissioner Sos~ of the need for the extension. 

Ms. Castellanos asked that the September 15, 2015 meeting be scheduled for 10:00 a.m. since 
she had prior commitments in the afternoon. 
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There being no objections, Ms. Regula announced the Task Force meeting following the August 
21, 2015 meeting would be scheduled for September 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m. 

There being no further business to come before the Miami~Dade Court Capital Infrastructure 
Task Force, the meeting adjourned at 4:17p.m. 
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CLERK'S SUMMARY AND OFFICIAL MINUTES 
MIAMI~DAD£ COURT CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE TASK FORCE 

August 24, 2015 

The Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force convened a meeting on August 24, 
2015, at 1:00 p.m., in the Dade County Courthouse, 73 W. Flagler Street, Courtroom 4-2, Miami, 
Florida, 33128. 

There being present: Ms. Lourdes Abadin; Ms. Maria Luisa Castellanos; Mr. George Cuesta, Ms. 

Sandra Lonergan, Mr. William W. Riley; Hon. Joseph P. Farina, Vice Chairperson; and Mr. 
Enrique Crooks, Chairperson. 

The following individuals were also present: Assistant County Attorney Oren Rosenthal; Ms. 
Tara Smith, Director, Internal Services Department (lSD); Ms. Pamela Regula, Executive 

Assistant, Internal Services Department; Honorable Jennifer Bailey, Administrative Judge, 
· Eleventh Judicial Circuit; Chief Judge Bertila Soto, Eleventh Judicial Circuit; and Deputy Clerk 

Cindy White. 

COURTHOUSE TOUR 
The Task Force members took a walking tour of the Dade County Courthouse (DCC} led by 
Honorable Jennifer Bailey and Chief Judge BertHa Soto. 

Dl.lring the tour the members visited a.number of floors and were shown problematic 

courtroom column and configuration issues; the lack of adequate space in a majority of the 
courtrooms, in common areas, and in jury assembly areas; the insufficient amount of public 

restrooms; insufficient ADA accommodations; renovations that had been made or were 
currently underway; and observed ongoing structuratelectrical, plumbing, humidity, and water 
intrusion issues that existed in the building and/or were being addressed by lSD. It was noted 

. that courtroom and building renovations had a significant·impact on ongoing operations; and 

the money spent for those renovations did not significantly improve the functionality of the 
courthouse. 

ROLL CALL 
A roll call was conducted by Deputy Clerk Cindy White and, aH members being present, 

Chairperson Crooks called the meeting to order at 2:20 p.m. He asked all those who were 
attending today's meeting to introduce themselves. 
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES- AUGUST 10, 2015 
Ms. Castellanos requested her comments on page 12, third paragraph, be amended to indicate 
she would consider the concept of developing other real estate to subsidize the construction of 
a new courthouse facility; and on page 15, that her last name be corrected to reflect an 
apostrophe after the "s." 

Mr. Cuesta requested the word "refurbished" be amended to "repurposed" in his comment on 
page 13, fourth paragraph. 

Mr. Warren requested his comment on page 12, second paragraph, be amended to reflect that 
·actual operating costs would be approximately $8 million per year; and if the project were 
financed under a P3 at a debt of $350 million, the County's debt payment could be 
approximately $30 million per year. 

Vice Chairperson Joseph Farina presented a motion to approve the Miami-Dade Court Capital 
Infrastructure Task Force minutes of August 10, 2015, as corrected. This motion was seconded 
by Ms. Lourdes Abadin, and upon being put to a vote, passed a vote of 7-0. 

MASTER PLAN PRESENTATION & FINALIZATION OF NEEDS STATEMENT 

· Mr. Dan Wiley, Dan L. Wiley and Associates, Inc., introduced himself and Mr. Daniel Perez
Zarraga, Perez & Perez Architects Planners. Mr. Wiley presented a power point presentation 
entitled "Miami-Dade County and the Eleventh Judicial Circuit Court of Florida- Courts Master 

. Plan 2015 Update." He pointed out the 2015 Civil Court's System Master Plan 
recommendations were an update to the 2007 Master Plan; that the Court's Master Plan 
Update Scope consisted of Phase 1A- Civil Court Program Needs and Guidelines- due on or 
about September 30, 2015; Phase lB-Site Options; and Phase 2- Remaining Judicial Facilities. 
He explained the 2015 Master Plan consisted of the following four stages: 1. What we have 
(existing conditions); 2. What we need (projections, guidelines, needs); 3. What we can do 
(planning considerations and options); and 4. What should we do (recommendations). 

1. What We Have (Existing Conditions) 
Mr. Wiley presented floor diagrams of DCC which showed the occupied and unoccupied space; 
he pointed out that DCC had spatial, functional, and physical (i.e. structure, plumbing, air 
conditioning) deficiencies; noted environmental conditions/concerns included water intrusion, 
mold, air quality, and temperature control; that there were safety concerns with the exiting and 
egress, particularly with fire exits; and there were multiple ADA issues. 
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With regards to Mr. Wiley's comments on existing conditions, Ms. Smith expressed her desire 
to provide Mr. Wiley with pictures showing the areas that had been or were presently being 
addressed by lSD. 

· Mr. Wiley continued his presentation and commented on DCC's security and access issues, 
noting the need for separate and secure public and judicial elevators and the need for judges 
and their support staff to have security alarms. He also pointed out that public areas were 
overcrowded;.the tower courtrooms were substandard and dysfunctional; additional public 
elevators were needed; that only some court floors had public restrooms and some were no.t 
ADA accessible; the jury.assembly space was overcrowded; and the need for technical 
integration. 

2. What Was Needed (Projections, Guidelines, Needs) 
Mr. Wiley noted, due to the current and projected population growth in Miami-Dade County, 
the caseloads for probate, circuit civil and county civil had, and would continue, to increase; 
therefore, there would be a need for additional judicial officers. He noted the present gross 
square footage of court space at DCC was approximately 240,000 gross square feet; and that 
the aforementioned projections reflected the present need for additional courtrooms and 

. space requirements of approximately 498,700 gross square feet; and the projected need in . 
2035 being approximately 569,000 gross square feet. Mr. Wiley noted two exceptions to the 
approximate square footage needed were for secured parking and storage for court files, which 
were not factored in. 

In response to Ms. Castellanos' request to clarify the amount of square footage needed, Mr: 
Wiley explained his projections comprised a civil court complex that placed all court and clerk 
functions in one location. 

A discussion ensued regarding how the square footage was determined and Mr. Wiley 
explained the proposed squi)re footage need was determined by using space standards 
developed for construction of the Children's Courthouse; statewide space standards; space 
standards for judicial systems and individual counties; and the most recent standards used by 
the State of California, He assured that appropriate judicial space standards were applied to 
generate the proposed space needs. 

Mr. Wiley explained the proposed courthouse facility would include a mixture of courtrooms 
consisting of 1 special proceedings courtroom that was approximately 3,000 square feet; 8 
large courtro9ms; and the remaining courtrooms would be the standard size of approximately 
1,800 square feet. 

August 24,2015 Official Minutes and Suqtmary 
Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 

Page3of14 



95

3. What We Can Do (Planning Considerations and Options) 
Mr. Wiley recommended the consolidation of court operations by retaining civil and probate 
courts as a unity rather than fragmenting them into pieces. He explained the courts were not 
only courtroom and judges, but also included administrative office of the courts, functional 
units, supporting units, clerk's offices, jury operations; and security. He opined fragmenting 
civil and prob~te into multiple locations added costs and significantly complicated staff 
operations, jury operations, public operations, and security provisions. 

Mr. Wiley also spoke about the advantages of contemporary courthouses and how they 
provided equal access; a safe, secure and healthy environment; had flexibility; and provided a 
platform fore-service and technology integration. 

It was also noted that every modern courthouse needed access to public transportation; 
particularly one located in a downtown area. 

Mr. Wiley pointed out the possible available options the Task Force would consider were: a) to 
renovate and re-use DCC, which had insufficient and inadequate space; b) renovate and 
partially use DCC, which would be dysfunctional, however other uses could be considered; or c) 
replace and build a new facility. 

Mr. Daniel Perez noted, from an urban standpoint, it appeared Downtown Miami would be the 
most reasonable location for a new civil courthouse complex. He reviewed the following 
diagrams contained in the power point presentation: Planned Courtroom, Court Sets/Program, 
Judicial Circulation, Public Circulation, and Secure Circulation. 

Ms. Abadin asked what alternative uses were identified for DCC inasmuch as she was 
. concerned the building use would become obsolete to anyone else and the value that could be 
derived from DCC, should a new facility be built, would be minimal to the County. 

Mr. Perez explained the issues faced to repair, restore, and bring DCC up to code as a fully 
functional building, and suggested, since DCC was on the National Registry of Historic Places, 
that trust grants be investigated as possible funding sources to restore the building. He noted 
The Heritage Foundation and other national organizations could be contacted, and inquiries 
made, to determine if funding assistance was available; and with regards to accessory or future 
uses for DCC, there were no definitive answers, but he recommended reaching out to local 
universities who had Jaw programs and could utilize the courtrooms. 
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4. What Should We Do (Recommendations) 
Mr. Wiley noted DCC was no longer able to support the operational and spatial needs for Civil 
and Probate courts and suggested new courthouse facility be constructed that would carry the 
court's system through 2035. He pointed out the new courthouse facility should be 
approximately 550,000-600,000 gross square feet; should accommodate 53 courtrooms; have 
space for associated operations of the Administrative Office of the Courts and the Clerk of 

·Courts; have appropriate space for jury assembly, security, and building management; and 
should be located in a city center, close to related courts and a major transportation hub. 

A qiscussion ensued on the gross factors used to determine square footage. It was explained 
that the two levels of grossing used were pure net to departmental area and the building gross 
factor. It was also noted the relationship, In a contemporary courthouse, between the net 
square footage and the building gross square footage was just over 50%. 

Upon request by Chairperson Crooks, Ms. Smith noted, once lSD updated Mr. Wiley's power 
point presentation, it would be provided to each Task Force member. 

Chairperson Crooks commended lSD, Judge Bailey, and Judge Soto for arranging the tour of DCC 
and thanked Mr. Wiley and Mr. Perez for their presentaticm. He stressed the importance for 
the Task Force to establish a clear mission statement by the end of today's meeting. 

Mr. Wiley noted, for the record, that his presentation had not been fully vetted by the County, 
but should be within a short period of time. 

Chairperson Crooks opined that the Task Force's vision and recommendations should address 
the court's needs through 2035. 

Mr. Cuesta stressed the need for the Task Force to continue discussions with Mr. Wiley, due to 
his experience and knowledge in this area. He also commented on the fact that the 1986 
Master Plan pointed out a future need for a sso;ooo square foot courthouse facility based on 
projected growth established at that time; and questioned how this same need, still being 
recommended and discussed 29 years later, could be reconciled. 

With regards to remote proceedings, Mr. Cuesta asked whether that was looked into and 
included as part of the recommendation for the growth of the court's system. He opined, with 
the technology advances, there would be more remote proceedings that would free up physical 
court space. 
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Mr. Wiley spoke about the changes that had occurred since 1986 such as: the present 
population projection was lower than expected due to the recession; the recession caused an 
increase in foreclosure cases; and the recession depressed the rate of the judicial resource 
allocation. He noted the 500,000 square foot courthouse facility recommended in the 2007 
Master Plan included probate; had a slightly higher projection of judges; and the square 
footage was calculated by using a planning average method. He further noted All Aboard 
Flori~a's recommendation was for a 560,000 square foot facility. 

Judge Bailey explained, in 1986, all court divisions (family, circuit civil, and county civil) were 
located in DCC; however, in the early 1990's, after the County purchased and constructed the 
LET building, Family court was moved to that facility. She noted moving Family Court, the 
Administrative Office of the Court, and the Court's technology department to LET bought the 
court's system approximately 10 to 15 more years in DCC, but the time was now up. 

Ms. Lonergan noted remote trials required a paperless system which DCC did not have the 
ability to do. 

A discussion ensued regarding remote hearings whereby Vice Chairperson Farina noted a 
Florida Rule of Civil Procedure provided for remote hearings and judges accommodated the 
lawyers requesting those types of hearings; however, opined those types of hearings did not 
take the place of a courtroom hearing. He stressed that face time was extremely important. 

Mr. Wiley noted DCC was an individual calendar court therefore; each judge scheduled their 
own cases and conducted those case proceedings within the confines of their judicial set. He 
opined that each judge would need individual litigation space in order to manage their cases 
and his projections provided for jury courtrooms and judicial offices, but did not Include 

mediation space. 

Vice Chairperson Farina pointed out that, at LET, each judge had a courtroom that also served 

as a hearing and/or mediation room. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal referred to a table in the power point presentation that 
related to Increased population projections that would result in an increased demand for 
judges and courtroom facilities. He asked whether that was a simple extrapolation or If the 
data was supported by study analysis; and also, if there was data on the impact business 
development/growth would have on the court's system that could be used or referenced by the 
Task Force in their report. 

Mr. Wiley noted he was unaware of a specific study but, throughout the court's systems, there 
·was a reasonable assumption that the expansion of business had an additional impact on the 

courts. 
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Ms. Lonergan commented on various future uncertainties that could markedly increase the 

workload of the courts. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal asked Mr. Wiley to investigate whether or not there was a 

comprehensive study that could be utilized by the Task Force to justify imposing impact fees on 
new businesses as a funding source for a new courthouse facility. 

A discussion ensued regarding what the proposed 550,000 square foot courthouse would be 
comprised of, where it was noted it included general public space; complete courtroom sets 

(courtrooms, attorney/client conference rooms, the vestibule entry, courtroom waiting space, 

and jury deliberation spacet parallel sets for judicial office space for the judge, judges assistant, 
bailiff, and supporting storage space; sections for AOC offices; sections that supported the Clerk 
of Courts, various COC divisions, and COC support staff; a jury section; a law library section; 
sections for security and police; and a section for building management; supply/storage space 

and technology needs. 

Based on concerns expressed by Ms. Castellanos, Mr. Wiley explained a standard judicial 
courtroom set was 2,629 net square feet; and in order to determine the departmental gross 
square footage, using the California standards, you would multiply the net square footage by 

1.3 . 

. Mr. Cuesta asked that today's discussion be limited to fact finding. 

·Chairperson Crooks asked Mr. Wiley to provide the Task Force members with documentation 

that provided a simplified explanation of how the numbers were calculated. 

The Task Force agreed to take a brief recess at 3:53 p.m. 

The Task Force reconvened at 4:13 p.m. and photocopies of the square footage requirements 
for Circuit Civil Courtroom Sets and Circuit Civil Judicial Office Sets were distributed to each 

member. 

A brief discussion e.nsued on the formula used to determine the square footage. 

Mr. Cuesta asked to be provided with specific information on the number of courtrooms 

included in the original design for DCC. 

During discussion on the courtrooms in DCC, it was pointed out that, outside of the original 

courtrooms, the dimensions and layouts differed for each courtroom and the only possible 

unintentional similarities that could exist would be the square footage; and that the 
courtrooms on floors 12 and 13 were the most similar. 
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Mr. Cuesta opined courtrooms should be equitable; however questioned the future need for 
one courtroom per judge when the system was currently operating with fewer courtrooms .and 
more judges at DCC. 

Mr. Wiley explained certain proceedings that should be conducted in a courtroom were 
currently being conducted in the judge's offices and/or chambers. He noted, for example, mass 
calendar calls were being conducted in the hallways which presented safety and security issues. 

Judge Bailey further explained the problems created by the limited courtroom space consisted 
of jury trials having to be moved to a smaller courtroom; hearings being canceled and/or trials 
delayed due to courtrooms being unavailable; and delays resulted in additional costs for civil 
cases and impacted operations. She also commented on the lack of technology available in DCC 
that would make proceedings more effective; however stated each individual had a right to 
appear before a judge in court and the court's system didn't have the ability to force 

·technology on an individual. She noted, in certain limited circumstances, remote video 
- arraignments and bond hearings were approved to be held. 

Judge So to pointed out the Supreme Court was looking at technology in the courts and there 
was a push to have computer kiosk areas which would require additional space that currently 
wasn't available at DCC. 

Mr. Cuesta referred to the August 21, 2014 from Mayor Gimenez to Commissioner Sosa 
regarding the future courtroom space needed and an efficiency ratio 1:1, and asked if there 
were any other models from. similar metropolitan areas that the Task Force could reference in 
order to recommend a feasible project. 

Mr. Wiley responded that the proposed project had 1:1 ratio for courtrooms per judge; 
however, had a jury deliberation room per courtroom ratio of 1:2. He also spoke about the 
possibility of each judge having litigation space, for certain types of hearings, and noted he 
would explore that option with the judiciary and the judicial working group. 

Chairperson Crooks commented on the efficiency of having one jury deliberation room for 
every two courtrooms and asked Mr. Wlley to provide the Task Force with information on what 
other efficiencies were being made in the proposed project. 

In response to Ms. Castellanos' question on the proposed size of the judge's offices (20' x 20'} 

and bathrooms (5' x 10'}, Mr. Wiley responded the judge's offiCes were made to accommodate 
attorney conferences and the bathrooms were ADA compliant. 

Upon request by Chairperson Crooks, Mr. Perez showed slides of the floor plans at the 
Children's Courthouse. 
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Ms. Castellanos stressed the need to determine how a new courthouse facility would be paid 

for and suggested the Task Force discuss option·s that were less ambitious than the proposed 
550,000 square foot courthouse. 

Judge Bailey noted All Aboard Florida's presentation consisted of approximately the same 
square footage as what was being presented by Mr. Wiley . 

. Mr. Cuesta noted, with regards to determining the need, the main need was access to justice 
that was equitable for all parties. 

Chairperson Crooks asked that the Task Force discussion now focus on the needs statement. 

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES/NEEDS STATEMENT 

A discussion ensued regarding identifying the need, looking at alternatives, and determining 
what financing options were available at which point Chairperson Crooks suggested Ms. 
Castellanos provide the Task Force members with her dissenting opinion. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised any alternative views or recommendations from 

any of the Task Force members should be included in their final report. 

· Vice Chairperson Farina indicated the need was aptly reflected in Mr. Wiley's power point 

presentation under "4. Recommendations" and read the statement for the record. He 

suggested the Task Force use that language as their Needs Statement. 

Mr. Bailey and Ms. Lonergan concurred with Vice Chairperson Farina. 

Mr. Cuesta stressed the need to further explore the overall project size and the ne.ed for a 1:1 
ratio for judges per courtrooms; however, generally concurred·with Vice Chairperson Farina's 
suggestion. 

Ms. castellanos noted she opposed the Needs Statement as suggested and the proposal for a 
550,000 square foot courthouse. She recommended a thorough analysis be done to determine 

what could be kept at DCC; opined there was no reason to abandon DCC in its' entirety; that 
the Task Force recommendation should be based on viable funding sources and the 

establishment of a funding mechanism; and suggested consideration be given to impose a 

cancellation fee for courtrooms (within a certain time frame), as a possible funding source. She 

stressed the importance of providing the County Commission with a variety of options. 
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Ms. Abadin noted her concern was defining the difference between a need and a want. She 
opined the want was ·for a 550,000 square foot courthouse facility; however that may not 
necessarily be what was needed; and also pointed out the County would be unable to finance a 
new facility. She suggested the Needs Statement also include ultimate and alternative 
solutions and, with regards to cancellation fees, pointed out that mediators and attorney1 s . 
charged a cancellation fee if an individual canceled their mediation date and opined the same 
should apply to courtrooms and judges. 

Vice Chairperson Farina reaffirmed his support for the Needs Statement, as he previously 
suggested and read into the record. 

Mr. Riley expressed the need for information on negotiations between All Aboard Florida and 
Miami-Dade County and whether they were still ongoing; that specific information was not 
provided by County Administration on available fundingfor a 550,000 square foot facility; 
whethe·r impact fees could be imposed; and whether or not is was possible for the County to 

. implement a program similar to the City of Miami's Public Benefit Program. He noted funds 
were available and referred to the Secure Access Grant Program, Homeland Security, and HR 

. 1566- Local Courthouse Safety Act of 2015 and recommended the Task Force members be 
provided with more information on these possible funding options. He also pointed out that 
the cities of Vera Beach and Ft. lauderdale should be contacted since Vera Beach financed their 
new courthouse through impact fees and Ft. lauderdale fimmced their own courthouse. 

Chairperson Crooks recommended the need be identified based on a range between nationally 
accepted standards and the California standards and that the square footage amount not be 
specified. 

Ms. Lonergan expressed concern that information provided to the Task Force by experts was 
being arbitrarily dismissed. She noted a main point of contention was whether or not there 
was a need for one courtroom per judge and stressed the importance of the Task Force 
following their directive by identifying the need and then making recommendations on other 

·specifics. 

Ms. Abadin opined the Needs Statement should not specify a 550,000 square foot courthouse 
but should state there was a need for a specific amount of courtrooms. 

A discussion ensued regarding how to address the need for additional courtrooms without 
specifying the square footage amo·unt. 

Mr: Wiley recommended there be one facility inasmuch as splitting up the services would be 
more costly and inefficient and indicated he would look at the possibility of mixed-use 
courtrooms and/or hearing rooms. 
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Mr. Perez pointed out that a facility's design had to be flexible to accommodate expansion and 
varying functions, such as jury's, and suggested any hearing rooms be designed accordingly. 

The Task Force continued to review the Needs Statement suggested by Vice Chairperson Farina, 
which was "4. Recommendations" from Mr. Wiley's power point presentation. It was 
recommended that paragraphs 1, 2 and 4 be maintained; that "access to justice" be ment ioned 
in paragraph 2; that paragraph 3 not specify a recommended size, but specify the need for 
courtrooms to accommodate 53 judges; and that "3A. Planning Considerations" from the power 
point presentation were also included. 

Ms. L-onergan asked that the Needs Statement also mention the potential for duplicity and 
additional staff needs if the Task Force's recommendation was for courtrooms to be located in 
more than one building. 

Ms. Smith advised a draft report would be distributed to each Task Force member for their 
review and additional input. 

The Task Force proceeded to review Chairperson Crooks draft outline on the needs and, with 
regards. to Alternatives 1 through 3. During discussion on using the Alternatives as guidelines 
for working towards a solution, Ms. Castellanos suggested Alternative 1-Utilize Existing DCC 
be eliminated since it was not a viable option for satisfying the need; that the existing 
Alternative 2 be reflected as a new Alternative 1 -Utilize the existing DCC and supplement it 
with other downtown space, including the possible future expansion of branch facilities and 

. construction of a West Dade Courthouse, in order to achieve the r_equired number of 
courtrooms; and Alternative 3- Build a new facility, be reflected as Alternative 2. 

. . 
There were no objections to the proffered suggestions for the two project alternatives. 

During discussions on grants and/or financing options, Mr. Riley spoke about an article · 
regarding the Secured Access to Justice and Court Protection Act located on the National Center 
for State Courts web site. He also referenced pending HR 1566- Local Courthouse Safety Act of 
2015; reiterated the need for the Task Force to also investigate impact fees, utilized by Vero 
Beach for their new courthouse; and for the County to consider implementing a program 
similar to the City of Miami's Public Benefit. 

In response to Ms. Castellanos' question regarding her prior suggestion of imposing 
cance.llation fees, Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised further research was needed to 
determine if impact fees and other similar types of fees imposed would or would not violate the 

State of Florida's Constitution as it related to access to courts. He noted he was unaware of any 
Florida constitutional provision for imposing a cancellation fee; however, the instances where 

.judge's sanctioned parties for not showing up to hearings was based on civil sanction laws. 
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Chairperson Crooks noted the funding portion was an extremely critical component and 

. stressed the importance of looking into all possible funding opportunities. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised there was no limit on how many' times you could 
present a question to the voters and noted there was a difference in bond prices between 
those that were backed by the full faith and credit of the government and those that were 
backed by a general covenant. 

J(Jdge Soto pointed out that the voters in Miami-Dade County repeatedly voted against bond 
issues for the court's system and stressed the importance of educating the public on the 
benefits a bond issue would provide to the County's courts and the community as a whole. 

Vice Chairperson Farina spoke about the options being discussed today which included 
renovating the courtrooms on floors 1 through 6 at DCC and building-out the Main library 
and/or the 140 building to house the remaining 45 courtrooms; expanding the regional 
courthouses; or constructing a courthouse/government center in West Dade. He noted the 

· proposed courtroom renovations at DCC and the build-outs at the Main Library and the 140 
building would be subjected to meeting national standards; pointed out most of the regional 
courthouses in the County did not currently meet national standards; and noted there was no 
available funding to construct a West Dade Courthouse/Government Center. He expressed 
concern that the costs associated with the options would outweigh the costs to construct a new 
civil courthouse. 

· Chairperson Crooks noted the next Task Force meeting would consist of discussions on project 
delivery; the possibility of utilizing additional property tax revenue; and a review of the draft 
report. 

Mr. Cuesta recommended P3's being listed under funding options and included as a viable 
option. He also asked that projected proceeds from the sale of DCC be included as a possible 
funding o·ption to offset the construction costs of a new facility. 

Ms. Smith noted there was a separate 14 member Task Force c·reated to review county-wide 
opportunities for P3 developments. 

Mr. Cuesta suggested the CCITF recommendation reference any of the P3 Task force 
recommendations that were specific to possible financing of a new courthouse. 

Ms. Regula stated staff would be assigned to review the alternatives discussed by the Task 
Force and pr:epare a report on the costs and locations. 
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Ms. Castellanos explained the option she previously presented was to uti lize the existing DCC 
and supplement it with other downtown space; however, with regards to branch facilities, that 

·would be a future consideration. 

Chairperson Crooks recommended the Task Force report focus on the primary need, but future 
considerations and secondary needs should be mentioned and/or identified . He noted the 
primary needs would consist of the two alternatives previously discussed and asked that the P3 
recommendation be listed under the project delivery section. 

Ms. Smith clarified the two alternatives previously discussed would be identified as the primary 
need. 

Mr. Cuesta urged the importance of the P3 recommendation being included as part of the Task 
Force's final report. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised the Task Force members that, upon receipt of the 
. draft report from Ms. Regula, their individual comments would be submitted directly to Ms. 
Regula and a group discussion on the draft report would be conducted at the next Task Force 
meeting scheduled for September 15, 2015. 

There being no further business to come before the Miami~Dade County Capital Infrastructure 
Task Force, the meeting adjourned at 6:13 p.m. 
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CLERK'S SUMMARY AND OFFICIAL MINUTES 

MIAMI-DADE COURT CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE TASK FORCE 

September 15, 2015 

The Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force convened a meeting on September 15, 
2015, at 10:00 a.m., in the Lawson E. Thomas Courthouse Center, 175 NW First Avenue, 11th Floor 
Conference Room, Miami, Florida 33128. 

There being present: Ms. Maria Luisa Castellanos; Mr. George Cuesta; Ms. Sandra Lonergan; 

Hon. Joseph P. Farina, Vice Chairperson; and Mr. Enrique Crooks, Chairperson (Ms. lourdes 

Abadin was late and Mr. William W. Riley was absent). 

The following individuals were also present: Assistant County Attorney Oren Rosenthal; Ms. 
Tara Smith, Director, Internal Services Department (lSD); Ms. Pamela Regula, Executive 

Assistant, Internal Services Department; Honorable Jennifer Bailey, Administrative Judge, 

Eleventh Judicial Circuit; Chief Judge Bertila Soto, Eleventh Judicial Circuit; and Deputy Clerk 

Cindy White. 

ROLL CALL 
Following the roll call conducted by Deputy Clerk Cindy White, Chairperson Crooks called the 

meeting to order at 10:10 a.m. He asked all those who were attending today's meeting to 

introduce themselves. 

APPROVAl OF MINUTES- AUGUST 17, 2015 
At the request of Chairperson Crooks, and there being no objections, the approval of the 
minutes was deferred to the end of the meeting inasmuch as one of today's presenter's was 

unable to stay for the entire meeting and Chairperson Crooks expressed his desire for this 

individual to participate in the Project Delivery discussion. 

ALL ABOARD FLORIDA PRESENTATION 
Mr. Francois Jllas, Florida East Coast Industries (FECI), introduced himselt Mr. Scott Sanders, 
Executive Vice President of Development and Construction for All Aboard Florida, and Mr. John 

Guitar, Senior Vice President of Business Development for All Aboard Florida. He spoke about 
FECI's involvement in assessing the feasibility of constructing a courthouse facility in close 

proximity to the All Aboard Florida's MiamiCentral station currently being constructed in 
Downtown Miami on NW 1st Avenue, between NW 3rd Street and NW 81

h Street. 
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Mr. Sanders presented a power point presentation entitled "A Vision For The Downtown Miami 
Justice Center." He pointed out several scenarios were discussed and concept desi"gns 
developed to address the needs; however, the proposal to construct a courthouse attached to 
the MiamiCentral Station was no longer feasible due to the voters failing to support the 

courthouse referendum. 

Mr. Sanders reviewed the MiamiCentral train station site plan that included two towers, 
consisting of residential units, parking, and office space; noted connection to existing transit 
systems was critical; and reviewed the proposed concepts of connecting the train station to the 
Metromover and the Metrorail Government Center Station via platforms. He expressed All 
Aboard Florida's desire to assist the Task Force in their endeavors and noted design concepts 
and financing packages were developed for review. 

Mr. Guitar concurred with the statements made by Mr. lllas and Mr. Sanders, and in response 
to an inquiry by Vice Chairperson Farina, noted preliminary discussions for a private developer 
organizing equity and debt financing were held; however the discussions were discontinued 

upon failure of the referendum. 

In response Ms. Castellanos' question regarding the total cost ofthe project, including all 
proposed connections to Metrorail, Mr. Guitar noted the rough estimate was approximately 
$340 million, including hard/soft costs and land costs. He further explained the connections 
were never priced; therefore, information on a specific debt service payment was not available 

at this time. 

Chairperson Crooks announced Mr. Lourdes Abadin's arrival. 

In response to Ms. Castellanos, Ms. Smith clarified the cost ofthe Children's Courthouse 
project, which consisted of over 300,000 square feet, was $140 million. She noted the lower 
cost was due to a decline in the construction industry at that time. 

Mr. Jose Gonzalez explained an analysis was conducted on the construction cost differences 
between the Children's Courthouse and a new civil courthouse facility and pointed out that 
today's costs were much greater than they were when the Children's Courthouse was 

constructed. 

A discussion ensued regarding the qualitative differences between the Children's Courthouse 
and a new civil courthouse where it was noted various components, such as the number of 
courtrooms, type of courtrooms, and jury components increased the price; the Children's 
Courthouse consisted primarily of stakeholder offices and only had 18 courtrooms, 2 of which 
were jury courtrooms; and a new civil courthouse would require 52 jury enabled courtrooms. 

September 15,2015 Official Minutes and Summary Page 2 of12 
Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 



107

In response to Chairperson Crooks question regarding what value the Dade County Courthouse 
(DCC) would be to the private sector, Mr. Gonzalez opined there would be no interest for a real 
estate development program in that building due to multitude ofissues and complications that 
would have to be addressed such as the structural integrity of the building, plumbing, and 

public access. 

Ms. Smith clarified that DCC was structurally safe; noted the envelope would be completed in 
July1 2016; and stated lSD continued to address any issues at DCC in an effort to keep the 

building healthy. 

Vice Chairperson Farina commented on the 30 year debt/equity time frame, noting some court 
houses existed for fifty years or more, and asked if it was feasible to extend that time frame for 
40 to 50 years. 

Mr. Guitar noted lease longevity was typically 20 to 30 years and a longer lease would require a 
cost benefit analysis to determine if the extra years provided additional return. 

A discussion ensued on the MiamiCentral Train Station project where it was noted that FECI 
used their equity for the project and the total value was approximately $400 to $700 per square 
foot, depending on the use. 

HOK PRESENTATION 
Mr. Duncan Broyd, HOK, noted their proposed courthouse design was a test scenario for 
constructing a new civil courthouse facility on the parking site adjacent to the Children's 
Courthouse. He presented a power point presentation entitled "Miami~Dade County Civil 
Courts 09~15-2015" and noted the project assumptions for a new facility consisted of a 21 floor 
civil courthouse with 53 jury enabled courtrooms; 26 jury deliberation rooms; judge's 
chambers; Court Administration offices; Clerk of Court offices; space for jury assembly1 a Jaw 
library1 training, and the Bar Association; and 70 secure parking spaces all of which totaled 
6201000 square feet. He noted the plan did not include holding or prisoner circulation. 

Mr. Broyd reviewed the proposed site plan and how the new civil courthouse would tie Into the 
Children's Courthouse/ with a breezeway between the buildings; explained the floor plans and 
layouts; and spoke about the advantage of having both courtrooms and meeting/hearing room 
space which provided flexibility to suit changing needs. He explained the costs associated with 
the proposed project would total $361 million and consisted of a building cost of $205 million; a 
site development cost of $6 million1 including remediation; a temporary work cost to 
accommodate MDCC of $3 million; contingency and escalation costs of $42 million; A/E fees 
and allowances {all services) costs of $30 million; FF&E costs of $18 million; IT and AV costs of 
$40 million; Art in Public Places cost of $5 million; and lSD fees1 labor, permits, and testing costs 
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of $12 million. He noted there was no land cost associated with the project since the land was 
county-owned. 

Mr. Broyd commented on the speed to market issue and the processes HOK underwent during 
construction of the Children's Courthouse. He opined HOK could orchestrate a satisfying 
approval process for a new civil courthouse in a minimal amount of time. 

In response to Vice Chairperson Farina's request for clarification on what a MUSP was Mr. 
Broyd explained that MUSP was a major use special permit and the process was lengthy, taking 
one year to design and one year for permitting. 

Mr. Daniel Perez noted the regional aspect was having the ability to perform various functions 
in tandem, such as the design and zoning process being conducted concurrently, in order to 
achieve timely mitigation. 

Mr. Broyd noted HOK had multiple meetings with MDT, during construction of the Children's 
Courthouse, and anticipated additional meetings in the future to discuss the proposed civil 
courthouse project. He also commented on the project delivery method and noted HOK had 
involvement in P3's; spoke about the need for a construction schedule; and noted, with regards 

to the budget, it was not possible to predict what the market would be like 18 months from 
now. He pointed out HOK was still under contract with Miami-Dade County and spoke about 
the tremendous benefits of having the project connected to mass transit. 

In response to Chairperson Crooks comment regarding the focus of the proposed courthouse 
being located in Downtown Miami, Mr. Broyd indicated hewas specifically charged with looking 
at the site adjacent to the Children's Courthouse and cautioned that splitting up court facilities 
would increase operating costs. He also suggested the Task Force use the Children's 
Courthouse as a measure of standard. 

Chairperson Crooks concurred with Mr. Broyd and expressed his support for one civil 
courthouse facility; however, noted there were concerns with costs. 

Mr. Broyd explained there were various ways to cut costs initially; however, the Task Force 
needed to bear in mind that some cost effective measures on finishes. for flooring, ceiling 
material, and wall coverings, could eventually require repair or replacement which would 
ultimately add to the overall cost. 

Based on a comment by Mr. Cuesta regarding a price difference of approximately $20 million 
between HOK and All Aboard Florida's estimates, it was noted that FEC did not include FF&E 
costs; however, did include $10 million in land costs and a 3% developer fee. 
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With regards to the floor plans presented by HOK, Mr. Broyd explained they were designed 
with the ability to make adjustments to the configuration inside the envelope, if necessary, at a 

minimal cost. 

Chairperson Crooks spoke about the various options reviewed by the Task Force and, based on 
the information they had received so far, it appeared the most feasible locations for the 
proposed civil courthouse was In Downtown Miami or at the Civic Center. 

Mr. Broyd noted civil and criminal courts were very different and opined most civil lawyers 
were located downtown and would prefer a civil courthouse located in the downtown area. He 
commented on problems and infrastructure impacts that would occur at the Civic Center 
location if a 600,000 square foot civil courthouse was constructed at the REG site. 

Mr. Perez noted Miami-Dade County had two transportation points, Downtown, which was also 
going to be connected to MiamiCentral Train Station, and the lntermodal Center; and opined it 
was preferable to construct a new facility in a location where public transportation was readily 
available and accessible. 

Chairperson Crooks asked that the Task Force report include a recommended location and the 
benefits for locating a facility on the recommended site; the number of courtrooms; and the 
number of facilities, {one or two}. 

Mr. Broyd opined the need for a stand-alone civil courthouse facility was dear and defined. He 
opined the new facility should be located adjacent to the Children's Courthouse; noting the 
location was secure and would provide additional benefits to the community by having the two 
courthouses together. 

A discussion ensued regarding the total cost for a 620,000 square foot civil courthouse facility 
where it was noted the total project cost of $361 million was reasonable as long as all line item 
fees were accounted for. 

Mr. Erick Valderrama, Senior Manager, Planning and Construction, MCM, commented on the 
Civic Center site noting the 9+ acres provided latitude for having multiple buildings which could 
result in lower vertical construction costs; spoke. about the possible benefit of shared security 
with side by side buildings; and noted it also provided the ability to create a phased 
comprehensive Master Plan platform that consolidated civil, criminal and other county 
facilities, including greenspace and retail. He further noted, with regards to transportation, 
existing trolleys were currently located in the area; the UM Metrorail Station was in the vicinity; 
and MDX was planning an off-ramp onto NW 141

h Avenue from 836. 
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Ms. Smith noted the Master Plan update for civil courts would be completed by the first week 
in October, 2015, and clarified the Courts Master Plan process included both corrections and 
the courts to determine if it was feasible to locate both branches in the same area. 

Vice Chairperson Farina stressed the need to keep things in perspective whenever discussions 

arose regarding the Civic Center and the possible incorporation of civil and criminal courts 
inasmuch as simllar discussions occurred in the past and nothing ever came to fruition. 

Ms. Castellanos asked that she be permitted to present and discuss her minority report at this 
time. 

Chairperson Crooks announced the next order of business to be discussed would be Project 
Delivery and Ms. Castellanos would have the opportunity to discuss her minority report later in 
the meeting. 

PROJEcr DELIVERY 

In response to Chairperson Crooks inquiry regarding the best way to deliver the project and if a 
P3 scenario was viable, Mr. Broyd spoke about his experience with P3's in Canada and noted 
they could be a contentious subject. He explained the Canadian market had Infrastructure 
Ontario, an organization that charged a tremendous fee to deliver/administer the P3 projects 
for the Canadian government. 

Mr. Broyd further explained turnkey service was when an entity (i.e. judges) asked for a 

buifding and were provided the building by a specific company; however that company, who 
organized and financed construction of the building, also operated and maintained the building. 
He also pointed out the Federal government utilized developer lease-backs which typically 
involved a 30-year lease and the British government utilized a PublicFinance Initiative (PFI), a 
pre-cursor to P3's; however, were now stepping away from that process. 

Mr. Broyd opined a turn-key process was beneficial; that the U.S. government had the ability to 
buy tax-free bonds which resulted In less P3's; in Canada, P3's were a massive process; and that 
larger projects were more likely to attract P3 interest. He also explained how the P3 process 
would be expedited if the County chose that option. 

In response to Chairperson Crooks inquiry as to whether or not there would be interest in 
participating in a P3 project for the new civil courthouse facility at a $361 million cost, Mr. 
Guitar, All Aboard, opined there would be interest inasmuch as the private sector could be used 
to leverage and utilize their skill set; however, noted there would be a cost in involving the 
private sector. 
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During discussion of the P3 process versus the Design/Bid/Build process, it was clarified that a 
P3 process would take less time than the conventional approach and that a P3 was an all
inclusive cost, including operation and maintenance, and maximized efficiencies. It was f.urther 
noted structuring a P3 was a difficult and typically lengthy process. · 

Ms. Abadin commented on a selection committee meeting scheduled for September 16th, for a 
P3 to address courthouse facilities. 

Ms. Smith explained the County initiated two selection committee processes; one to procure 
the expert services of a legal consultant, and the other to procure the expert services of a 
financial consultant; both of which would provide additional information to the County on a 
county-wide P3 solicitation expected to put out in the next year or so. 

Ms. A~adin expressed concern that the selection committee she referred to was specifically for 
courthouse .facilities inasmuch as she responded to it, but was conflicted out. She explained 
there were nine firms scheduled to make presentations for a financial advisor for a P3 for 

courthouse facilities. · 

Ms. Smith clarified the selection of both the financial and legal consultants were to get those 
entities on board to assist the County with P3 solicitation for a courthouse and other 
opportunities county-wide. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised the Board of County Commissioners adopted two 
separate parallel processes to analyze the courthouse issue; one being a procurement process 
to examine utilization of P3's for a global civic courthouse in the Civic Center area, however the 
facilities to be included had not yet been identified; and the second process was empowering 
the CCITF to determine whatthe County's Civil Court's needs were and provide an independent 
report to the Board of County Commissioners. He further clarified the September 16th selection 
committee meeting was for the financial provisions of a financial P3 advisor to not only look at 
the courthouses, but also other possible county-wide P3 projects. 

Chairperson Crooks thanked the representatives from All Aboard Florida and HOK for their 
presentations and announced the Ta.sk Force would take a brief recess at t his time. 

Following the brief recess, the Task Force reconvened at 12:20 p.m. 

Judge Bailey dis.tributed a letter, dated September 15, 2015, in which she provided information 
to the Task Force on how t rial ca lendars, special set hearings, and foreclosure and mot ion 
calendars were structured; and pointed out the space limitations and inadequacies endured by 
the Civil Division for many years at DCC. 
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A discussion ensued on the DCC floorplan and the number of courtrooms located on various 
floors where it was noted that the fourth floor had four courtrooms; however courtroom 4-3 . 
had only one row of public seating and there was a possibility that the configuration of 
courtroom 4-4 was similar to courtroom 4-3. 

Judge Bailey noted she asked staff to review the original plans and those plans were the ones 
being referred to at this time. 

Following the foregoing discussion, Ms. Castellanos. presented her minority report and 
distributed her proposed courtroom floor plan for the 140 W. Flagler Street building. She noted 
her proposal consisted of private secure elevator's for judges; kept the original elevators for 
public use; provided a private hallway for judge's offices and their support staff; allowed for 
three courtrooms per floor, on seven floors of the building; placed new stairs at the end of the 
building; and expanded the bathrooms to be ADA compliant. 

Ms. Castellanos noted the total cost to do the remodeling, as per her proposal, would be 
approximately $40 million and that her cost estimate included ground floor and interior space 
remodeling at $250 per square foot; elevators and elevator shaft costs; costs for the new stairs; 
and parking garage renovation costs. She also pointed out that the remodeling could be 
accomplished without doing a P3 and could be presented to the voter's as an obligation bond 
to preserve a historic landmark. She opined a new 550,000 square foot civil courthouse was 
unaffordable. 

Judge Bailey indicated she was informed it would cost $30 million just to make the 140·building 
code compliant; which was in addition to any costs associated with retrofitting the building for 
courtrooms. 

Ms. Smith commended Ms. Castellanos on her proposal; however, noted she had not seen the 
40 year inspection findings for the 140 building and pointed out it would cost a significant 
amount of money to bring the building up to code, apart from any build-out costs. 

Ms. Castellanos opined her cost estimate of$ 250 per square foot was generous and would 
suffice in covering any additional code compliance costs. 

Ms. Smith indicated she would closely review Ms. Castellanos' proposal, and the anticipated 

inspection report, in order to provide a total cost estimate. 

Judge Soto questioned the cost impact associated with dividing the court facilities into three 
separate locations; expressed concern that division of the civil courts left no room for growth; 
that ju.rors would have to report to multiple locations; and stressed the importance of 
addressing the future needs ofthe court's system rather than providing a temporary solution. 
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Ms. Smith opined the level of renovation proposed by Ms. Castellanos, in addition to the other 
structural elements required, could potentially take five years to complete . 

. Mr. Cuesta pointed out as a result of the oral presentations, expert opinions, and Master Plan 
recommendations provided to the Task Force, he was convinced it would be to the County's 
advantage to have one civil courthouse facility. He spoke about the need to compare long term 
costs associated with multiple facilities, such as additional staff and security, as opposed to the 
cost per square foot for one facility. 

Chairperson Crooks concurred with Mr. Cuesta regarding the need to look a long term costs and 
said the focus should not be strictly on the capital costs, ·since that represented approximately 
one-third ofthe total cost. 

Regarding the number of courtrooms proposed for the 140 building, Ms. Castellanos noted her 
proposal was for 23 courtrooms at that building and to keep 10 courtrooms at DCC; therefore, 
an additional 20 courtrooms would be needed to meet the need for 53 courtrooms. 

A discussion ensued regarding the costs associated with Ms. Castellanos' proposal and the 
additional courtrooms that would be needed . . It was noted that the total costs incurred with 
multiple court locations would not be much less than the estimated cost for a new facility; that 
there was minimal empty space in County buildings that were not accounted for; that the 
50,000 square feet available at the library would cost approximately $10 million for a maximum 
of 10 courtrooms; and operating costs would Increase to service and maintain multiple 
buildings. 

Judge Soto commented on the need for the Task Force to understand the flow of the court's 
functions when quantifying court operations. 

Judge Bailey asked the Task Force to also consider the needs of individuals coming to the courts 
and the importance of making the process less complicated. Shepointed out that having three 
court locations was doable, butwas not functionally efficient. 

Mr. Cuesta stressed the need for the Task Force stay on point with their task and read the 
purpose of the Task Force as stated in the resolution. He pointed out opposing opinions could 
be expressed the Task Force report and noted his preference was for one civil courthouse 
facility that had one courtroom per judge. 

Vice Chairperson Farina asked that the supplemental report submitted by Perez & Perez, with 
Mr. Dan Wiley's co-authorship, be included as part of the record and also be considered during 
the Task Force discussions. He noted the report was valuable in explaining the need for one 
courtroom for each judge. 
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Judge Soto noted the court's system was amenable to having 1 jury room for every two 
courtrooms, for a total of 26 jury deliberation rooms. 

Chairperson Crooks thanked Ms. Castellanos for her presentation and proposal. 

A discussion ensued regarding HOK's proposed cost of $205 million for a new courthouse 
facility where Ms. Castellanos opined a new facility would cost more than $205 mi!Jionj Vice 

Chairperson Farina indicated he had not heard any comments during today's presentations that 

disputed the $205 million estimate; and Mr. Cuesta reminded the Task Force members that 
HOK presentation's was the work product of a contracted County architect. 

Chairperson Crooks pointed out that the cost estimates provided to the Task Force from Dan 
Wiley/Perez and Perez, All Aboard Florida, and HOK were comparable. 

REVIEW DRAFT TASK FORCE REPORT 
Mr. Cuesta note<!, for the record, that he reviewed the Task Force draft report and his 

comments and notes, submitted to Ms. Regula; were Included in today's agenda package. 

Ms. Abadln noted the few attorneys and paralegal's she spoke with who worked in DCC 

expressed their dismay with the columns inthe courtrooms; however, appreciated the 

proximity of the courthouse. She suggested the Task Force come up with a viable solution that 
could be accomplished in lieu of a solution that was not attainable. 

·Vice Chairperson Farina opined the options presented today for the 140 building, the Library, 
and Overtown Transit Village were temporary solutions that would become permanent; 

therefore, it would take years for a more efficient facility to be built. He noted the need for a 
new courthouse facility was generated in 1986 and concurred with Mr. Cuesta that there 

should be one new building constructed in the Downtown Miami area. 

Chairperson Crooks asked that the Task Force report include information o·n all the different 

options and provide justification on why the Task Force determined some options were not 

viable. 

Ms. Regula noted Mr. Wiley's report would be included in the Task Force report. 

Ms. Smith advised staff would n.eed an additional two weeks to obtain input from the budget 

department. 
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Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal advised any comments made by the Task Force members 
during the meeting could be incorporated into the draft report; a revised draft report, including 
Administration's updates, would be re-distributed to the members for review; any input on the 
draft report by individual members were to be submitted directly to Ms. Regula; and a revised 
draft report, including individual member's comments would be placed on the agenda for 
discussion at the next meeting. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal recommended the final Task Force report have the 
meeting minutes attached and reference and include reports they relied upon._ He also 
suggested the report open with a narrative on the options considered by the Task Force, 
followed by their recommendations, and then the attachments. 

During additional discussion on composition of the Task Force report, it was requested the Task 
Force report include an appendix; that the introduction summarize everything reviewed by the 
Task Force, such as presentations made and reports reviewed; that the HOK report be included; 
and that it there be an exhibit list. 

Ms. Lonergan spoke about the Task Force's mission to provide the County information on the 
needs of the Court' s system and recommendations on how to address those needs; however, 
she expressed concern that some members were focused solely on the cost. 

Ms. Abadin pointed out the Courthouse referendum was voted down and there was a limited 
amount of available funding. 

Judge Soto noted Court bond referendum questions had been voted down four times and asked 
the Task Force members to not short change a vision of what the County deserved because 
there was a lack of funding . .She pointed out the Cou.rt's waited fifteen years for DCC's fa ~ade 
to be addressed and the funding was finally obtained through the 2002 Building Better Bonds 
funds. She stressed the need for the County to make the justice system a higher priority. 

With regards to the Task Force Report, Chairperson Crooks suggested the Task Force report 
consist of the Needs Statement, Alternatives, Evaluation Matrix, and Recommendation. He also 
pointed out the life cycle cost was more relevant that the building construction cost. 

Judge Soto noted she would provide Information on how court operations would be impacted if 
the courthouses were located in multiple facilities. 

Vice Chairperson Farina opined the reason the Courthouse referendum failed was due to 
composition of the ballot question which included language indicating an increase of real estate 

taxes. 
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Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal noted prior court bond questions reflected they were paid 
for with ad valorem taxes; however, the recent Courthouse referendum question was the first 
under new requirement that changed the words ad valorem taxes to taxes on real estate. He 
stated, even though they meant the exact same thing, from an election law standpoint, it 
provided clarity to the voters. 

Upon conclusion of Task Force's draft report discussion, and there being no objections, the. Task 
Force scheduled their next meeting for October 5, 2015 at 10:00 a.m. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES- AUGUST 10, 2015 and AUGUST 17, 2015 

Prior to conclusion of todays meeting.. the Task Force proceeded to consider approval of the 
minutes. 

With regards to the August 17, 2015 minutes, Ms. Castellanos requested a typographical error 
be corrected on page 9, paragraph 1, to change the amount per square foot from $20.00 to 
$200.00 and Ms. Regula requested a typographical error be corrected on page 10, paragraph 5, 
to change the Chairperson's last name from Crooks to Clark. 

Vice Chairperson Farina presented a motion to approve the Miami-Dade Court Capital 
Infrastructure Task Force minutes of August 10, 2015 and the minutes of August 17, 2015, as 
corrected. This motion was seconded by Ms. Lourdes Abadln, and upon being put to a vote, 
passed a vote of 6-0 (Mr. William Riley was absent). 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business to come before the Miami-Dade Court Capital infrastructu re 
Task Force the meeting adjourned at 1:44 p.m. 
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CLERK'S SUMMARY AND OFFICIAl MINUTES 

MIAMI-DADE COURT CAPITAL INFRASTRUCTURE TASK FORCE 

October 5, 2015 

The Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force convened a meeting on October 5, 
2015, at 10:00 a.m., in the Stephen P. Clark Center, 111 NW First Street, 18th Floor Conference 
Room 18-3, Miami, Florida 33128. 

There being present: Ms. Maria Luisa Castellanos; Ms. Sandra Lonergan; Mr. William Riley; 
Hon. Joseph P. Farina, Vice Chairperson; and Mr. Enrique Crooks, Chairperson (Ms. Lourdes 
Abadin and Mr. George Cuesta were late). 

The following individuals were also present: Assistant County Attorney Oren Rosenthal; Ms. 
Tara Smith, Director, Internal Services Department (lSD); Ms. Pamela Regu la, Executive 
Assistant, Internal Services Department; Honorable Jennifer Bailey, Administrative Judge, 
Eleventh Judicial Circuit; Chief Judge Bertlla Soto, Eleventh Judicial Circuit; Mr. Robert Warren, 
Real Estate Advisor, RER; and Deputy Clerk Cindy White. 

CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 

Following the roll call conducted by Deputy Clerk Cindy White, Chairperson Crooks called the 
meeting to order at 10:06 a.m. He asked all those who were attending today's meeting to 
introduce themselves. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE HONORABLE KATHERINE FERNANDEZ-RUNDLE, STATE ATIORNEY 

The following individuals introduced themselves and indicated they were attending today's 
meeting on behalf of Honorable Katherine Fernandez Rundle, State Attorney, Miami-Dade 
County: Mr. Jose Arrojo, Chief Assistant State Attorney; Mr. Joe Mansfield, Assistant State 
Attorney, Mr. Gary Winston, Assistant State Attorney, and Mr. Jim VanderGiesen, Assistant 
State Attorney. 
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REVIEW OF DRAFT TASK FORCE REPORT 

Chairperson Crooks noted his intent was for the report to contain two alternatives: Alternative 
1 would be to retain the existing Dade County Courthouse (DCC); and Alternative 2 would be to 
construct a new civil courthouse facility. He pointed out Alternative 1 would require 
renovations to DCC and finding additional locations to address the need for 53 courtrooms and 
Alternative 2 would require finding a location to construct a new facility that supported all the 
needs of the court's system. 

Chairperson Crooks spoke about the research conducted thus far on both alternatives and 
recognized Ms. Castellanos on the time and effort she dedicated to Alternative 1; keeping DCC 
and finding additional locations for courtrooms. 

Ms. Castellanos expressed concern with the weekly courtroom calendar information provided 
by the AOC at the last meeting and noted it appeared 16 courtrooms were being used for 41 
judges. She noted, based on the information, it appeared judges were currently holding 
meetings in their offices and expressed concern with the costs associated with building 53 
courtrooms. She opined if the current proportions were used for 53 judges, the~e would only 
be a need for 21 courtrooms. 

Ms. Castellanos asked that the need for 53 courtrooms be re-evaluated inasmuch as a 
combination of courtrooms, hearing rooms, and office space could suffice; pointed out that, 
based on the charts provided by lSD, there was no financing available; and noted the Task Force 
was charged with determining the needs of the court's and finding available funding needed to 
address those needs. She pointed out the Task Force was not required to select a site and 
expressed her opposition to any site discussions, noting the focus should be on the court's · 
needs and funding. 

Chairperson Crooks pointed out that locations were discussed in both alternatives; that a 
majority of the Task Force members agreed upon a Needs Statement; and that the Task Force 
report would contain dissenting opinions. 

Ms. Castellanos requested each Task Force member make their positions known·. 

Chairperson Crooks noted the purpose of today's meeting was to discuss the draft report and 
what elements the members agreed or disagreed with. He asked the members to focus on 
finalizing what would be contained in the report; how the report would be formatted; whether 
or not the members agreed with the final result; and if there were any dissenting opinions, they 
would be included in the report. He pointed out the majority ofthe members agreed upon the 

Needs Statement and to present two alternatives. 
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Ms. Lonergan noted, for the record, the Task Force was asked to identify what the needs of the 
courts were and not tasked with instructing the courts how to conduct their business. She 
opined the current situation in the court's system was unsafe and unsecure and that the public 
deserved to have their hearings in a courtroom. She also noted she hadn't had time to read the 
entire draft report; however, with regards to the jury trials conducted at DCC, she asked that 
the wording specify that "all civil jury trials" were conducted at DCC. 

Judge Soto pointed out the reason only 16 courtrooms were being used in DCC was because 
other courtroom floors were closed for renovations and/or repair, sometimes for weeks, 
months, or years at a time. 

Judge ~ailey also noted hearings held hi the judge's chambers were not done by choice, but 
because there was no other available location to conduct the hearing; and noted, at times, 

. there was not enough room in the judge's chambers to accommodate all the parties involved. 

Ms. Castellanos noted she would not expect to have only 21 courtrooms, but opined that 53 
courtrooms were excessive . . She commented on the need for the County to look at the issue in 
order to obtain a balance between the needs of the court's system and what the County could 
afford to pay. 

Judge Soto noted the need for additional courtrooms was established years ago and that court 
personnel had been working under adverse conditions for many years. She pointed out the 
most recent issue being experienced at DCC was replacement of the air handlers up to the sixth 
floor, which would cost $22 million and each floor would have to be closed for 469 days. 

Ms. Castellanos indicated she understood the problems encountered in the court's system and 
suggested consideration be given to having 20-30 courtrooms in lieu of new facility with 53 
courtrooms which, she opined, may never get built. 

Vice Chairperson Farina explained the 1986 Master Plan indicated the need for a 550,000 
square foot facility to house 50+ judges; pointed out the new facility could initially consist of a 
fewer number of courtrooms, with the capability of future build-out when needed; and that the 
hearing rooms should be the same size as the courtrooms for multi-use purposes. He opined it 
was the County Commission and Mayor's public policy·decisions that would decide the funding 
mechanisms. 

Chairperson Crooks suggested the Task Force arrive at a consensus on the report delivery, 
excluding the contents and asked that the report contain an appendix on attached reports and 
presentation information. With regards to the build alternative, he urged that the facility be 
built with the future in mind and concurred with the comments made by Vice Chairperson 
Farina. 
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Vice Chairperson Farina commented on a letter from the National Center for State Courts 
(NCSC), dated October 2, 2015, regarding the 140 W. Flagler Building; and also a memorandum . 
from the Administrative Office of the Courts {AOC) that addressed the challenges and costs 
associated with the centralization of the Circuit Civil Court and asked either Judg~ Bailey or 
Judge Soto to provide additional input. 

Judge Bailey explained the Court's secured the services of an architect to serve as their 
consultant and that individual was asked to review the proposed courtroom floor plans for the 
140 building to determine if the configurations met with court standards. She noted the 
consultant, who was also a senior consultant with NCSC, submitted his findings In a detailed 
letter that was provided to each Task Force member. 

Chairperson Crooks announced the arrival of Mr. George Cuesta. 

Ms. Castellanos expressed concern with the consultant's review of her proposed floor 'plans and 
opined the NCSC standards allowed for wasted space. 

Judge Bailey stated she respected the level of effort Ms. Castellanos put into her plan design; 
however was not qualified to have an architectural debate and for that reason, the proposed 
floor plan was submitted to the consultant for review and the consultant's report was 
presented to the Task Force for their review. 

Mr. Riley opined the report from the NCSC should not be dismissed inasmuch as Homeland 
Security did not exist 15 years ago; architectural standards have changed; and the federal court 
system now operated differently. He pointed out there were different concerns and criteria 
that the Task Force needed to take into consideration when making their recommendation. 

Vice Chairperson Farina noted the Alternative 1, which called for courtrooms to be in multiple 
locations caused him concern since he felt whatever was proposed would be in place for many 
years to come. He also stressed the need for the NCSC standards to be met. 

Ms. Lo~ergan explained her functions as a Trial Court Administrator; spoke about .the impacts 
the 2007 Reduction in Workforce (RIF} had on the AOC; noted the AOC's workforce had not 
been restored to the level it was at prior to the RIF; and expressed concern with the additional 
resources that would be required of the AOC if courtrooms were located in multiple buildings. 

Chairperson Crooks announced the arrival of Ms. Lourdes Abadin. 

A discussion ensued regarding the AQC report which reflected estimated annual costs 
associated with locating courtrooms in either one or two additional buildings; in addition to 
DCC. It was clarified the estimated costs did not include the cost for keeping DCC operational. 
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Chairperson Crooks noted costs estimates and life cycle costs would be compiled for· both 
alternatives. 

Ms. Lonergan clarified that the estimated costs in the AOC report were for staffing only. 

Judge Soto pointed out the AOC estimates pertained strictly to state funded positions and did 
not account for costs associated with Clerk of Court's employees, building maintenance, 
security, and/or other operating costs. 

Judge Bailey explained the Courts system was a mixed personnel pool comprised of AOC 
employees, judges, judicial employees, grant funded employees, and various County 
employees. 

Vice Chairperson Farina noted the Coures budget was state-wide, consisting of 20 circuits that 
were funded based on various factors such as the number of judges and the number of filings, 
but not necessarily the number of courthouses. He also commented on the integral functions 
of the Clerk of Court's employees within the Court's system. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal explained the Florida Constitution set up the system on 
how court services were paid for and noted anything directly related to the court functions 
were a responsibility of the State; the buildings, security, and IT, were the responsibility of the 
County; and any additional County requirement, such as Drug Court, would also be the County's 
responsibility. 

Ms. Castellanos agreed that having additional buildings would increase cost, but opined It 
would no.t be to the magnitude of the cost for a new building. 

At this time, Chairperson Crooks asked the Task Force members to comment on the draft Task 
Force report. 

Vice Chairperson Farina suggested the following changes to the Task Force report: 
that first bullet on the top of page two address Judge Bailey as Circuit Civil 
Administrative Judge Jennifer Bailey 
that the paragraph beginning with "The estimated size ... " on page two specify 53 
courtrooms to accommodate 53 judges 

Ms. Abadin expressed concern with including a specific number of courtrooms in the report. 

Mr. Cuesta noted after reading the report from Perez & Perez, and based on national statistics, 
he concurred with the need for a 1:1 ratio of courtrooms to judges. 
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Chairperson Crooks and Mr. Riley concurred with Vice Chairperson Farina's recommendation to 
specify 53 courtrooms. 

At the request of Chief Assistant State Attorney Jose Arrojo, and there being no objections, it 
was agreed that any reference to a courthouse in the Task Force report, dearly specify "civil 

courthouse." 

Chairperson Crooks clarified Ms. Castellanos' minority report would also be included in the 

report. 

Additional recommended changes to the draft report were as follows: 

On page 3, third paragraph from the bottom the word "She" would be replaced with 
the words "Chief Judge"; and the last sentence of that paragraph should read "All 
civil jury trials are held at the centrally located Miami-Dade County Courthouse due 

to constitutional requirements for jury pools, juror travel issues, and the lack of jury 
courtroom space at branch facilities." 

On page 3, last paragraph, second sentence, the words "The County Civil 
Administrative Judge" should be replaced with "Administrative Judge Jennifer 
Bailey" 
On page 4, fourth paragraph, there should be additional language referencing a 

requirement for a civil jury pool to be located in South or West Dade 

On page 4, second paragraph, the word "several" be changed to "multiple 
On page 4, second paragraph, second sentence, the word "consternation" be 
changed to "challenges" 

Chairperson Crooks announced the Task Force would have another opportunity to review the 
revised draft report once the suggested changes were made by staff. 

With regards to parking costs, it was noted if a new facility was built adjacent to the Children's 
Courthouse, there would be no need for additional parking. 

Assistant State Attorney Gary Winston asked that the Task Force report point out the 2007-08 

Master Plan recommendations for the Richard E. Gersten (REG) Courthouse were never 
implemented. 

Chairperson Crooks noted the Task Force's focus was on the civil courthouse due to the· 
condition of DCC; however, concurred that the report should provide information on prior 

Master Plan recommendations and what, if any, of those recommendations were addressed. 
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Judge Bailey pointed out that the next Master Plan phase would address the criminal court 
needs. 

Vice Chairperson Farina suggested there be a notation in the Task Force report regarding the 
recommended expansion of the REG Courthouse made in the 2007-08 Master Plan; and that all 
prior Court's Master Plan recommendation's be attached to the report. 

At the request of Ms. Castellanos, and there being no objections, the Task Force took a brief 
recess and reconvened at 11:37 a.m. 

With regards to Attachment A, Chairperson Crooks pointed out once the table was completed it 
would show what funding was available and any other identifiable funding opportunities. 

In response to Ms. castellanos, it was noted that Mr. Ba-iley's funding recommendations, such 
as the Benefits program and building impact fees were included iri the Task Force report. 

A discussion ensued regarding the possibility of obtaining additional funds through the sale 
and/or lease of DCC or the 140 building if Alternative 2 was chosen. It was noted, that with 
Alternative 1, there were costs associated with using the existing facilities that had to be 
captured in the total costs for that alternative, or deducted from Alternative 2. 

In response to Ms. Abadins' question regarding how much money would be generated from an 
increased property tax roll (5 year financial outlook); Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal 
explained the budget was not only a function of increased taxable values, but also the 
maintenance of a specific tax rate. He noted as property values Increased it generated 
additional money; however, as the county budget increased there were additional expenses, 
therefore when its' said the budget was balanced It generally meant the expenses were 
balanced against the revenues. He pointed out there should be information provided on the 
possibility of additional revenues that could be made available. . 

Vice Chairperson concurred that additional available revenue should be made known prior to it 
being distributed. 

Ms. Abadln suggested the Task Force be provided with information on ad valorem revenues 
generated from the growth. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal recommended the Task Force ask specific questions of the 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) such as: Assuming a static millage rate, what was the 
total amount of money generated bY the projected increase; of the total amount what was the 
excess not already required by contract; and what money from this appreciation was available 
for construction of a new courthouse. 
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Ms. Castellanos suggested the last Funding Mechanism on page 1 of Attachment A(Filing Fees, 
Traffic Surcharges} be separated; asked that there be a description of what filing fees were; and 
also to describe the efforts needed from the Bar Association, Dade Delegation, and other 
entities to get the fees changed. 

Chairperson Crooks concurred and asked that those two funding mechanisms be listed 
separately. 

Chairperson Crooks suggested the report section related to funding contain a short explanation 
on how the court's system was currently funded and also point out that Miami-Dade County 
was a donor county. 

Judge Bailey indicated she would provide the Task Force with Information on how other 
counties in the State of Florida funded their courthouses. 

Assistant County Attorney Rosenthal indicated the Miami-Dade County 2015-16 Budget Book, 
Volume 2, contained a section called Judicial Administration and suggested staff provide copies 
of that section to each Task Force member. 

Chairperson Crooks clarified the Task Force report specifically addressed civil court needs; 
however would make it known that criminal court's also had needs to be addressed. 

Mr. Cuesta suggested the report contain a criminal court component, possibly on Attachment B 
as a sub-heading. 

Chairperson Crooks concurred with Mr. Cuesta's suggestion and also recommended, at the 
beginning of the draft report it be clarified how it was decided to focus on the civil court needs. 

Vice Chairperson Farina suggested a footnote be included on Attachment B that briefly outlined 
the needs for a Phase 1, Phase 2, and REG. He also recommended the funding alternatives be 
titled 11Civil Court Facilities Funding Alternatives." 

Mr. Cuesta suggested the State Attorney's office make a presentation to the Task Force on their 
needs. 

Assistant State Attorney Winston stated the entire justice/court's system needed upgrades and 
spoke about the gross inadequacies incurred by all involved with misdemeanor and felony 
filings at REG. 
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Chairperson Crooks suggested the Task Force report close with a recommendation for the next 
priority. He a/so suggested the Task Force consider taking a tour of the REG and possibly 
holding a meeting at that building. · 

Ms. Lonergan concurred with the need to tour REG and also supported a downtown location for 
the civil courthouse. She opined the civil courthouse should remain in close proximity to the 
Children's Courthouse and family courts. 

Judge Soto spoke about a recent P3 conference she attended where a proposal was made for a 
civil/criminal complex encompassing the entire block where the Main library and History of 
Miami was located; with the small holding cells located at the 140 building. 

Mr. Warren suggested the construction cost of $361 milfion on Attachment B be itemized to 
clarify what that amount entailed. 

Chairperson Crooks clarified the construction cost should be $205, not $361 million, and asked 
that it be corrected. He noted, once staff made all the requested corrections and chang.es to 
the draft report, it would be distributed to each member for review. 

Chairperson Crooks indicated the Task Force Report would be finalized at the next meeting and ... 
expressed his desire for Mr. Warren to be available to address the project delivery/method of 
financing, if needed. He also asked that P3 be included in the report as a funding mechanism. 

Following the foregoing discussion, the Task Force members agreed to schedule their next 
meeting for October 28, 2015 at 1:30 p.m. 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business to come before the Miami-Dade Court Capita/Infrastructure 
Task Force the meeting adjourned at 12:40 p.m. 
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d MIAMI·DADE. Memoran urn~ 
Date: August 21, 2014 

Honorable Chairwoman Rebe9a Sosa 
and Members, Board of - 6nty Commissioners 

To: 

... ·- ,,. /. ,.,......-- --··- ..... \ 
Carlos A. Gimel)e:( ... ·· __ ;;, ;;'"_'(fi:;J~-<::::;. .. _/ 

~:;::1 Cons~ -;~~s :r\.;,:Miami-Dade County Circuit and County Courts 

From: 

Subject: 

On Juiy 15, 2014, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) approved Resolution R-680-14 
directing the County Mayor or County's Mayor's designee to work with Chief Judge Bertila Soto 
regarding the capital construction needs of the Miami-Dade County Circuit and County Courts 
(Courts) and to submit a report to the Board for the September 3, 2014 Board meeting detailing, 
among other things, the Courts' overall needs, projected costs associated with those needs, and 
possible financing recommendations. 

In response to R-680-14, staff initiated discussions with Honorable Chief Judge Bertila Soto, other 
Circuit and County Judges, staff of the Administrative Offices of the Courts, and the Clerk of the 
Courts. Additionally, staff from the Internal Services Department's (ISO), Design and Construction 
Services and Real Estate Divisions as well as the Office of Management and Budget provided input 
for this report. 

The Resolution directed several different areas for analysis and recommendation. For the purposes 
of this report, the Courts have placed their focus solely on making emergency repairs to and 
permanently replacing the 73 West Flagler facility, as follows: 

Funding Emergency Repairs to the Existing Court Facilities 
As it relates to the Civil Courthouse at 73 West Flagler, there is a need to ensure that the continued 
operation of this facility is maintained in a safe and functional manner. If the development of a new 
Civil Courthouse is approved, it is estimated that the existing courthouse would continue to be in 
use for up to an additional five years while a new Civil Courthouse is constructed and prepared for 
use by the court system. During that interim period, there are numerous documented repairs, 
including structural reinforcements, repair and replacement of air-conditioning systems, building 
water-proofing, and roof repai~s. to name a few. Funding needs for that interim period are 
estimated at $25 million, based on various engineering and related studies. Related to the above, 
the repair and replacement of the terra cotta on the outside of 73 West Flagler is well underway and 
will continue with funds already allocated. When this is completed, the building will be more water
tight and much of the current moisture problems should be addressed. 

Land Acquisition for a New Main Civil Courthouse (or alternatives) 
There is currently a County-owned parcel, which is east of the new Children's Courthouse (east half 
of block bounded by Metrorail, NW 3 Street, NW 2 Avenue, and NW 4 Street) that could serve as 
the new location for a new Civil Courthouse. The size of this parcel is approximately 37,000 square 
feet, and could allow for a building of approximately 620,000 square feet, which is the estimated 
square footage for the replacement Civil Courthouse, as discussed later in this report. Such a 
facility would consist of 20 to 25 floors, with each floor being approximately 25,000 to 30,000 square 
feet. As a County-owned parcel, there would be no cost for the land. 

Other County owned land that might be considered is the lot directly west of the Stephen P. Clark 
Center presently occupied by the Motor Pool, and the 140 West Flagler Building, which would have 
to be demolished to allow for a new courthouse. 
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Comparatively, if it is necessary to acquire private land in the downtown area, a parcel of the size 
mentioned above would likely cost approximately $9 to $11 million in today's real estate market. 

Design and Construction of a New Main Civil Courthouse 
With the assistance of the Chief Judge and her staff, a space plan was developed that would 
replace all the court functions currently housed at 73 West Flagler, plus allow for the expansion of 
space needed to meet the needs of a growing population and increased court caseload in Miami
Dade County. Presently the Courthouse has 273,884 square feet with 26 courtrooms being used 
by 41 judges. Using the accepted ratio for an efficiently run courthouse of one courtroom per judge, 
the present building should have approximately 430,500 square feet. This space is required for the 
courtrooms as well as the support and ancillary areas required to accommodate, among other uses, 
judges' chambers, jury rooms, space for the Administrative Office of the Courts and the Clerk of the 
Courts. In considering the future growth projected by the courts to the 52 courtrooms plus the 
associated space required by support services, the planners project a total need of 620,000 square 
feet. The space plan also considered the future implementation of "paperless" digital records and 
case filing systems, which minimize the need for large paper storage rooms. This program (see 
attachment) considered the following main elements: 

Courtrooms; 
Hearing Rooms; 
Offices for Judges and their staff; 
Court Administration (AOC); 
Clerk office space for various functions (COC); 
Jury Room spaces; and 
Building Support spaces for the staff in the building, for the legal community and participants 
directly involved in the justice system and for the community at large to utilize the building. 

When compared to the existing space at 73 West Flagler of 273,884 square feet, this new plan 
highlights how vastly undersized the existing courthouse is to meet the current and future 
programming needs of the Courts. Using this square footage amount, a building construction 
estimate of $353 million (assuming construction on County-owned land) was developed by County 
staff and HOK Architects (designers of the new Children's Courthouse). This amount is inclusive of 
all furnishings, fixtures, equipment, audio visual equipment, information technology hardware and 
software (including wired networks), security systems, and other equipment necessary to operate a 
major courthouse facility. HOK estimates that the replacement facility could be constructed on a 
parcel of at least 30,000 square feet. 

The County has also been working with the developer of All Aboard Florida to determine the 
estimated cost of including a new Civil Courthouse as part of their new development adjacent to the 
Stephen P. Clark Center. They were given the same programming information mentioned above, 
and arrived at a construction cost of approximately $368 million. 

Construction of a Parking Facility for Court Personnel at Downtown Court Facilities 
The HOK cost figure mentioned above includes secured parking for all the judges working in the 
new Civil Courthouse and existing Children's Courthouse. These spaces would replace the existing 
surface lot constructed for the Children's Courthouse in order to accommodate the footprint of the 
new Civil Courthouse, and would be constructed inside the new building. Additional parking spaces 
for staff and the public will be accommodated by existing County owned garages, including the new 
West Lot Garage on NW 2 Avenue at NW 3 Street that has a capacity for over 900 cars, other 
existing parking facilities in the area and new parking garages that will be built as part of several 
new planned developments. 
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Restructuring Existing Debt 
The current debt originated from the past sale of bonds and other borrowing that was included in 
the 2013-2014 Capital Budget for Judicial Administration is $278 million. Of that total, the 
Children's Courthouse currently has a debt from existing bonds in the amount of $113.5 million . 

The overall funding strategy requires that the old courthouse emergency repair needs estimated at 
$25 million and the construction of the new courthouse estimated up to $368 million, be part of a 
General Obligation Bond financial package totaling approximately $540 million. Included in the 
$540 million is the refunding of $132 million in existing court debt, comprised of $113.5 million for 
the Children's Courthouse and the refinancing of $18.2 million for Family Courthouse Center bonds. 
This strategy will allow the County to free up approximately $13 million in traffic surcharge 
proceeds, which could be used to support the court's operating program needs. If implemented, it is 
estimated the countywide debt service millage would increase an average of 0.09 mill over the life 
of the bonds using current roll growth assumptions. For the average homesteaded property with a 
taxable value of $200,000, the 0.09 mills equates to $18 annually. 

Per Ordinance 14-65, this memorandum will be placed on the next available Board meeting agenda. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Deputy Mayor Edward Marquez 
at 305-375-1541 . 

c: Honorable Chief Judge Bertila Soto 
Robert A. Cuevas, Jr., County Attorney 
Office of the Mayor Senior Staff 
Jennifer Moon, Director, Office of Management and Budget 
Lester Sola, Director, Internal Services Department 
Charles Anderson, Commission Auditor 
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Additional Information Regardi~g Alit:rnate Options to Build/Finance a New 
Courthouse 

In response to numerous inquiries regarding alternate options to build/finance a new courthouse, I have 
instructed staff to summarize the options that we have been exploring and continue to explore, and to 
highlight issues as to the feasibility of implementing any of them. 

Public-Private Partnerships 
As stated in my memorandum of August 21, 2014, the Internal Services Department (lSD) has been 
working with the private development community since January 2013 to find an appropriate site and 
develop a new civil courthouse to replace the current courthouse located at 73 West Flagler Street. 
lSD has been engaged in discussions with All Aboard Florida (AAF), the owner of the site for the future 
rapid rail system station adjacent to the Stephen P. Clark Center, as a possible developer of a new 
courthouse as part of their development. Additionally, ISO researched several other sites, including 
some owned by the County in the downtown core, and engaged in discussions with two other private 
developers that might be interested in partnering with the County. 

lSD has estimated the cost to renovate the current courthouse at $25 million to allow for an operational 
lifespan of up to five years or $47 million for a lifespan of up to ten years. As the space needs of the 
Civil Court cannot be accommodated by the current courthouse, these estimated capital expenses 
primarily focused on safely maintaining the current courthouse for employees and visitors and did not 
incll!de all costs associated with completing a 40-year recertification, which is unknown at this time. It 
is anticipated that once the Court moves to a new courthouse, the County will sell the 73 West Flagler 
facility for an appropriate re-use in keeping with the building's historic designation. 

To this point, AAF has been the most active developer, holding several meetings with lSD and the 
Courts to determine the scope of the project, as well as the cost of constructing such a building. 
Several different methods have been explored including AAF providing the financing and the County 
buying the building over a 30 year period (i.e. an installment purchase). They have additionally 
developed a price for the building that the County could pay if AAF were strictly the developer ($368 
million). We have also held preliminary discussions with the owners of 54 West Flagler (vacant land) 
and the soon to be vacated Macy's as potential sites. 

Capacity of Existing Countywide Resources 
It is worth mentioning that regardless of which party provides the funding, the County would have to find 
the funds within the Countywide General Fund budget for the installment purchase payments, "rent" or 
debt service obligations necessary for this new facility. Also, the annual operating expense of the 
current courthouse is approximately $3 million and due to its much larger size (620,000 square feet 
versus the current courthouse's 273,884 square feet), annual operational and maintenance cost for the 
new courthouse is estimated at $8 million. 

Building Better Communities 
Question 4 of the 2004 Building Better Communities General Obligation Bond (BBC-GOB) Program 
includes project number 180, "Additional Courtrooms and Administration Facilities," with an allocation of 
$90 million, to be used for the "expansion of court facilities in accordance with the master plan." Of the 
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original allocation of $90 million, $11.8 million has been allocated for the Joseph Caleb Center Tower 
Renovation to include court functions, leaving $78 million for any other eligible project. 

Filing fees, Traffic Surcharges 
When the Florida Constitution was changed to clarify that the State was financially responsible for court 
system operations and counties must provide for court facilities and communications infrastructure, 
implementing legislation initially swept all court revenues including filling fees into the County Clerks' 
budgets and State general revenue. Miami-Dade County lost a significant amount of revenue from both 
the Countywide General Fund budget (counties previously received one-third of all fines to support the 
Court system, as well as a portion of court filing fees) and the UMSA budget (municipalities and UMSA, 
as the initiating jurisdictions, received two-thirds of all fines they charged to support public safety). 
However, counties were successful in getting two separate traffic surcharges authorized to mitigate a 
portion of the cost of providing for court facilities and communications needs. One of the surcharges 
replaced filing fee revenues that had been used as a pledge for bonds issued to build court facilities. As 
of today, the County has already implemented the maximum allowed surcharge of $30.00 under Florida 
Statute 318.18(13)(a)1 , which is applied to every civil and criminal traffic violation in Miami-Dade 
County. State implementing legislation limits the use of these revenues io be employed for state court 
facilities. This revenue has been pledged to the County's existing court facility bonds. Any revenue 
collected in excess of that which is necessary for annual debt service payments will be used either to 
defease the outstanding bonds or for annual court facility needs. 

A second surcharge up to $15 was authorized to be levied countywide to offset the loss of county fine 
revenues. This second surcharge is also used to support court facility operations and specifically 
cannot be used as a pledge on bonds. Municipalities were successful in getting initiating jurisdiction 
revenues returned, but unincorporated areas of counties were specifically exempted from this 
legislation in final form. 

However, under the same state statute, provision 318.18(13)(a)3 allows the county to impose a traffic 
surcharge for any infraction or violation for the exclusive purpose of securing payment for principal and 
interest for bonds issued by the county on or after July 1, 2009, to fund court facilities. The surcharge is 
calculated by dividing the maximum annual payment of the principal and interest on the bonds, 
including the refinancing of the currently outstanding bonds, divided by the number of traffic citations 
paid as certified annually by the Clerk of the Courts. This provision allows the County to remove itself 
from the $30 surcharge cap under 318.18(13)(a)1; however, it is more limited in what can be funded 
after annual principal and interest payments have been made should there be any excess beyond 
projected collections. Under 318(13)(a)3, the County is required to refund the currently outstanding 
bonds. In order to use this particular surcharge to finance this project in combination with a public 
private partnership (i.e. an installment purchase), changes to State statute would be necessary. If the 
County issues the debt, no statutory changes would be required. 

Community Redevelopment Areas 
Questions have been asked as to the possibility to locate the future courthouse within the boundaries of 
the area of an existing community redevelopment agency (CRA), and use proceeds from such CRA to 
pay for the construction of the new facility. As it pertains to the area in downtown Miami, there are two 
GRAs located in this area, the Southeast Overtown/Park West (SEOPW) and Omni CRAs. Both GRAs 
have prior financing commitments and limited if any remaining bonding capacity. Any other strategic 
location within a CRA outside downtown Miami, simply does not have the financing capacity to pay for 
a project of this size. In addition, Florida Statutes Section 163.370, as noted below, sets restrictions as 
to what type of projects can be financed by a CRA. Amongst the limitations, a project must be agreed 
upon by both taxing authorities (City of Miami and Miami-Dade County), and, if the project has been 
part of a public capital improvement schedule, it cannot be funded unless three years have passed 
since the removal of the project from that plan. 
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Financing Options 
The County does not have undesignated revenues available to be used to fund a new courthouse in its 
entirety. The aforementioned $78 million of BBC-GOB Program availability may partially offset the cost 
of a new courthouse but that comes at the expense of other court-related needs such as renovations at 
the Richard E. Gerstein Criminal Courthouse and at the Coral Gables courthouse, among others. The 
options for financing the new courthouse are summarized as follows: 

• General Obligation Bonds 
As stated in my memorandum of August 21, 2014, the overall financing strategy contemplated the 
issuance of $540 million of general obligation debt, which equates to a property tax increase of 
approximately 0.09 mills or $18 per year for the average homesteaded property with a taxable value 
of $200,000. The bonds would provide for up to $368 million of proceeds for the construction of 
the new courthouse, $25 million for renovation costs at the old courthouse to allow the courts to 
remain in the facility for up to five years and also allow for the refunding of the current outstanding 
$132 million of court-related debt (issued under F.S. 318(13)(a) 1) in order to free up approximately 
$13 million annually of proceeds from the existing $30 traffic surcharge, which then could be used 
for the increased operational costs of the new courthouse as well as for pay-as-you-go capital 
improvements for the courts system in order to enhance the remaining $78 million of BBC-GOB 
Program availability, as the needs of the system will surpass that amount. 

A variation of the general obligation bond option is to not refund the existing court-related debt. 
This will lower the amount of the required bond referendum to $398 million from the contemplated 
$540 million. This scenario will not free up any additional funds that can be used for operational 
purposes. If this option is implemented, it is estimated the Countywide debt service millage would 
increase an average of 0.07 mills over the life of the bonds using .current roll growth assumptions. 
For the average homesteaded property with a taxable value of $200,000, the 0.07 mills equates to 
$14 annually. 

• Covenant to Budget and Appropriate Non-Ad valorem Revenues (CB&A) Debt 
The County's General Fund has the capacity to issue up to $4.1 billion of CB&A debt. However, as 
a practical matter, since the General Fund currently uses all of its non-ad valorem revenues to fund 
operations, pay-as-you-go capital projects and certain debt service payments, new revenues 
sources must be identified in order to issue new debt. As stated earlier, State statute permits the 
traffic surcharge to generate the revenues necessary for the new courthouse and the $25 million of 
renovations to the 73 West Flagler facility. However, this will require the County to refund the 
current outstanding debt. 

In 2013, approximately 481 ,000 traffic tickets were paid. Assuming that the number of paid tickets 
remains the same every year, the net increase in traffic fines over and above the existing $30.00 
traffic surcharge to fund the new courthouse, including the required renovations and ref,unding of 
debt, is estimated to range between $37.00 and $48.00 depending on whether the remaining $78 
million of BBC-GOB Program availability is applied to the funding of the new courthouse and how 
the debt is structured. 

It should be noted that this alternative does not provide funding for the increasing operational and 
maintenance costs of the court system. Also in regards to the refunding of the currently outstanding 
debt, under this and the general obligation bond alternative discussed above, the refunding will 
require a waiver of existing County Code provisions regarding debt service saving thresholds as 
these transactions will only restructure debt and are not being done for economic benefits. 
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• Installment Purchase 
In regards to public-private-partnerships, we have not been able to get a quote on installment 
purchase payments to have the private sector fund the construction costs of the new facility. It is 
expected the third party's ccst of money for construction would be greater, and in order to access 
traffic ticket surcharges for this option, State statute needs to be amended. 

This additional information supplements my August 21, 2014 memorandum that is currently on the 
September 3, 2014 Board meeting agenda as item 282 (Legistar 141871 ). 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact Deputy Mayor Edward Marquez at 
305-375-1541 . 

c: Honorable Chief Judge Bertila Soto 
Robert A Cuevas, Jr., County Attorney 
Office of the Mayor Senior Staff 
Jennifer Moon, Director, Office of Management and Budget 
Lester Sola, Director, Internal Services Department 
Charles Anderson, Commission Auditor 
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Date: August 1 7, 201 5 

To: Honorable Chairman Jean Monestime 
and Members, Board of C y Commissioners 

From: 

Subject: Report o nspections of all ourts Facilities Located in Miami-Dade County and 
Identification of County-Owned Buildings Suitable for the Temporary Relocation of Court 
Operations 

This is an update to the Board of County Commissioners (Board) on the status of all courts facilities 
located in Miami-Dade County pursuant to Resolution R-1084-14, which required a report on the 
following: 

1. Inspections of all courts facilities located in Miami-Dade County; and 
2. Identification of county-owned buildings suitable for the temporary relocation of court 

operations. 

1. Inspections of all Courts Facilities located in Mianii-Dade County 
Over the past six (6) months, the Internal Services Department has contracted licensed engineering 
consultants to inspect all courts facilities located in Miami-Dade County. All inspections were 
performed following the requirements outlined in the county code for the 40-year recertification 
process, and specifically concentrated on those areas deemed most important to life safety, which are 
the general structural condition of the building and the general condition of its electrical systems. The 
following facilities were inspected by independent consultants that are Florida registered professional 
licensed electrical and structural engineers and architects. The Children's Courthouse and Overtown 
Transit Village were not inspected as they are newly constructed. 

40-Year Recertification Reports 
Dade County Courthouse 
Richard E. Gerstein Justice Building 
Coral Gables District Courthouse 

Life Safety/Structural and Electrical Assessments 
Hialeah Courthouse 
North Dade Justice Center 
South Dade Justice Center 
Lawson E. Thomas Courthouse Center 

Inspection findings 

Dade County Courthouse, 73 West Flagler Street 
This building was built in 1928 and found to be structurally safe and recommended for 40-year 
recertification by the consultant Rizo Carreno & Partners for continued use and occupancy. The 
structural inspections found that there is no evidence of structural deficiencies significant enough to 
prevent considering the courthouse reasonably safe for continued use under the present occupancy. 
The consultant did note that the final recertification would be reliant on the completion of the following 
ongoing structural work: 

• The repairs to basement columns and slab have been completed on 14 basement columns. 
The remaining balance of the work is currently under design by USSi Consultants and will 
soon be submitted to the City of Miami for permitting. The entire project is expected, 
inclusive of the remaining 130 columns, to be completed by the last quarter of 2017. 
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• Completion of the exterior terracotta envelope and plaza restoration project is currently 
under construction by Mark 1 Restoration Company and is expected to be completed by the 
summer of 2016. 

• Minor isolated repairs to non-structural reinforcing steel on floors 4, 24, 25, 26 and 27. 

This building was found to be electrically safe by the consultant TCAPA for· continued use and 
occupancy. The electrical inspections found no evidence of electrical deficiencies to prevent the safe 
and continued use under the current occupancy and recommended to the City of Miami that the 
building be recertified. However the consultant did provide a list of items that needs to be fixed, 
repaired or replaced throughout the building, such as the replacement of panels in the basement and 
floors 2, 3, and 4; securing the exposed wiring in the basement and floors 1, 3, 7, 10, 1·3, 14, and 25. 
The Internal Services Department has begun addressing these recommendations through a licensed 
contractor. 

Richard E. Gerstein Justice Building, 1351 NW 12 Street 
This building was built in 1962 and found to be structurally safe by consultant Rizo Carreno & Partners 
for continued use and occupancy. The structural inspections found that there is no evidence of 
structural deficiencies to prevent the safe and continued use under the present occupancy. The 
consultant has recommended to the City of Miami that the building be recertified. The consultant did 
provide a small list of short and long-term actions that should be considered, such as the replacement 
of staircase number five (5) from the basement to the first floor. Since March, the Internal Services 
Department has closed the stairwell and opened a service ticket for stair replacement. The Inte rnal 
Services Department has begun addressing the other recommendations through a licensed general 
contractor. 

This building was found to be electrically safe by consultant TCAPA for continued use and occupancy. 
The electrical inspection performed stated that there is no evidence of electrical deficiencies to prevent 
the safe and continued use under the current occupancy. The report states all electrical closets/rooms 
are clean and provide adequate working space. Emergency light fixtures are properly installed, 
operating and connected to the emergency generator. In addition, the emergency generator is in good 
working condition. The consultant has recommended to the City of Miami that the building be 
recertified per the 40-year electrical inspection. 

Coral Gables District Courthouse, 3100 Ponce de Leon Boulevard . 
This building was built in 1951, with a major remodeling completed in 1994, and found to be structurally 
safe by consultant Rizo Carreno & Partners for continued use and occupancy. The structural 
inspections were completed and found no evidence of structural deficiencies to prevent the safe and 
continued use under the present occupancy. The consultant recommended to the City of Coral Gables 
that the building be recertified. -

This building was found to be electrically safe by consultant TCAPA for continued use and occupancy. 
The electrical inspections were performed and found that there is no evidence of electrical deficiencies 
to prevent the safe and continued use under the present occupancy. In addition, building egress 
illumination was adequate on the floor areas, the path of egress and in the exit staircases. There is a 
Notifier Fire Alarm System that is located at the front lobby working correctly and was last certified in 
November of 2014. The consultant recommended to the City of Coral Gables that the building be 
recertified per the 40-year electrical inspection. 
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Hialeah Courthouse, 11 East 6 Street 
This building was built in 2004 and is determined to be structurally safe for continued use and 
occupancy. The consultant Revuelta Architecture International, PA, through the structural sub~ 
consultant Youssef Hachem Consulting Engineering, conducted a structural site inspection and, based 
on their findings, there were no items or situation that constitutes an unsafe condition or that would 
require a change to the daily operations of the facility. However, they recommended minor repairs to 
the exterior door of the main roof top mechanical room due to cracking concrete. 

A visible life safety site inspection to include the electrical, fire alarm and .fire protection systems was 
performed. The consultant, Revuelta Architecture International, PA, through the electrical sub
consultant PJV Engineering, Inc., stated that the electrical system is in overall good condition. A 
recommendation was made to open the panel cover in the main electrical room in order to check the 
status of two (2) mains that do not have a breaker and verify whether a code violation exists. Through 
a qualified electrical contractor, the Internal Services Department verified that there are no existing 
code violations from any of the recommendations provided by the consultant. 

An architectural site inspection for life safety was performed by Revuelta Architecture International, 
PA, in which they did not find any issues. It was also noted that all safety and fire alarm devices were 
maintained properly to include the fire department documentation. The consultant pointed out that the 
Life Safety Codes were more aggressive ten (1 0) years ago; therefore, this building is more in 
compliance with the current applicable codes. 

North Dade Justice Center, 15555 Biscayne Boulevard 
This building was built in 1987 and was found to be. structurally safe for daily operations. The 
consultant, Revuelta Architecture International, PA, through the structural sub-consultant Youssef 
Hachem Consulting Engineering, conducted a structural site inspection and determined that while 
there are no items that constitute an unsafe condition, they have found some items that need attention, 
such as: cracking of bearing wall system, which included cracks to concrete beams and steps in 
stairwell number 3; corrosion of structural steel along entire perimeter of the curtain wall for mechanical 
room number 5; visible signs of wear and delamination of the expansion joint on the second level; and 
the lower level north wall showed some signs of delaminated stucco. These are minor findings typical 
in a building of this age and are currently being remediated by the Internal Services Department. 

This building is electrically safe for continued occupancy and use. The consultant, Revuelta 
Architecture International, PA, through the electrical sub-consultant PJV Engineering, Inc., conducted 
a visible life safety inspection to include the electrical, fire alarm and fire protection systems. PJV 
Engineering, Inc. has provided several recommendations that include the following: (1) the main 
electrical room has several panels with rusted covers that need to be replaced and the ventilation of 
the room needs to be examined or an air conditioning system added to extend the life of the electrical 
equipment; (2) the existing generator serving the life safety systems in operations has reached its 
service cycle and has been recommended for replacement; (3) several areas in the building do not 
have proper fire alarm annunciation devices and it is recommended to add devices as per NFPA 72; 
(4) the electrical equipment located in the mechanical room mezzanine may need to be relocated to 
have proper access to the stairs. However, these issues do not represent an unsafe condition or affect 
the operations of the facility, and the electrical system overall is in good condition. The Internal 
Services Department's generator team assessed the generator issue and found it to be in perfect 
working condition. With the continuation of maintenance and the availability of parts, it should last for 
several more years. The Internal Services Department will provide paint to provide a more appealing 
appearance. 

An architectural site inspection for life safety compliance was performed by consultant Revuelta 
Architecture International, PA. Their executive summary included quantity of egress, in which they 
recommended displaying a "Maximum Occupancy" sign in order to avoid a potential life safety issue 
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with the number of people and only one (1) egress. The Internal Services Department is currently 
working with the Clerk of Courts and the Administrative Office of the Courts to modify the waiting area 
in order to redistribute the waiting patrons. In addition, some of the rooms lead to other rooms before 
finding a protective exit, which could be a potential issue during a fire event This is being addressed 
through signage to assist in way finding and building evacuation plan. Some of the guardrails on the 
stairs are missing -and the installed guardrails in some cases are less than the required height of 42 
inches. The Internal Services Department is currently remedying the situation. 

South Dade Justice Center, 10710 SW 211 Street 
This building was built in 1992 and was found safe for occupancy. The consultant, Revuelta 
Architecture International, PA, through the structural sub-consultant Youssef Hachem Consulting 
Engineering, conducted a structural site inspection. Their findings included cracking of concrete 
beams and steps in stairwells 1, 2 and 4; sporadic water leaks from the second floor men's public 
restroom down to clerk booth on first level; and, at the north main entrance, the steel canopy on the 
second level has visible indications of corrosion. These findings do not constitute an unsafe condition 
or require any changes to daily operations, and the Internal Services Department is currently 
addressing these issues. 

The electrical system overall in this building is in good condition. The consultant, Revuelta Architecture 
International, PA, through the electrical sub-consultant PJV Engineering, Inc., conducted a visible life 
safety inspection to include the electrical, fire alarm and fire protection systems. The consultant has 
provided three (3) minor items that are being addressed with signage and do not represent an unsafe 
condition or affect the operations of the facility. However, there are code related issues that need to 
be addressed. PJV Engineering, Inc. identified two (2) missing sprinkler heads, which have already 
been replaced by the Internal Services Department. Additional findings were to provide proper circuit 
directory labeling on several electrical panels; remove an empty, old fire alarm panel box by the 
security desk; and found that the main electrical closet does not have the proper front clearance of 36 
inches. These issues are being corrected through a licensed contractor. 

An architectural site inspection for life safety compliance was performed by the consultant Revuelta 
Architecture International, PA Their executive summary included quantity of egress, in which they 
recommended displaying a "Maximum Occupancy" sign to avoid a potential life safety issue with the 
number of people and only one (1) egress. In addition, some of the rooms lead to other rooms before 
finding a protective exit. Exit signs are at confusing locations or not showing clear illumination. The 
Internal Services Department is coordinating the signage and working with the Clerk of Courts and 
Administrative Office of Courts to redistribute court patrons,· and update the building evacuation plan. 

Lawson E. Thomas Courthouse Cenlel~ 175 NW 1 Avenue 
After a limited visual inspection, no evidence of structural deficiencies has been four.d. The consultant, 
Revuelta Architecture International, PA, through the structural sub-consultant Youssef Hachem 
Consulting Engineering, performed limited visual inspections and considers the building safe for 
continued use under the present occupancy. 

A preliminary visible life safety inspection was conducted and no electrical deficiencies have been 
found. The consultant, Revuelta Architecture International, PA, through the electrical sub-consultant 
PJV Engineering, Inc., pertormed a preliminary inspection to include the electrical, fire alarm and fire 
protection systems, which were found in good condition. 
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2. County Owned Buildings Suitable for the Temporary Relocation of Court Operations 
As previously reported at the January 21, 2015 Board meeting, in the event that an emergency 
requires part or all of the Dade County Courthouse court operations to be relocated to other facilities, 
the County has identified County-owned assets and other private space, which, through renovation, 
can be tailored to meet the Court's operational requirements. The timeframe for relocation depends 
on the extent of the renovations required and the availability of space. 

While these assets and related spaces are not always ideal in location or design and infrastructure, 
they can be converted into functional offices and court spaces on a temporary basis. A simple 
renovation is relatively quick and cost effective at approximately $60.00 per square foot. This 
renovation will provide the absolute minimum space and functional requirements for the occupants 
and can take up to approximately four ( 4) months. If a more extensive renovation is required, the cost 
will be approximately $200.00 per square foot. A renovation of this type is more comprehensive and 
permanent in nature and will specifically address the occupant's operational needs and requirements. 
The time required for this type of renovation can take anywhere from nine (9) to 18 months, depending 
on the square footage required and condition of the selected building and space. 

While the availability of County-owned facilities often changes based on needs and demands of other 
County departments, the following facilities may be available for use after renovations are made: 

• 140 West Flagler Street Building- An older office space of 135,000 square feet and requires major 
renovations to be used as courtrooms, but could be converted into 12 courtrooms. 

• Main Library, 101 West Flagler Street -There is 50,000 square feet of vacant space on the third 
floor, which may accommodate eight (8) to ten (10) courtrooms. My office has recently met with 
the Honorable Chief Judge Bertila Soto to discuss a short-term plan to accommodate the space 
needs of the civil court at "this location. Programmatic requirements are being gathered to develop 
a cost estimate and timeline for this project. The additional eight (8) to ten ( 1 0) courtrooms would 
substantially improve the operations of the civil court in the downtown area and provide a short
term solution while a long-term solution is sought. 

• Overtown Transit Village South, 601 NW 1 Court - There is new vacant space of 58,000 square 
feet on three (3) floors that could be converted into nine (9) courtrooms. These spaces are currently 
in design and programmed for other County agencies. 

• Children's Courthouse, 155 NW 3 Street - This is the newly constructed building with 371,500 
square feet where two (2) courtrooms out of eighteen (18) are designed for jury trials. Dependency 
and delinquency courts are currently operational as of early May 2016, with 11 judges and 
respective staff. 

• Lawson E. Thomas Courthouse and Office Building, 175 NW 1 Avenue- There may be a potential 
to convert 15,000 square feet of storage area into three (3) or four ( 4) courtrooms. 

• Hialeah Courthouse, 11 East 6 Street- A court area of approximately 2,700 square feet is currently 
a shell space that could be utilized. This is a County-owned courthouse in good condition and could 
be built out as one (1) additional courtroom, a judge's chamber, and a jury room. 

• Privately-owned office space in Downtown Miami - Approximately 60,000 square feet has been 
identified as available for rent. It is foreseeable that eight (8) to ten (10) couiirooms could be built 
!n this space. Annual costs are approximately $23.00 to $28.00 per square foot, including base 
rent and all operating and specialized court security costs. The Dade County Court at 73 West 
Flagler Street operates at a cost of approximately $13.00 per squar·e feet. 

I 
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Honorable Chairman Jean Monestime 
and Members, Board of County Commissioners 

Page 6 

• David W. Dyer Federal Building, 300 NE 1 Avenue -As previously stated in a memorandum issued 
January 20, 2015 in response to Resolution No. R-43-15, this historic building requires extensive 
repairs and system upgrades in excess of over $60 million and is already under contract by Miami 
Dade Community College, rendering it unusable for the temporary relocation of court operations. 

This information was prepared in collaboration with the Administrative Office of the Courts. The 
Internal Services Department continues to work very closely with the Chief Judge Bertila Soto and her 
staff to ensure that all of their facility needs in the short and long-term are met. 

Per Ordinance 14-65, this memorandum will be placed on the next available Board meeting agenda. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Tara C. Smith, Director of the Internal Services 
Department, at (305) 375-1135. · 

c: Honorable Chief Judge Bertila Soto 
Robert A Cuevas, Jr., County Attorney 
Office of the Mayor Senior Staff 
Jennifer Moon, Director, Office of Management and Budget 
Tara C. Smith, Director, Internal Services Department 
Charles Anderson, Commission Auditor 
Eugene Love, Agenda Coordinator 
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MIAMI·DADE. em 

19 
North Dade! 
Detention Center 

Vacant Space in County-Owned and Leased Buildings 

Breakdown of Vaa.nt Space 

Available Avail'lllle Not 
without with Available/ 

Restriction Restriction Usable 

Alloclltion of Not Available 
Not 

Not Available Available 
clue to Pending due to 

Lease 1 user Physical 
commitments Condition Comments 

av.aJiob te due to condition. 

vacant 5p~c.e ha~ code 

U!Oc bel no coosldcred tor 2,234 

Al of S/ 8/ 2015. lntern~l Servtc~s O~~rtmcnt I Re;s l £st.1tc Development Olvlslon. 
Figure~ shown In :}quouc footJge. 
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MIAMI·DADE. 
~ 

Vacant Space in County-Owned and Leased Buildings 

Breakdown of vacant Space 

Available Available Not 
without with Available/ 

Restriction Restriction Usable 

20 67.400 

3501 NW 46 St. 26,936 

22 42.118 5,000 

23 200,000 

lntc.rnat Se:rvlc~ 
285 

8,314 

826 

12,026 

12.026 

4,778 

7,554 

1,861 

Allocation of Nat Avail11ble 
Not 

Not Available Available 
Clue to Pending due to 

Leasa I user Physical 
Commitments Condition 

67.400 

5,000 

200,000 

Comments 

Pllir't of COOP Plan. Space 
lndud~ multl-purp<Y~ edmln 
ilnd general build-out. but I$ 
pr,morlly ".iUi ted to correctlonllll. 
Corr~ctlon!:O .:.nUclpate:s movjng 
departments Into the tl~t 2 
flo or.:; ln the n~41r term. 
Rc:moin lng !ipliCe not usaOic f or 
typical occup<:~ nt. 

vo~nt ~poce lndudes 16,936 
squore (e("t or omcc throughout 
the 1st and 2nd floor.;, end 
8,000 !lquan: teet of non-air 
condJtloned Wilrehoust: ~pac(!. 

The: 3rd 1'1oor lib rary ~pccc Wi:IS 

rece ntly Vi)cated; approxlm~:~tc l y 

5,000 ~q. tt. 1:; bc:Jng COO!Oidered 
for Flno)ncc's ERP Start', t~nd 
<1ddlttooa1 -:;pace mity be 
required for other Finance 
dlvl~lon-:o:. 

Property hos envlronmentlll 
cont;a mln~tlon, and )5 ~ch~duled 
for convey ;, nee t o the US Army I 
SOC·South. 

· •140 eulld lng v:~c.ant Sp.lCC Is In 
generally poor condition, and ts 
not sultllble for lc:mo·tcrm 
oc:wp<'~ncy or commitment. The 
~pi)ce m~y be tlikc:n over b'f on~ 
or more enti[Jr::5 on a short·ttrm 
bMI!O pendlna th~ dJ~posltl on or 
the buHdlng. Without p ropc:r 
OCCUP<"~Ot:y rate tnc bulldln(l Will 
not be CO!Iit dfcctlv~..~ to maintain. 
In ~uth a.s.c the b uilding may be 
oold. 

Sec •140 BLIUdlng" comment 
~bove. 

Sec "140 Bu ild i ng ~ commt:nt 
above. 

See '"140 Bullcllng" commc.nt 
.1bove. 

s~ "140 Bullcllng" comment 
iJbove. 

See "140 Building .. comm~nt 
.,bove. 

~ "'140 Bulld tno• comment 
above. 

Sec "140 Building" comment 
above. 

A~ of 5/ 8/20lS. tntcrnoJI 5crv lccs Ocp~rtmcnt / Rc~ l Est.,tc Ocvetopmcnt Oivi ~K>n . 

Fl&ure~ shown ln squ:are f ootosge. 
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MIAMI·DADE. 
am 

3S 

36 

Vacant Space in County-Owned and Leased Buildings 

B.reakdown of vac:ant_ Space Alloc:ation of Not Available 
Not 

Available . Available Not 
. Not Available · Avililllble 
clue to Pending . due to 

Lease I User Phvsic:al 
Commitments Condition 

· · without with Available/ 
Restriction Restrictio11 Usable 

6,839 

1,449 

14,735 

1,76<i 

1,8681 I I ~ 

2,0•11 I I ~ 

84r 
I 840 

4,392 l 1 ~ 
9,o6sl I I ~ 

~ 1.495 

~ 5,650 

665 ~ 

28:J I 
7,201 

28,5751 

7,201 

20,24 1 20,2411 

20.241 

Sec • 140 Building• comment 
,;,bove, 
~ 

See .. 140 Building" comment 
above. 

See .. 140 Building" comment 
o bove. 

See '"140 Bulldan~r· comment 
~bovc. 

Caleb Ccnte( ts sch~duled to 
undergo renovation~ to the 
tower, con:;truct~on ot two 
courtroom~ and tJ n~w parking 
ga~oe OVr:l' cxi::it lng P"fkln l) lot, 
eulldlng space wiU not be: 
Gvallable for the next two ye-ars. 

See *Caleb Cent~r" comment 
above. 

See ''C.o leb Center" comment 
OlboVC. 

See .. Cllleb Cente~ comment 
AboVe. 

Sea •Qlleb Center~ commQnt 
above. 

See "Cztleb Center~ comment 
above. -
$(:~ •cllleb Center" comment 
.:.bove. 

See *Caleb Center" comment 
obove. 

Space may be progr"'mmed for 
Pubt lc Safe ty only and I!: In the 
d cdslon proc~:o for moving In 

I 
progr~m=-. 

V;,c:ant !O~Ce I!: o~slgned to 
Election~. 

Unflol~h<:d floors. H.,Jf l~ 
proor3mmed (Qr MDPD. ~nd the 

I lotl'ler half l :o; fQr coe. 

20.241 20,24J J Programmed ror IG's otnce. 

1,404 

A~ of S/8/ 2015. I nter~ I Sef'VIces Oep;:utment I Rt-Otl E~t=-te Oev~ lopment Div ts io n. 
Fteure!O !.hewn in :.qu.are footJ.gc. 
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MIAMI·DADE. 
~ 

Vacant Space in County- Owned and Leased Buildings 

51 Port ot Mlcml 1001 N. America Woy 

191!0 NW 75 St. 

HO?E VI Omc.o 

7590 NW 24 Ave.. 

Toto!: 1,8 77, 148 170,458 560,405 1,146,285 412,226 7)4,059 

A-; of S/B/2015. lntem.l! Scrvltes Ocp ou·tml;'nt I Re:.l E::t .. h:: Development Dlvl:; lon. 

Flcures shown In ~qunre fCIOtJgc. 
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EXHIBIT 5 
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MIAMI-.. 
ti•IJJ:iij iiiiJ 

Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
August 10, 2015- 1:00 pm 

3.00-4.00: Finance Department 

Existing financial needs 
Funding options 
Lessons learned from other cities 

Edward Marquez 

Deputy Mayor/Chief Financial 
Officer 
Miami-Dade County 
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Credit 
General Obligation 
Sales Tax 
Non-Ad Valorem 
Revenue Bonds 
Bed Tax 

%of Total Principal 
Outstanding 

11.67% 
12.14% 

7.21% 
59.14% 

7.64% 
0.88% 

® 
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Revenue Bonds 
$8,651,087,770 

59.14% 

I Outstanding Principal By Credit I 
Bed Tax 

$1,117,132,265 Courthouse 
$128,490,000 

Utility Tax 
..__ $193,599,000 

Non-Ad Valorem 
$1,055,165,000 

7.21% 

1.32% 

General Obligation 

$1,707,286,000 
11.67% 

Sales Tax 
$1,775,725,000 

12.14% 

C:[) 
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General Obligation 
Non-Ad Valorem - Capital Asset and Sunshine State Loans 

Tax- PHT, Transit and Guaranteed Entitlement 
Bed Tax- COT and Pro Sports C1l 

Utility Tax- Stormwater and Public SeNice Tax 

County Court- Courthouse (1) 

Aviation 
Causeway Toll 
Seaport (1> 

and Sewer 

Total Principal 

$ 1,707,286,000 $ 
1 ,055,165,000 
1,775,725,000 

1,117' 132,265 
193,599,000 

128,490,000 
5,839,755,000 

31,610,000 

Total Interest 

1,500,878,307 $ 
624,972,663 

1,487,355,810 

2,823,065,646 
59,081,352 

105,167,706 
4 ,956,648,757 

28,069,050 

Debt Service 

3,208,164,307 
1 ,680,1 37,663 
3,263,080,810 

3,940,197 ,911 
252,680,352 

233,657,706 
10,796,403,757 

59,679,050 

% ofT otal Principal 
Outstandin 

1.32% 

0.88% 
39.92% 

0.22% 

4.56% 

(C) 
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Principal Interest Debt Service 

$ 19,726,000 $ 2,757,794 $ 22.483,794 
80.450,000 31,106,031 111 ,556,031 

1,506,175,000 1.401,721,805 2,907,896,805 
94,085,000 64,760,961 158,845,961 

6.850.000 531.715 7.381.715 

(N 
./ 

________ .. ___ .. ____ .............. - ... -... --~ .. --···--- - - -- ....... - .... . 
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r'""~!>IE_9 
5 year Capital Improvement Plan and Future by Department { :jcJoo's) 

5 year CIP Projected 
Department 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 Total Future Total Cost 

EAD- ANIMAL SERVICES $3,866 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,866 $0 $3,866 
EAV- AVIATION 308,057 214,404 147,053 122,968 183,435 975,917 336,342 1,312,259 
ECC- BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 150 0 0 0 0 150 0 150 
ECO- COMMUNITY ACTION AND HUMAN SERVICES 18,054 15,483 0 0 0 33,537 0 33,537 
ECR- CORRECTIONS & REHABILITATION 19,860 30,183 159,967 168,164 0 378,174 0 378,174 
ECU - CULTURAL AFFAIRS 12,031 20,250 13,500 10,207 0 55,988 0 55,988 
EEL- ELECTIONS 992 0 0 0 0 992 0 992 
EET- INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DEPARTMENT 11,034 14,000 10,346 0 0 35,380 0 35,380 
EFN - FINANCE 140 0 0 0 0 140 0 140 
EFR - FIRE RESCUE 72,223 4,100 4,006 2,600 2,600 85,529 0 85,529 
EGI - COMMUNITY INFORMATION AND OUTREACH 497 150 0 0 0 647 0 647 
EHD- PUBLIC HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 48.4~8 8,220 6,827 2,711 626 66,822 0 66,822 
EHT- HOMELESS TRUST 2,757 4,661 0 0 0 7,418 0 7,418 
EID- INTERNAL SERVICES 32,809 15,441 5,769 2,300 401 56,720 33,463 90,183 
EJA- JUDICIAL ADMINISTRATION 33,985 29,102 12,928 3,643 0 79,658 50,873 130,531 
ELB- LIBRARY 5,180 1,542 9,221 1,300 9,859 27,102 9,641 36,743 
EMT- TRANSIT 312,144 453,993 370,511 293,286 262,313 1,692,247 188,911 1,881,158 
END- NON-DEPARTMENTAL 122,210 55,133 30,735 13,790 50,751 272,619 13,509 286,128 
EPD - POLICE 12,740 8,185 2,159 80 40 23,204 0 23,204 
EPE- REGULATORY AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES 8,156 3,500 500 1,000 1,000 14,156 5,611 19,767 
EPR- PARKS, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACES 67,266 79,769 59,778 33,196 21,426 261,435 0 261,435 
EPW- PUBLIC WORKS AND WASTE MANAGEMENT 315,539 244,397 187,850 129,788 110,703 988,277 205516 1,193,793 
ESP- PORT OF MIAMI 88,855 102,703 55,220 28,600 15,600 290,978 0 290,978 
EVZ- VIZCAYA MUSEUM & GARDENS 10,566 8,386 0 0 0 18,952 0 18,952 
EWS- WATER AND SEWER 562,663 709,659 1,085,616 1,242,385 1,348,768 4,949,091 7,835,028 12,784,119 

Grand Total $2,070,212 $2,023,261 $2,161,986 $2,056,018 $2,007,522 $10,318,999 $8,678,894 $18,997,893 

(!f) 
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N~:O..Q6. 
FY 2015-16 CAPITAL BUDGET 

(donors in thousands) 

FY 2015-16 ----------- ---------------
Strateg1c AroOj I Do :lrtmor.t Pro·ccted 

Public Safely 

.J~_\r.;~.\Lo..n 
P: ADDITIONAL COURTROOMS AND ADMINISTRATION FACILITIES- BUILDING (P305200) 
P: RICHARD E. GERSTEIN JUSTICE BUILDING MODERNIZE SECURI1Y AND EL (P112340) 

P: MIAMI-DACE COUNTY COURTHOUSE FACILI1Y REFURBISHMENT (P112970) 
P: RICHARD E. GERSTEIN JUSTICE BUILDING HEATING, VENTILATION, AND (P113820) 
P: MIAMI-DADE COUN1Y COURTHOUSE REFURBISH EMERGENCY SYSTEMS (P1 14150) 
P: RICHARD E. GERSTEIN JUSTICE BUILDING ELEVATOR ADDITION (P117770) 
P: CODE BROWN COMPLIANCE (P303220) 

P: BENNETI H. BRUMMER PUBLIC DEFENDER FACILITY REFURBISHMENT (P11831 0) 
P: EMERGENCY CAPITAL REPAIRS TO THE MIAMI-DADE COUNTY COURTHOUSE (P2000000069) 
P: COURT FACILITIES REPAIRS AND RENOVATIONS (P3010620) 

P: MENTAL HEALTH DIVERSION FACILITY - BUILDING BETIER COMMUNITIES (P305410) 
P: MIAMI-DADE COUN1Y COURTHOUSE FACADE RESTORATION PROJECT (P3024160) 
P: JOSEPH CALEB PARKING GARAGEfTOWER COURTROOM RENOVATIONS (P3028110) 

--------------------------··-

......, Dopartm.on1 Total 

Prior Years Bonds Stale Fodoral Gas Tax Other FY 15-1 6 Total Future Total Cost 

343 500 0 0 0 0 500 46,782 47,625 

500 0 0 0 0 0 1,300 1,800 
0 0 0 0 0 800 800 

2,077 1,023 0 0 0 0 1,023 800 3,900 

277 523 0 0 0 0 523 800 
0 0 0 0 0 3,000 3,000 

68 0 0 0 0 135 135 187 390 
9 0 0 0 0 0 1,091 1,100 

765 12,648 0 0 0 0 12,648 16,587 30,000 
0 0 0 500 500 500 

1,716 1,288 0 0 0 0 1,288 19,096 22,100 

22,537 8,400 0 0 0 0 8,400 3.860 34,797 

16,093 8 ,968 0 0 0 0 8 ,968 3,043 28,104 

44,385 33,350 635 33,985 96,546 174,916 

crJ 
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Capital Unfunded Project Summary by Strategic Area and Department 
(dollars in thousands) 

Estimated Total 
Department #of Projects Costs Page# 

Correction and Rehabilitation 25 $ 1,850,055 1 

Fire Rescue 19 104,678 2 
Information Technology 2 4,087 3 

Judicial Administration 7 424,797 4 

Police 33 190,693 5 
Aviation · 7 357,000 6 

Port of Miami 13 327,200 7 
Public Works and Waste Management 23 1,555,097 . 8 

Transit 10 9,078,340 9 

Cultural Affairs 4 15,445 10 

Library 12 4,320 11 

Parks, Recreation and Open Spaces 75 1,359,614 12 
Internal Services 6 144,121 14 
Regulatory and Economic Resources 20,759 15 
Community Action and Human Services 17 17,087 16 
Homeless Trust 175,000 17 
Public Housing and Community Development 25,636 18 
Elections 4 2,063 19 

Grand Total 260 $ 15,655,992 
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UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAME 

Miami-Dade County 
BAT Unfunded Project Reporl 

Corrections and Rehabilitation 

LOCATION 

TURNER GUILFORD KNIGHT CORRECTIONAL CENTER PRESSURE WASH AND SEAL 7000 NW 41 St 
EXTERIOR- PHASE II 

'tiW 41St 18201 SW 12 St 

TRAINING AND TREATMENT CENTER - FACILITY REPLACEMENT 6950 NW 41 S\ 

BOOT CAMP- FACILITY REPLACEMENT 6950 NW 41 St 

PRETRIAL DETEI\'TION CENTER- FACILITY REPLACEMENT To Be Determined 

WOMEN'S DETENTION CENTER- FACILITY REPLACEMENT To Be Determined 

METRO WEST DETENTION CENTER - FACILITY REPLACEMENT 13850 NW 41 St 

TURNER GUILFORD KNIGHT CORRECTIONAL CENTER- FACILITY REPLACEMENT 7000 NW 41 St 

NORTH DADE DETENTION CENTER- FACILITY REPLACEMENT 15801 N State Rd 9 

REPAIR DRAINAGE SYSTEM AT THE TRAINING AND TREATMENT CENTER 6950 NW 41St 

FITNESS CENTER AT TRAINING AND TREATI~ENT CENTER 6950 NW 41 St 

NORTH DAOE DETENTION CEI\'TER RENOVATION 15801 N State Rd 9 

REPLACE SECURITY SYSTEM AT WOMEN$ DETENTION CENTER 1401 NW 7 Ave 

I 
RESTROOM EXPANSION AT TRAINING AND TREATMENT CENTER 6950 NW 41 St 

RESURFACE ON-SITE ROADWAYS AND PARKING AREAS Various Sftes 

CONSTRUCT CENTRAL INTAKE COURT HOLDING FACILITY Various Shes 

TURNER GUILFORD KNIGHT CORRECTIONAL CENTER PARKING AND SPACE 7000 NW 41 St 
ENHANCEMENT 

REPLACE EQUIPMENT AND FURNrruRE AT METRO WEST DETENTION CENTER 13850 NW 41St 

NORTH DADE DETENTION CENTER DEMOLITION 15801 N State Rd 9 

LIGHTING AND SECURITY ENHANCEMENTS 13850 NW 41 St 

UPGRADE EXTERIOR LIGHTING FIXTURES AT METRO WEST DI;TENTION CEI\'TER 13850 NW 41 St 

INSTALL SOUND DEADENERS THROUGHOUT TURNER GUILFORD KNIGHT 7000 NW 41St 
CORRECTIONAL CENTER 

VIDEO VISITATION PROGRAM 7000 NW 41St 

WOMEN'S DETENTION CENTER INFRASTRUCTURE RETROFIT 1401 NW 7 Ave 

REPLACE BATHROOMS IN TEMPORARY HOUSING UNITS AT TRAINING AND 6950 NW 41 St 
TREA TI~ENT CEI\'TER 

(do!lars in thousands) 

ESTIMATE PROJECT 
COST 

300 

453,750 

267,750 

39,375 

78,750 

39,375 

351,855 

157,500 

39,375 

1,000 

250 

1,600 

5,000 

100 

BOO 

400,000 

550 

390 

300 

600 

150 

1,440 

9,000 

645 

200 

1,850,055 
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Miami-Dade County 
BAT Unfunded Project Report 

Fire Rescue 
UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAI.\E 

NORTH MIAI.II WEST FIRE RESCUE (STATION 19) 

HAULOVER BEACH FIRE RESCUE (STATION 21) 

NORTH MIAMI EAST FIRE RESCUE (STATION 20) 

DOLPHIN FIRE RESCUE (STATION 68) 

URBAN SEARCH AND RESCUE WAREHOUSE 

ARCOLA FIRE RESCUE (STATION 67) 

PALMETIO BAY SOUTH (STATION 74) 

LAND ACQUISfTION FOR NEW FIRE RESCUE STATIONS 

URBAN SEARCH AND RESCUE TRAINING FACILITY AND OFFICES 

INTERAI.\A FIRE RESCUE..{STATION 22) 

HIGHLAND OAKS FIRE RESCUE· PHASE 2 (STATION 63) 

NORTH BAY VILLAGE FIRE STATION {STATION 27) 

GLADES/BEACON LAKES FIRE RESCUE {STATION 75) 

SATELLITE TRAINING FAC ILITIES· NORTH AND SOUTH 

VIRGINIA GARDENS FIRE RESCUE (STATION 17) 

GOLDEN GLADES FIRE RESCUE (STATION 38) 

NORTH MIAMI FIRE RESCUE (STATION 18) 

NEW SHOP FACILITY 

GOULDS/PRINCETON FIRE RESCUE (STATION 5) 

I 

1 

LOCATION 

650NW 131 St 

10500 Coffins Ava 

13000 NE 16 Ave 

11101 NW17 St 

To Be Determined 

1275 NW 79 St 

Old Cu1Jer Rd and SW 174th St 

Vanous snes 
795() SW 107 Ave 

15655 Biscayne Blvd 

1773 NE 205 St 

7903 East Dr 

Viclnity of NW 12 Ave and NW 17 St 

To Be Determined 

7050 NW36St 

575NW199St 

NE 138 Stand NE 5 Ave 

To Be Determined 

13150 SW 238 St 

(dollars in thousands) 

ESTIP.IA TE PROJECT 
COST 

5,000 

5,000 

5,000 

5,000 

600 

5,003 

10,000 

7,500 

1,591 

5,000 

7,500 

4,000 

5,000 

8,487 

5,000 

5,000 

5,000 

10,000 

5,000 

104,678 
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UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAME 

Miami~Dade County 
BAT Unfunded Project Reporl 

Information Technology 

LOCATION 

DEPLOYMENT OF 800 l.IHz PUBLIC SAFETY RADIO SITES 

lTD SERVICE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Various Sites 

5680 SW 87 Ave 

I 

(clo~ars In thousands) 

ESTIMATE PROJECT 
COST 

3,109 

978 

4,087 
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Miami-Dade County 
BAT Unfunded Project Report 

Judicial Administration 
UNRJNDED CAf !TAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAME 

CML COURT Ef,lERGENCY RELOCATION PLAN 

PUBLIC DEFENDER REWIRING ·PHASE 2· 

INSTALL NEW ELEVATOR CAB AT THE RICHARD E. GERSTEIN 

NEW CML COURT_~E 

LOCATION 

To Be Delermined 

1320 NW 14 St 

1351 N'.'J 12 St· 

To Be Determined - ---· 
BUILDOUT OF 6 AND 7 FLR AT BENNETI H. BRUMMER PUBLIC DEFENDER FACILITY 1320 NW 14 St 

MW,II·DADE COUNTY COURTHOUSE- 40-YEAR RE-CERTIFICATION CONSULT ANT 

MIAMI·DAOE COUNTY COURTHOUSE- ELECTRICAL UPGRADES 

73 W Aagler St 

73 W Aagler St 

(dollars in thousands} 
ESTIMATE PROJECT 

~ 

46.100 

847 

1.150 

~ 
3,200 

500 

5,000 

424,797 
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Miami-Dade County 
BAT Unfunded Project Report 

Police 
UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAME 

VIDEO SECURITY/SURVEILLANCE SYSTEMS FOR MDPD FACILITIES 

RELOCATION OF THE MDPSTI FIREARM RANGES 

NEW POLICE SOlJTl-l DISTRICT STATION 

NEW KENDALL DISTRICT STATION 

VESSEL REPLACEMENT FOR MARINE PATROL UNIT (MPU) 

REPLACE AIRCRAFT VIDEO CAMERAS 

KENDALL POLICE DISTRICT ENHANCEMENTS 

ELECTRONIC CONTROL DEVICE UPGRADES 

REAL TIME CRIME CENTER AND RELATED SYSTEMS· PKASE II 

COOLING TOWER FAN FOR t.\DPD HEADQUARTERS BUILDING 

REPLACE AVIATION FIXED WlNG AIRCRAFT 

PARKING GARAGE AT PUBLIC SAFETY TRAINING INSTITUTE 

BULLET TRAPS FOR POLICE FIREARM FlANGES 

PROPERTY AND EVIDENCE STORAGE FACILITY 

POLICE FACILITIES EXTERNAL RENOVATIONS AND REPAIRS 

STORM SHIELD BARRIERS FOR MDPD HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX BUILDINGS 

CONSTRUCT POLICE CANINE TRAINING FACILITY 

MOBILE AUTOMATED FINGERPRINT IDENTIFICATION SYSTEM 

STATE OF THE ART SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT 

PROFESSIONAL COMPLIANCE BUREAU PARKING LOT REPAIRS 

POOL FACILITY REPAIRS AT TRAINING FACILITY 

MIAMI-DADE POLICE DEPARTMENT TRAINING FACILITY ENHANCEMENTS 
f 

FITNESS EQUIPMENT FOR POLICE DISTRICT STATIONS 

COVERED PARKING FOR MDPD HEADQUARTERS FACILITY SATELLITE PARKING 

LOT 

AODrTIONAL PARKING AREA AT MDPD HEADQUARTERS 

COMMUNICATIONS BUREAU CAD SYSTEM REPLACEMENT 

POLICE FACILITIES INTERIOR UPGRADES AND RENOVATIONS 

NEW INTRACOASTAL POLICE DISTRICT STATION 

CONSTRUCT AGRICULTURAL PATROL UNIT BUILDING 

VOICE OVER INTERNET PROVIDER (VOIP} PKASE 2 ROLLOUT TO MDPD DISTRICTS 
AND EXTERNAL FACILITIES 

LEO EXTERIOR LIGHTING FOR MDPO HEADQUARTERS COMPLEX 

MOBILE FIELD FORCE SPECIALTY IMPACTS MUNITIONS EQUIPMENT 

NOISE REDUCING BARRIERS FOR MDPD FIREARM RANGES 

LOCATION 

Various Sites 

To Be Determined 

10800 SW 211 St 

7077 SW 117 Ave 

Varioos Sites 

Various Sites 

7077 SW 117 Ave 

Various Sites 

9105 tfW 25 St 

9105 NW 25 St-

Varioos Sites 

9601 NWSB St 

9601 NW 58St 

8951 NWSB St 

Various Sites 

9105 NW25 Sl 

9601 NW58St 

Various Sites 

Various Sites 

18805 N\V 27 Ave 

9601 NWSBSt 

9601 NWSB St 

Various Sttes 

9601 NW 58Sl 

9105NW25St 

11500 NW 25 St 

Various Sttes 

15665 Biscayne Blvd 

17799 SW 198 Ter 

Various Sites 

9105NW25St 

9501 NW58St 

9601 N\V 58 Sl 

(dollars in thousands} 

ESTIMATE PROJECT 
COST 

2,500 

20,000 

22,500 

15,000 

1,560 

2,040 

2,000 

3,100 

4,477 

500 

2,760 

3,000 

1,980 

10,000 

5,000 

850 

510 

600 

625 

1,000 

600 

39,702 

264 

935 

2,500 

7,000 

5,000 

22,500 

5,000 

4,750 

800 

140 

1,500 

190,693 
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Aviation 
UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAME 

MIA -TERMINAL WIDE RE-ROOFING 

MIA- CONCOURSE E-H LIGI-fTNING PROTECTION SYSTEM 

MIA- CONCOURSE E AND F TAXILANE AND APRON REHAB 

MIA - PARK 6 GARAGE 

MIA- PERIMETER ROAD WIDENING 

MIA- TERMINA-L PASSENGER LOADING BRIDGE (PLB) UPGRADE TO 400HZ 

/,IIA- CONCOURSE F IMPROVEMENTS 

6 

LOCATION 

Miami International Airport 

Miami International Airport 

Mlaml lntemational Airport 

t.liaml lntemational Airport 

Miami International Airport 

t.\iaml lntemational Airport 

l.liamllnternational Airport 

(dollars In thousands) 

ESTIMATE PROJECT 
COST 

60,000 

24,000 

15,000 

65,000 

20,000 

20,000 

153,000 

357,000 
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UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAME 

EXPAND AND MODERNIZE PORT UTILITIES 

PURCHASE CARGO TERMINAL RTGs 

EXTEND RAIL ROAD TRACK 

NEW PARKING GARAGES 

ROADWAY REALIGNMENT 

CHANNEL MODIFICATIONS 

CRUISE TERMINAL CONCOURSES AND BERTHING MODS 

NEW BERTH 0 ·WEST NEW APRON 

IMPROVEMENTS TO CRUISE TERMINALS B, F,G, ANO H 

CONSTRUCT PASSENGER TERMINAL MOBILE WALKWAYS 

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT CRUISE FERRY COMPLEX 

EXPAND WATER SERVICE CAPACITY 

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT CRANE MAih'TENANCE FACILITY 

Pori. of Miami 

LOCATION 

Dante B. Fa seeD Port of Miami-Dade 

Dante B. Fascel Port of Miami-Dade 

Dante B. Fasce!l Port of Miam~Dade 

Dante B. FasceU Port of Miemi-Dade 

Dante B. Fascen Port of Miami-Dade 

Dante B. Fasce~ Port of Miami-Dade 

Dante B. Fa seeN Port of Miami-Dade 

Dante 8. Fasce~ Port of Miami-Dade 

Dante B. Fa seen Port of Miami-Dade 

Dante B. Fa sceU Port of ti\iami-Dade 

Dante B. Fa see~ Port of Miam~Dade 

Dante 8. Fa seeD Port of Miami-Dade 

Dante B. Fascell Port of Miami-Dade 

(do!lars in thousands) 

ESTIMATE PROJECT 
COST 

15,000 

10,000 

1,000 

55,000 

25,000 

20,000 

15,000 

67,000 

83,000 

10,200 

20,000 

5,000 

1,000 

327,200 
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Public Works and Waste Management 
UNFUNDED CAPITA L PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAM§ 

TRAFFIC CONTROL CENTER 

TRAFFIC SIGNAL CONTROLLER UPGRADES 

UPGRADE ROADWAY LIGKTS TO LE.D. AND St.-\AfH LIGHT TECHNOLOGY 

NEW TRAFFIC SIGNALS 

REPLACE SPAN·WIRE TRAFFICE SIGNALS 

ROADWAY LIGKT RETROFIT 

UPGRADE OF SUB·ST ANDARD MAST ARMS 

SCHOOl FLASHERS 

UPGRADE TRAFFIC CONTROL COMMUNICATIONS 

HICKMAN GARAGE REMEDIATION 

DRAINAGE STORMWATER IMPROVEMEI-HS AND RETROFIT 

CON STRUCT/REPAIR SIDEWALKS IN UMSA AND ON ARTERIAL ROADS 

PAVEMENT MARKING FlEPLACEMENT 

CONSTRUCT BIKE LAN ES 

INSTALL STREET LIGKTS ON ARTERIAl ROAD S 

ROAD RESURFACING 

BRIDGE REPAIR/REPLACEMENTS 

CANAL IMPROVEMENTS 

AMERICAN Wlnl DISABILITIES ACT BARRIER REMOVAl 

INSTALL/REPLACE GUARDRAILS SURROUNDING BODIES OF WATER 

GRADE SEPARATIONS 

INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS 

ROAD IMPROVEMENTS 

LOCATION 

To Be Determined 

Throughoul Miami-Dade County 

Throughout Miami-Dade County 

Various Sites 

Throughout Miami-Dada County 

Throughout Miami-Dade County 

Various Sites 

Various Sites 

Throughout Miant·Dade Count)' 

270 NW2 St 

Various Sites 

Throughout Miami-Dade County 

Throughout Miami-Dade County 

Various Sltes 

Various Sites 

Throughout Miaml-Dade County 

Throughout Miami-Dade County 

Various Sites 

Various Sites 

Various Sites 

Various S~es 

Various Sites 

Througho'.A/.Iiami-Dade County 

(dollars in thousands) 

ESTIMATE PROJECT 

~ 

31,000 

71,500 

61,500 

3,640 

85,275 

17,500 

26,325 

6,375 

60,402 

2,600 

172,862 

51,142 

6,000 

36,111 

25,188 

172,296 

462,525 

54,326 

13,454 

2,122 

115,500 

660 

76,79-4 

1,555,097 
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UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

Miami-Dade County 
BAT Unfunded Project Report 

Transit 

PROJECT NAIAf; LOCATION 

BAYUNK CORRIDOR Bay Unk Conidor 

PARKING GARAGE OVERHAUL AND TRANSIT FACIU TES ROOF REPLACEMENT Various S~es 

METBORAIL PIERS GROUNDING County\·.ide 

BUS MAINTENANCE COMPONENT REPLACEMENT County\•Me 

I.IETROBUS GARAGE IMPROVEMENT Melrobus Garages 

SOUTH DADE BUSWAY REFURBISHMENT South Dade Busway 

STATE ROAD 94 (SW 88 ST KENDALL DRIVE) MUL TIMODAL TERMINAL To Be Determined 

NEW BUS ROUTE IMPROVEMENTS County\·.;de 

EXISTING BUS ROUTE IMPROVEMENTS County\'lkle 

VARIOUS TRANSIT CORRIDOR EXPANSIONS (OPERATING IMPACT $219 MILLION) Various S~es 

I 

(oo!lars In l/lousands) 

ESTIMATE PROJECT 
COST 

532,000 

22,000 

5,000 

34,4.W 

6,200 

4,000 

20,000 

33,000 

11,700 

8,410,000 

9,078,340 
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Cultra/ Affairs 
UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NA J.\E LOCATION 

SOUTH MIAMI·DADE CULTURAL ARTS CENTER· CAFE BUILD OUT AND OUTFmiNG 109SOSW 211 St 

SOUTH P.I!AMI·OADE CULTURAL ARTS CENTER· CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 
BAN OSHELL 

SOUTH MIAMI·DAOE CULTURAL ARTS CENTER· NEW PARKING GARAGE 

SOUTH MIAJ.II·DADE CUL TUBAL ARTS CENTER· FURNITURE, FIXTURES & 
EQUIPMENT, AND REI.IAINING CAPITAL FEATURES 

{0 

10950 SW 211 St 

109SO SW211 St 

10950 SW 211 St 

(dollars in thousands) 
ESTIMATE PROJECT 

COST 

so 

2,000 

12,500 

895 

15,445 
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Library 
UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAI.IE 

SOUTl-i DADE REGIONAL • REPLACE HVAC SYSTEM 

COCONUT GROVE · VARIOUS IMPROVEMENTS 

CORAL GABLES · VARIOUS IMPROVEMENTS 

ALLAPATTAH ·VARIOUS IMPROVEMENTS 

LEMON CITY· REPLACE HVAC SYSTEM 

CULMER/OVERTOWN • REPLACE HVAC SYSTEM 

SOUTH I.IW.ll • REPLACE HVAC 

KEY BISCAYNE· VARIOUS IMPROVEMENTS 

KENDALL· VARIOUS IMPROVEMENTS 

HOMESTEAD • REPLACE AC UNrTS 

SOUTH DADE REGIONAL· REFURBISH CHILOREN"S ROOM 

NORTH CENTRAL· VARIOUS IMPROVEMENTS 

I 

I ( 

LOCATIQN 

10750SW211 St 

2875 f.lcFailane Rd 

3443 Segovia St 

1799 lfW 35 St 

430 NE 61 St 

350NW 13St 

6000 Sunset Dr 

299 Crandon Blvd 

9101 SW 97 Ave 

700 N Homestead Blvd 

10750SW211 St 

9590 lfW 27 Ave 

(dollars In thousands) 

e~nMAIE ~BQJEQI 
~ 

950 

325 

400 

450 

450 

200 

200 

120 

450 

200 

225 

350 

4,320 
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Parks, Recreation and Open Spaces 
UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAME; 

Sea Level RJse · Costal Par'~s 

WILLW.1 RANDOLPH COMMUNITY PARK DEVELOPMENT 

BEN SHAVIS PARK RENOVATIONS 

BIRD BASIN PARK DEVELOPMEI\'T 

BISCADO PARK DEVELOPMENT 

BISCAYNE GARDENS PARK DEVELOPMENT 

BISCAYNE SHORES AND GARDENS PARK DEVELOPMENT 

BRIAR BAY LINEAR PARK DEVELOPMEI\'T 

BROTHERS TO THE RESCUE MEMORIAL PARK RENOVATIONS 

CHARLES BURR PARK DEVELOPMENT 

CARIBBEAN PARK IMPROVEMENTS 

CHUCK PEZOLDT PARK DEVELOPMENT 

DEBBIE CURTIN PARK DEVELOPMENT 

FRANCISCO HUMAN RIGKTS PARK IMPROVEMENTS 

GLENWOOD PARK IMPROVEMENTS 

GREENWAY$ AND TRAILS CONNECTION GAPS 

GREENWAY TRAILS PRIORITIES FOR CD 11 

HIGHLAND OAKS PARK ENHANCEMENTS 

KINGS GRANT PARK DEVELOPMENT 

NARANJA LAKES PARK DEVELOPMENT 

NARANJA PARK RENOVATIONS 

PINE ISLAND LAKE PARK DEVELOPMENT 

ROYAL COLONIAL PARK DEVELOPMENT 

SEMINOLE WAYSIDE PARK DEVELOPMENT 

WEST KENDALE LAKES PARK DEVELOP~lENT 

WEST PERRINE PARK RENOVATIONS 

PROS 5-YEAR CAPrTAL MAINTENANCE PLAN 

TAI.11AMI PARK RENOVATIONS 

HAULOVER PARK RENOVATIONS 

THE WOM EN'S PARK DEVELOPMENT 

LOCAL PARKS· ADA TRANSITION PLAN AND FACILITY COMPLIANCE 

BLACK POINT PARK AND MARINA RENOVATIONS 

PELICAN HARBOR MARINA RENOVATIONS 

GOLD COAST RAILROAD MUSEUM 

AD BARNES PARK RENOVATIONS 

AREAWlDE PARKS· ADA TRANSITION PLAN AND FACILITY COMPLIANCE 

ZOO MW.ll WASTEWATER AND STORMWATER DISCHARGE REMEDIATION 

WEST KENDALL DISTRICT PARK DEVELOPMENT 

H OOVER MARINA AT HOMESTEAD BAYFRONT PARK RENOVATIONS 

ARCH CREEK PARK RENOVATIONS 

LOCAL PARK DEVELOPMENT 

CAMP OWAISSA BAUER PARK RENOVATIONS 

NES ESTATES PARK DEVELOPMENT 

REDLAND FRUrT AND SPICE PARK RENOVATIONS 

SNAKE CREEK BIKEPATH RENOVATIONS 

R HARDY MATHESON PRESERVE 

l l. 

LOCATION 

Vanous S~es 

11950 SW 228 St 

10395 sw 179$1 

2080 SW 157 Ave 

29150 SW 193Ave 

15951 NW2Ave 

11525 NE 14 Ave 

9275 SW 136 St 

2420 SW72 Ave 

20150 SW 127 Ave 

11900 SW 200 St 

16555SW 157 Ave 

22821 SW 112Ave 

9445 SW 24 St 

3155 NW43Sl 

Vartous S~es 

Comm<ssiofl District 11 

20300 NE 24 Ave 

15211 SW 160 St 

14410 sw 272St 

141SOSW 264 St 

12970 SW 268 St 

14850 SW 280 St 

29901 S Dixie Hwy 

6400 Kendale Lekes Dr 

17121 SW 104 Ave 

Vartous Sites 

11201 SW 24 St 

10801 Co!iins Ave 

10251 W Aagler St 

Various Sites 

24775 SW 87 Ave 

1275 NE 79 St 

12400 SW 152 St 

3401 SW 72 Ave 

Vanous Sites 

12400SW 152St 

SW 120 Stand SW 167 Ave 

9698 SW 328 St 

1855 NE 135 St 

Various Sites 

17001 SW 264 St 

1475 lves Dairy Rd 

24801 SW 187 Ave 

Sierra Park to 1·95 

11191 Snapper Creek Rd 

(dollars In thousands) 

ESTIMATE; PROJECT 
COST 

175,473 

2,137 

447 

8,587 

839 

932 

1, 109 

1,284 

679 

1,103 

199 

7,921 

6,125 

431 

215 

3,581 

4,917 

2,131 

595 

198 

180 

2,428 

11,050 

3,203 

1,427 

1,095 

58,718 

13,264 

20,775 

2,676 

5,318 

1,057 

1,148 

28,965 

6,233 

3,782 

7,600 

113,418 

2,716 

2,761 

59,798 

609 

12.854 

3,546 

14,400 

4,208 
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HATTIE BAUER PRESERVE 

HOMESTEAD AIR RESERVE PARK DEVELOPMENT 

EAST GREYNOLDS PARK RENOVATIONS 

CRANDON PARK RENOVATIONS 

MATHESON HAMMOCK PARK RENOVATIONS 

TRAIL GLADES RANGE DEVELOPMENT 

ZOO MIAMI DEVELOPMENT 

BILL SADOWSKI PARK RENOVATIONS 

TROPICAL PARK RENOVATIONS 

CHAPMAN FJELD PARK DEVELOPMENT 

LAKE STEVENS PARK (PREVIOUSLY MONTERREY PARK) DEVELOPMENT 

MATHESON HAMMOCK MARINA RENOVATIONS 

SOUTH DADE GREENWAYS AND TRAILS DEVELOPMENT 

LOCAL PARK ACQUISITION 

BRIAR BAY GOLF COURSE RENOVATIONS 

PALMETTO GOLF COURSE FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

TREE ISLANDS PARK DEVELOPMENT 

COUNTRY CLUB OF MIAMI RENOVATIONS 

CAMP MATECUMBE (BOYSTOWN) RENOVATIONS 

AREAWIDE PARK ACQUISfTION 

PLAYGROUND SHADE STRUCTURES 

BISCAYNE-EVERGLADES GREENWAYS AND TRAILS DEVELOPMENT 

LARRY AND PENNY rnOMPSON PARK RENOVATIONS 

AREAWIDE PARK DEVELOPMENT 

NORm DADE GREENWAY AND TRAIL DEVELOPMENT 

KENDALL INDIAN HAMMOCKS PARK DEVELOPMENT 

AMELIA EARHART PARK RENOVATIONS 

BRIAR BAY PARK FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

!.~lAM-DADE REGIONAL SOCCER PARKDEVELOPMENT 

1'3 

26715 SW 157 Ave 

Moody Dr and Florida Ave 

16700 Biscayne Blvd 

4000 Crandon Blvd 

9610 Okl Cutler Rd 

17601 SW 8 St 

12400 SW 152 Sl 

17555 SW 79 Ave 

7900SW40St 

13601 Old CUller Rd 

NW 183 Stand NW 53 Ave 

9610 O:d Cutler Rd 

Solllh Dade Greenway 

Various Sites 

9399 SW 134 St 

9300 sw 152 St 

SW 24 Stand SW 142 Ave 

6801 NW 186 Street 

SW 120 Stand SW 137 Ave 

Various Sites 

Various S~es 

Solllh Dade Greenway 

12451 SW 11!4 St 

Valious SHes 

North Dade Greenway 

11395 SW79 St 

11900 NW 42 Ave 

SW 128 Stand SW 90 Ave 

NW 87 Ave and NW 62 St 

4,966 

17,01!4 

1,507 

70,667 

8,558 

44,468 

168,600 

2,671 

23,869 

10,910 

6,355 

2,036 

20,000 

31,004 

782 

1,971 

31,026 

2,497 

1,934 

50,139 

4,933 

47,488 

1,733 

87,114 

34,767 

11,770 

9,703 

519 

58,411 

1,359,614 
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Internal Services 
UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAME 

STEPHEN P. CIJ\RK CENTER · REPLACE SYSTEMS FURNITURE 

ON-GOING FACILITIES REPAIR AND MAINTENANCE 

VARIOUS PARKING IMPROVEMENTS 

91 11311 ANSWERPOINT, TECHNOLOGY AND TRAFFIC CENTER (LIGHTSPEEO) 
FUTURE PHASES 

140 WEST FLAGLER BUILDING· VARIOUS BUILDING IMPROVEMENTS 

HOMESTEAD AIR RESERVE BASE (HARB) ·DEMOLITION OF FOUR BUILDINGS 

J t.{ 

LOCATION 

111NW1SI 

Various S~es 

200NW2Ave 

11500 NW 25 St 

140 W Rag!er St 

12699 SW 285 St 

(dollars In thousands) 

ESTIMATE PROJECT 
COST 

15,200 

82,000 

336 

43,700 

2,510 

375 

144,121 
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UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAME 

BEACH EROSION AND RENOURJSHMENT 

Miami-Dade County 
BAT Unfunded Project Report 

Regulatory and Economic Resources 

LOCATION 

Miami· Dade County Beaches 

(donars in thousands) 
ESTIMATE PROJECT 

COST 

20,759 

20,759 
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Community Action and Human SetVices 
UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAI.IE 

NEW DIREC_TION - DEMOLISH COTI AGES 

AllAPATIAH COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTER FACILITY IMPORVEI.1ENTS 

FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS ·IRRIGATION SYSTEMS 

REPLACE FURNISHINGS AT THE TRANSfTIONAL HOUSING COMPLEX IN SOUTH 
DADE 

LOCATION 

3140NW76St 

1897 NW20St 

Various Sites 

Uodisclosed 

FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS ·SECURITY CAMERAS Varlous S~es 

FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS - CAGES FOR HVAC SYSTEMS Various Sites 

PURCHASE INN TRANSfTION NORTH 13030 NE 6 Ave 

NEW DIRECTION - WATER & SEWER CONNECTION 3140 t-J'.V 76 St 

EDISON COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTER- PARKING GARAGE 150 NW 79 St 

EDISON COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTER· FENCING 150 NW 79-St 

EDISON COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTER- FACILITY RENOVATIONS 150 NW 79 St 

MIAMI GARDENS COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTER· RESURFACE PARKING LOT 16405 NW 25 Ave 

FLORIDA CITY COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTER -RESURFACE PARKING LOT 1600 NW 6 Ct 

FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS- SEPARATE UTILITY METERS Various S~es 

40150 YEAR BUILDING RECERTIFICATIONS Various Sites 

NORTH COUNTY NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICE CENTER DRAINAGE 3201 NW 207 St 

REPLACE PlAYGROUND EQUIPMENT Various Head Start Centers 

fb 

(dollars in thousands) 

F-STII.IATE PROJECT 

~ 

3,500 

500 

500 

400 

480 

2o:J 

4,000 

500 

3,000 

200 

200 

425 

250 

300 

2,000 

120 

512 

17,087 
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UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

PROJECT NAME 

PROVIDE ADVANCED CARE HOUSING 

Miami-Dade County 
BAT Unfunded Project Report 

Homeless Trust 

LOCATION 

Various Sites 

I 

II 

(dollars in thousands) 

ESTIMATE PROJECT 
COST 

175,000 

175,000 
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BBC GOB Funds 

I 

,~co~'ectlon'~ ~-·~:~:;-~~%~~~:T~iR~~i,~{~fT~~~~iJilDING -ELiliATOR 

j Judicial ; !ADDITION 
··- ·······- · ... .. .... , ... ................. _ .... .L ·---- - - ··----~"··· ............ . - · " .... .. -- ...... - - ........ ... --· .......... . l .

1 

118310 
!BENNETT H. BRUMMER PUBLIC DEFENDER FACILITY 

: Judicial I REFURBISHMENT j I ' ~ -- ~ ---. :~s~~~ -~ ~ :~~-~~~~,~~~~~~~~~Q~~; ~i;[) ADM 1 N ISi'RA T1iiN ~ -r -~ --~-- --
, ___ J~c!!~i~~-- ~ -··- ··--_ ... ... j ~Q~MUNJ::!:I.~!)-~.QI'J .. [) _ _P~C?S3.R.~~--- .... ____ . ___ ---·---~---···----- ·i--- ·-----· ---

1 . I 
376760 

!ocEAN RESCUE FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS - BUILDING i 1! 

. l I sETTER COMMUNITIES BOND PROGRAM ! l $ 
i _ __ _ !.:~. --· - ------.. -·· ____ .: ___________ __ ___ . -· '"" .' --- ·-··- -· ........ .. _ ... - ___ ._.! ·-·-··----'- ... . ~!.~~~ 

I 
- ·· -·- ---·--·1 

I J $ 3,000 l $3,000 i 
. ......... ··- __ ,_ , ..... -·- . ......... ]., ...... ' "" .. ,. •". - . ' . 

I : 
. $ ! $1,091 

.: . . . - .......... -- _______ T _____ . _1~-?~~ ·i ............ -·I 
I $ 46.782 1 $46.782 jl ........ -···- -- ·-- ··- ~ ·----~---r- .................. --·--.. ~ -- ---- - -- .. ..... . 

: 1 ,I $1,406 
I I 

--·- ·· · · ·-·· .. ·---·-···· · - - ~---·-- - --~· -· ···- ! ____ - .. -· ... . -· . . - - . --- - ·--. -· 

$ 11,101 $ 70,506 .:.._$ __ _ $ $ $ 50,873 $ 132,480 

H 



172

EXHIBIT 6 



173

--1 \J 
~ c ro 
CJJ o-
QJ 
(.j) -· -· n n 
(.j) 

QJ \J 
::J l 0... -· -o I < c ro OJ u (.j) 
(.j) , ........ t I -· n 0 \J ro ::J m 
(.j) w ::J 

\J r-+ I ........ __., 
-· ro r-+- OJ -· QJ ro ) l (.j) 

::J t I ro :::; 0... 
-h ro ) 

0 l 
3 (/) 

0 -:::y 
r-+ -·· 
~ -a ro 
) (/) 



17
4

2 

Definition of P3s 

Public private partnerships (PPPs) are agreements between 
government (public sector) and the private sector for the purpose of 

providing public infrastructure~ community facilities and related 
• serv1ces. 

Distinctive Attributes of P3s .... 

The private sector enters into a contract with government for the design, delivery, and 
operation of the facility or infrastructure and the services provided. 

The private sector finances the capital investment and recover the investment over the 
course of the t erm of the contract. 

The asset transfers back to the public sector during any period of th e contract or at the 
end of the contract. 
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3 

Benefits of P3 Projects 

• Focus on outputs 
• P3s may make projects affordable 
• Better value for money over the lifetime of the project 
• More efficiency in procurement 

• Faster project delivery with more projects in a defined timeframe 
• Risks are allocated to the party best able to manage the risk 
• Deliver certainty of budget and outcomes 
• Better asset utilization and social and economic benefits 
• Sustainable development and improved regulation 
• Public sector only pay when services are delivered - U-DCLJio .. tJi·~j ~~ ~~{\-t·. 
• Injection of private sector capital 
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4 

Environment for Success 

• Outside the Box Thinking 

• Political Support 

• Project Champions 

• Understanding/willingness to take risk 

• P3 "owner" processes 

• Expert Advisors 

• Select the right projects 
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., ..•. ,. .... ......... _. 

Typical Advisory Services 

• Strategic Advisor- expert with experience in all elements of P3s 

• Technical Advisor- architects, engineers and other technical experts 

that are highly experienced in design-build and operations 

• Legal Advisor -lawyers with transactional and financial aspects of 

P3s 

• Financial Advisor- financial advisors with specific P3 experience 

5 
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7 Keys to Successful P3s 

1) PUBLIC SECTOR CHAMPION 

2) STATUTORY ENVIRONMENT- STATE LAWS 1-\6 ~l{ t; { ~ S 

3) PUBLIC SECTOR'S ORGANIZED STRUCTURE 

4) DETAILED CONTRACT (BUSINESS PLAN) 

5) CLEARLY DEFINED REVENUE STREAM 

6) STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT 

7) PICK YOUR PARTNER CAREFULLY 
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Overall Lessons Learned 

Where does the process sometimes go wrong? 

• Lack of definition of requirements I expectations I bolting on of 

requirements not really needed/ extra cost 

. - _ .......... ·~ · ·· ---·------··----- ----------

7 

• Over optimistic expectation of risk transfer (lack of private sector control) 

• Client's lack of quality resources I lack of employment 

• Lack of public sector understanding of constraints of leveraged finance 

• Lack of public sector political unity 
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8 

What makes a successful project? 

• Strong and focused public sector leadership and support for the project: 

• Establishment of the need and the value of the approach in the public's mind 

• Understanding and focus from public and private sectors on the real partnering 

examples needed to carry the project through 

• Experienced, properly resourced and properly ihcentivized team approach to 

development and delivery 

• Clarity of economic estimates and understanding of the real project economics 



181

-o 
w 
m 
X 
)> 

~ 
--o 
I 
m 
l/) 



18
2

. ·- -·-·-····•'""""""""""'""""'"""""""'""-····-·-- ----·--···----- ------ ---·- -·---··---·-··-.. ·-·-····· -··· .. ··-··········• ................................................ -------··----- - - ---

LONG BEACH, CA COURTHOUSE 

531,000 sq. ft. Total for new Courthouse with 31 courtrooms and 115,000 sq. ft. rented 

out for other government offices and s9me retail space. 

Total development cost was $490 Million 

The Judicial Council of California, a state agency, will make annual payments of 

approximately $53 million to cover all debt service, operating costs, maintenance and 
profit for the private partner consortium 

10 

35 Year agreement at which time the debt will be paid off and the State of California will 
take over the building operation. 

The first RFP for External Advisors was issued in July of 2007 and the final P3 contract to 
the private sector partner, Long Beach Judicial Partners, was awarded in March of 2010-
2 and 9 Months 

The Building was opened in September 2013 
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___ ......__ .. ~ 

Lessons Learned: 

This Courthouse still remains the only P3 Courthouse in the USA. Other courts and 
public buildings have been built using the P3 method in the UK, Canada, Australia and 
other countries. 

11 

While the California state legislature voted to approve the Long Beach Courthouse P3 in 
2007 and approved the annual payments of $50 million, questions have been recently 
raised that the P3 method did not save as much money as anticipated and committing 
the State to annual payments is becoming difficult in the general fund ~ The current 
annual service fee is now coming from the State's cq~rt construction funds. 

Until the issue of having a solid source of funds for 35 years is resolved, it appears the 
State of California will not consider any more state level P3 projects. 
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12 

INDIANAPOLIS, IN JUSTICE COMPLEX 

A PLANNED P3 PROJECT NOW ON HOLD 

The project was planned to be a new justice complex with a 32 courtroom courthouse, a 
3480 bed detention facility, partially rented out to the Federal Government for their jail 
needs, a 750 bed minimum security/transitional corrections facility, the Sheriff's Office, 
Juvenile Courtrooms, a Law Office Building and a Parking Garage. 

The project was to be built on an old GM plant in the city on 43 acres 

March of 2011 studies began. 

The P3 External Advisors were hired in March of 2013 and the winning developer was 
selected in December of 2014-1 Year and 9 Months 

The bid for the construction cost was $408 million 
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13 

The annual service fee or availability payment was to be $46 million to come from all 
current fees, rent, operations and maintenance payments currently made by the City 
and the County for its judicial and correctional needs. In addition, revenue would come 
from fees paid by the federal Government for "renting" beds in the correctional 

facilities. 

While the administration of Republican Mayor Greg Ballard of the City of Indianapolis 
has approved the project the joint City-County Council of Indianapolis-Marion County 
with a Democratic majority has turned the project down. 

The City-County Council prepared their own study that showed that the annual 
payments would have to be $4-5 million higher per year for the first nine (9) years of the 
project . Since the project would not be completed until 2019, the report was critical of 
the final costs, the debt costs and the annual payment due. 
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- ----········ ------------~ 

Lessons Learned: 

Since the City-County Council is a partisan body, it was critical to have members of that 
Council in agreement before proceeding with the full process. 

Over $5 Million has been spent to study and promote the facility and more would have 

to be paid if the contract died. Many major P3 bidders insist on reimbursement for 

some of their costs if they are not awarded the bid or if awarded the project is snot 

started. Most of the major bidders spend several million dollars if they are in the 

running for the final selection. 

14 

Since opponents to any project will produce a study to contradict the facts as presented 
in the P3 arrangement, it is critical to have the best possible study of costs and other 
aspects of the deal done by the best experts hired at the beginning of the project. 

Some have said that since the most critical need was to replace the SO year old Marion 

County Jail, a P3 project just focused on a jail and not combined with many other 
facilities might have had a better chance to pass the Council. It was smaller in scope, less 
expensive and harder to oppose. While it is very effective to combine several facilities 
at one time, in a very political climate with budget pressures, a smaller project might 
have succeeded. 
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LONG BEACH, CA 
NEW CIVIC CENTER PROJECT 

New City Hall, New Main Library, Port of Long Beach New Office Building, New Parking 

Garage and a renovated Lincoln Park 

$358 Million Total Project 

15 

$12.6 Million Annual Payment from City for $200 Million Civic Building portion of Project 
-this reflects what the City is currently paying for the rent and operation of all its civic 
center, library and port spaces. 40 Year Term. 

This is a unique Real Estate and Social Infrastructure P3 Project. The developer will be 
building a hotel, commercial, retail and residential s~ructures in addition to the civic 
components of the project. 

The City has sold $30 million of real estate not needed near the civic center to the 
developer which will offset the overall cost to the City. 
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External Advisors were first consulted in February of 2013 and the final developer was 
selected in January of 2015- 2 Year process. 

16 

If the developer meets all its obligation to reach a closing on financial terms and the City 
backs out, the City will owe the developer $3.5 Million 

The City also has budgeted $9.2 Million for legal and financial external advisors from 
2013 to 2017. 

Lessons Learned: 

While the project is just getting started, what is learned is that a complex real estate and 
social infrastructure can attract some potential major developers. The City was willing 
to sell some of its City owned property nearby the civic center in exchange for lowering 
its overall cost of a new development. 

The City also insisted that their annual payments not exceed their current cost of 
operations for all the facilities to be replaced by new construction. This was locked in at 
$12.6 with a small CPl. They found developers who could meet their specifications by 
combining the civic center development with a commercial real estate development. 
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Travis County, Austin, TX New Civil and 
Family Courthouse 

18 

After considering all options and completing a value for money analysis, Travis County 
decided to use the Design-Build traditional approach and selected U RS as the developer 
in March of 2013. 

The County approved a new Civil and Family Courthouse that is 14 stories and will be 
511,000 square feet. This new build ing will replace the old courthouse built in 1931. 

The cost is estimated to be $292 Million and will be funded totally by municipal bonds if 
approved by the voters in November of 2015. 
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TIMELINE 

2010 

Needs Assessment completed 

• Adoption of Space Program by Commissioners Court 
• Site purchased for the new Civil & Family Courts Complex 

2012 

• Central Campus Master Plan completed 
• Feasibility analysis of delivery options and Value-for-Money analysis completed 

2013 

• February- Travis County issued solicitation for a Program Manager/Owner's 
Representative . 

19 

• March- U RS Corporation was selected after an extensive interview process by both the 
staff interview committee anc;:f the Commissioners Court 

• November- Court approved Design-Build as preferred method and URS' contract went 
into effect 
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20 

2014 

• January- Commissioners Court unanimously approved the creation of a Community 
Focus Committee (CFC), the orientation of the proposed new Civil & Family Courts 
Complex with respect to Republic Park, and set goal to have a bond referendum on the 
May 2015 ballot. 

• March- HOK approved as the Independent Representative/Compliance Architect 

(IR/CA) 
• July- Design Concept Charrettes conducted with all stakeholder groups scheduled to be 

located within the new facility, user groups, such as the Austin Bar Association and the 
CFC. 

• August- Feedback from Design Concept Charrettes incorporated to create a single, 
consolidated concept. 

• October- The consolidated concept was presented to the Commissioner Court. 

2015 

• January- Commissioners Court votes unanimously to move referendum date to 
November 

• November- Bond Referendum 
• November- January- Pending a positive result of the bond referendum, the 

negotiations with a Design Build Contr()ctor/Consultant will begin 
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The debt payments is paid by transfers from the General Fund, Court Facilities Fees of 

$4-5 Million a year, and annual rebates from the Federal Government. The Bonds are 
guaranteed by the half-cent sales tax revenue to Broward County. 

TIM ELINE 

2006 

November- A bond issue for $450 Million for a larger project was voted down 

2009-2011 

Task Force meeting held from February 2009 to June of 2011 

2009 

22 

August- The Broward County Commission approved a task force recommendation to 
build a 719,000 sq. ft. new courthouse on the site of the old parking garage in the justice 
complex in Ft. Lauderdale 
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2010 

June- Non-voted Bonds were sold in the amount of $218 Million 

2012 

December- Site work begins for the new courthouse 

2015 

August- Project is almost complete c'lnd move in will be before the end of the year 

2017 

Mid-year- all garage work and renovations to the old facility should be completed 

23 
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M.C. Harry ·and Associates, inc., Contract Administrator 
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OPTION I 

MINIMUM OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS: 

1. Jury Assembly Expansion 

2. Probate Clerk Expansion 

3. Circuit Civil Clerk Expansion 

4. Future Judges/Courtrooms 
Exp.ansion 

RECOMMENDED SEQUENC! NG: 

Move to vacant space on 2nd floor. 

Reorlen t on 3rd floor, 

Expand on 2nd floor. 

Expand on 13th, 15th, 16th, 19th, 
and 20th f1 oor s. 

1. Move Jury Assembly for 15th floor to 2nd floor Commission Chamber and 
Attorney Loung~ area. 

2. Remove non-court functions and civil process from 13th, 16, and 19th 
floors to another buflding. 

3. Remove County Record from 2nd floor to another building~ 

4, Move Clerk from 23 rd floor and expand Clerk from 1st floor onto 2nd 
floor, 

. 
5. Reorient Probate Clerk on 3rd floor. 

6. Create Judicial offices on 13th, 15th, 16th, 19th, and 20th floors, as 
needed. 

7. Expand other functions, such as Court Administration, in remaining 
space as needed. 
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OPTION 11 

MAXIMUM OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS: 

1. Jury Assembly Expansion 

2. · Probate Clerk Expansion 

3. Circuit Civil Clerk Expansion 

4. Courtrooms/ Circulation 
Improvement 

5. Current Courts Expansion 

6. Future Courts Expansion 

7. Law Library Exp ansion 

8. Court Administration Expansion 

RECOMMENDED SEQUENCING: 

Move to 2nd floor. 

Reorient on 3rd fl oor. 

Expand onto 2nd floor. 

Add courtrooms on 3rd-6th floors 
and move judges up to tower. 

' . Same as #~. 

Same .. as #!I; and create add i tiona I 
chamber/hearing room sets In tower. 

Move to 15th, 16th, and 17th 
floors . 

Expand on 21st-24th floors. 

1. Move Jury Assembly for 15th floor to 2nd floor Commission Chambe r and 
Attorney Lounge area. 

2. Remove non-court fun'ctions and civil process from 13th, 16, and 19th 
floors. 

3. Move Law Library from 3rd floor to 15th, 16th, and 17th floo r s . 

~. Remove CouDty Recorder from. 2nd Floor. 

5. Move Clerk from 23rd floor and exp and Cle r k from 1st floor onto 2nd 
floor. 

6, Reorient Probate Clerk on 3rd floor. 

7. Create Judicial offices on. 13th, 19th, and 20th floor s. 

B. Remove Judges from 3rd , ~th 1 and 5th floors. 

9. Create Courtrooms on 3rd, 4th, and · 5th fl oors. 

10. Reno v ate Tower Courtrooms on 8th , 10th, .11th 1 12th, and .14th fl oors to 
Judicial offices. 

1 1 ~ Remove Judges from 6th floor. 

·12. Add Courtrooms on 6th floor, 

13. Expand Court Administration on 21-24. 
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ESTIMATED 2005 SPACE NEEDS 
FOR EXISTING CIVIL .COURTS FACILITY 

Court Administration: 

Operatl~ns 
Citizens Dispute 
Director 
Grand Jury 
Meditation Unit · 
Family Services 
Fiscal/Personnel 
Legal Services 
Legal Staff 

Total Court Administration 

Clerk of Court - Special Services: 

Division Office 
County Recorder 
Special Services 
Distributed Space 

Total Clerk of Court 

Civil Processing : 

Bureau 
Office 
Field Operations 

Total Civil Processing 

law Library: 

NSF 

2,965 
2, 714 
1, 130 
2,289 
3,209 
3,202 
~. 729 
3,627 
. ·.897 

24,762 

651 
14,359 

950 
.. 3:000 

18,960 

2,035 
6,244 

... 7 ~ 172 

1ll, 305 

DGSF 

4,003 
3,66lj 
11 526 
3,090 
4,332 
4,312 
6', 384 
~ , 896 

1 ~ 21 1 

33,418 

879 
19,3BS 

1,283 
.. 4~050 

25,597 

2,747 
8,429· 

• • 9 I 682 

.. 
Total 2005 Civil Courts Space in Ex:isting Facility. = 73,478 = 99,185 DGSF 
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ESTIMATED 2005 SPACE NEEDS 
FOR NEW CIVIL COURTS FACILITY 

NSF 
Cler::k of CQurt: 

~ 

Courts 155,600 
Clerk of Court* 76,600 
Jury Assembly 6,740 
8 uti ding Support 52 , 900 

Total Clerk of Court 291,8.!40 

• 
Total Space= 386,350 DGSF x 1.15 BGSF:: 4-414,300 BGSF 

*Excludes recording function.. 

ESTIMATED 2005 CONSTRUCTION AND PROJECT COSTS 
FOR NE,W CIVlL COURTS FACILITY 

444,300 B GSF at approximately 

Shell: 
Finished: 

444,300 X $65/CSF 
386,350 X $55/CSF 

Total Construction Cost 

$53,992,250 x 1. 3 Multiplier* 
Furniture/ F urn is hlngs 

$121 / GSF 

:: $28;879,500 
:: ·2s ; i12 :1so 

= $53,992,250 

= $70,189,925 
- · · s;ooo ~ ooo 

$75,189,925 

_. _ . . . _ . . . _ ~~~!mated 2005 Uninflated Project Cost = $75.2 miJlion 

DGSF 

209,460 
101,630" 

91 1 00 
66 1 160 

386,350 

*30% multipli-er includes A /E fees, site preparation, eq u ipment, ·and ron lin
gency costs (not including site acquisition costs ) . 
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RECOMMENDED PHASING STRATEGY AND PROJECT COST 
FOR 2DDS CIV-IL COURTS FACILJTY 

PHASE I ( 1995 Space Needs) 

Shell Construction of Full 2005 Space 
- !J4!1,300 BGSF x $65/GSF 
Finished Construction of 1995 ·space: 
- 340,130 BGSF x $65/GSF 

0 .Co u r ts = 5 1 = 14 4 , 2 B 0 N SF = 1 9!1 , 7 8 0 D G SF 
° Clerk .::: 327 = 62,130 NSF = 80,000 DGSF 
0 Jury Assembly = 6, 740 NSF = 9, 100 D GSF 
o Building Support = ~5,000 NSF = 56,250 DGSF 

Total = 258,150 NSF = 3l!O, 130 DGSF 

rota! Phase J Construction Cost 

$50,987,950 x 1.3 Multiplier 
F u rnlture/ Furnishings 

= $28,879,500 

= 22, 108,1j50 

= $50,987,950 

= $66,28ll,335 
= -~ 1 000 1 000 
. $70,28l!,335 

Estimated Phase I Uninflated Project Cost = $70.3 million 

Inflation Factor: 

o b'ption' ., Assume· design completed for bids by December 
= 5%/year for 1987-1988 = $70.3 x 1.1 = $77.3 
Estimated Inflated Project Cost = $77.3 million 

0 o·p·t'i6n' 2 Assume design completed for bids by December 
= 5%/year for 1987-1990 = $70.3 x 1._2 = $Btl, 4 
Estimated Inflated Project Cost == $8lt-.li milfion 

PHASE JJ ( 2005 Space Needs) 

1988 

1990 

Finished Construction of 2005 Space: :::: $ 3,735,550 
57,~70 BGSF x $65/GSF 
° Courts 
Q Clerk 
0 Building 

Total 

= 7 
:::: 82 
Support 

::: 

= 
= 
= 

19,800 NSF = 26,730 DGSF 
Tll, tl70 NSF = 20,830 DGSF 

--7:900 NSF= "9~910 DGSF 
4 2 I 17 0 N sF = 57 ' 4 7-0 D G sF 

.$3. 735,550 x 1. 3 Multiplier 
Furniture/Furnishings · 

= $ .1!,856,215 
= ·· · i,ooo,oob 

$ 5,856,215 

Estimated Phase II Uninflated Project Cost = $5.9 .si Ilion 

Inflation Factor: 

0 Assume Phase ll design completed for bids by December 1994 for 
1996 occupancy= 5%/year for 1987-199~ = ~5.9 x 1.4 = $8,3 
Estimated Inflated Project Cost = $8.3 mUiion 

( 
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( 
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DADE COUNTY CIVIL COURTS 

MASTER PLAN 

PRELIMINARY SPACE REQUIREMENTS PROGRAM 

prepared for 

DADE COUNTY CIVIL COORTS TASK FORCE · 

and 

H. c. Harry and Associates, Inc., Contract Administrator 

·p.repared by 

Geisler Smith Associ ates, Ltd . 

Carter Goble hssociates, Inc. 

November 12, 1986 
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TABLE 1 \ 
\ 

SUPPORT ROPM GUIDELINES 
DADE COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

I 

~ 

Civil Jury Courtroom-Reg 
Civil Jury Courtroom-Large 
Hearing Room 
Jury Deliberation Room 
Jury Deliberation Room 
lnterview Room 
lnterview Room 
Interview Room 
Witness Room 
Vic tim Room 
Conference Room 
Conference Room 
Conference Room 
Conference Room 
Conference/Training 
Jury Assembly Room ' 

Smoking Lounge 
Game/Card Room 
'IV Lounge 
Vending/Lunch Area 
Vestibule 

SEATING 
CAPACITY 

r . 

30-60 
150 

30 
14 

8 
3-4. 
5-6 
7-8 

8-12 
13-16 
17-20 
21-24 
4.0-60 

per person 
per person 
per person 
per per·son 
per person 

SQUARE 
FEET 

PREFERRED HINIHUM 

1350 1200 
2375 1800 

750 650 
350 285 
240 180 
80 80 

100 100 
150 150 
150 100 
150 100 
200 180 
290 22 5 
370 300 
450 375 
800 
10 10 
15 15 
10 10 
10 10 
40 40 
80 

.. 
\ . 

· .................... 

........ '-.. { 

( 

! 
1 

( 

f 
r 

I 
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TABLE 2 

SUPPORT SPACE STANDARDS 
FURNITURE AND EQUIPHENT 
DADE COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

File, .Film 
File, Boxes 
File, Lateral 
File, Card 
Shelving Unit (36" incrernents/indv) 
Bookcase 

· Work table 
Copier 
Terminal 
Printer 
Telex Display Terminal 
Storage Cabinet 
Public Counter 
Microfilm Reader 
Cash Register 
Docket Book Shelving 
Safe , 
Microfilm Reader/P~inter 
Microfilm Recorder 
z.1ail Table/Slots 
Copier/Collator 
Film Storage Carousel 
Coat Storage 
Disk Drive 
Key Data Station 
Microfilm Reader 
Microfilm Camera 
~icrofilm ·processor 
Microfilm Duplicator 
Shelving Unit (36n increments-bull<) 
CPV/Disk Drive 
Card Catalog 

SO FT 

10 
15 
15 
10 
15 
15 

20/25/30/35/40 
40 
35 
25 
15 
15 
40 
25 
15 
l5 
20 
35 
25 
40 
65 
20 

2/person 
15 
40 
15 
50 
25 
25 
10 
40 
25 
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··TABLE 3 

· WORKSTATION GUIDELINES 

USER 
---

Judges 
... Court Admin., Clerk of Court 

Hasteis 

Deputy Court Admin. Deputy 
Clerk of Courts 

Managers 

Supervisors 
: ~-~t. t~:· .. . 
' ~: ·. . ':·· Professionals, Judicial Assist. 
,. · Court Clerks, Secretarial 
: 

Clerical, Bailiffs 
., 

* See Guidelines fo~ Judges' Set 

SEMI 
ENCLOSED ENCLOSED 
----- -------
PREF MIN PREF MIN 

* 
280 240 

225 200 

160 140 

120 110 

90 80 

OPEN 
~----

OPT MIN 

65 55 
55 45 

I 

1. 

I 
I 

i 
I 

( 

I 
( 

I 
( 
I 

( 

I 
( 
I 

{ 

l 
I 

I 
1 

( 

I 
I 

J 

I. 

I 
( 
I 

f 
I . 

I. 
I 

I. 
I 

l 
I 
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4 

~--~~ACE GUIDELINES 
-~ ·-JbDG ES 1 SETS 
iiJ . ,! .. 

:1 ~-.-:ff.J 
~ .TYPE 
:.~ J '--- . 
--~----~ . 
-~ ;,;..,pE· I WITH HEARING ROOH 'ill ...... 

i" 
¥1 

j 
~ 
-~ 

·1 
i 
~ 
~ 
•.j 

~ 
~i 

i 
;i 

·i 

Judges 1 _Chamber 
Private T~ilet/Robing 
Judicial AssLstant 
Law Clerk 
Bailiff 
Waiting Area 
Filing . Cabinets 
Supply 

Hearing Room 

Total 

Room 

-~ 

~ OPTION II W1TBOUT HEARING ROOM 

~ Judges• Chambe/r 
j Private Toilet Robing 
~ Judiciai Assistant 
~ Law Clerk 
~ . 
¥A Ba1liff 
j Waiting Area 
:,1 Filing Cabinets. 
~ Supply 

I 
I 
jJ 

- ~ 
:<if 
;~ 

i 
-~ 
.(fJ 
·m 
·& 
:I 
-~ 

~ 
--·~ ~31 

Total 

Room 

GUIDELINE 
---------
OPT MIN 

220 200 
50 35 
90 80 
90 
55 45 
60 40 
60 60 
25 20 

240 200 

890 680 

OPT MIN 

3 00 2 so 
50 35 
90 80 
90 
55 45 
60 40 
60 60 
25 20 

730 560 
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TABLE 5 

PERSONNEL SUH.MARY 
DADE COUNTY CIVIL COURTS 

PRESENT 

COURT ADMFNISTRATION 
Administration li 

Court Administrator 5 
Citizen Dispute Settlement 10 

Civil Justice ~ 
Director 5 
Grand Jury 2 
Jury Assembly 3 
Mediation Unit 5 

Family Service Bureau lQ 
Fiscal and Personnel l1 
Legal Services 11 

General Masters 8 
Legal Staff 5 

TOT~ COURT ADMINISTRATION 66 

CLERK OF COURTS 
Ad rn i n i s t r a ti on 

Clerks Office 
Systems Development 

Civil Courts 
Prob~te and Mental Health 
Special Services 

Division 
County Recorder 
Telecommunications 

TOTAL CLERK OF COURTS 

CIV!L COURTS 
Circuit Civil 

Judges 
Staff 

County Civil 
Judges 
Staff 

ll 
4 
7 

.llJi 
2...2. 
12 

3 
67 

5 

333 

u 
31 
62 
12 

6 
9 

PERSONNEL 
lin 

ll 
5 

l2 
2.l 

5 
2 
5 
9 

u 
2.Q 
ll 
13 

6 

94 

1A 
4 

10 
ill 
ll 
li 

3 
76 

5 

403 

l.M 
36 
72 
12 

6 
9 

ll 
5 

17 
.lQ. 
s 

. 2 
6 

17 
li 
.l2 
n 
21 

7 

127 

l_Q_ 
4 

16 
J.Al 

..4..6. 

.25 
3 

87 
5 

504 

ln 
43. 
86 
l~ 

6 
12 
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PERSONNEL 
PRESENT .l2.!U 

Probate and Mental Health .li ll 2.8 
Judges 4 5 6 
Staff 12 16 22 

Retired Judges _3. J ___]_ 

TOTAL CIVIL COURTS 127 147 178 

CIVIL PROCESSING 
Bureau 5 5 5 
Office 37 40 47 
Field Operations 63 75 98 

TOTAL CIVIL PROCESSING 105 120 150 

LAv7 LIBRARY 9 12 15 

CONTRACT SECURITY 8 8 11 

BUILDING MANAGEHENT 10 11 13 

TOTAL 658 795 . 998 
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TABLE 6 

NET SPACE REQUIREMENTS SUMMARY 
DADE COUNTY CIVIL COURTS 

COURT ADMINISTRATION 
Adminis-tration 

Court Administrator 
Citizen Dispute Settlement 

Civil Justice 
Director 
Grand Jury '' 
Jury Assembly 
Mediation Unit 

Fs.mily Sentice Bureau 
Fiscal and Personnel 
Legal Services 

General Masters 
Legal Staff 

TOTAL COURT ADMIINISTRATION 

CLERK OF COURTS 
Administration 

Clerks Office 
Systems Development 

Civil Courts 
Probate and Mental Health 
Special Services 

Division 
County Recorder 
Telecommunications 

Central Records Sto~age 

TOTAL CLERK OF COURTS 

CIVIL COURTS 
Circuit Civil 

Judges and Staff 
Courtrooms 

County Civil 
Judges and Staff 
Courtrooms 

NET SQ 
PRESENT 1993 

---
4835 5451 
2848 3135 
1987 2316 

11662 13128 
1344 1365 
2386 

1
2428 

6245 7161 
1687 2174 
2633 3045 
3095 lll1 
2871 3977 
1891 2871 

980 1106 

25096 29722 

3132 369:3 
1705 1705 
1427 1988 

33953 3985L, 
9496 10560 

13464 15639 
---m 771 
11447 13580 

1246 1288 
11620 1471-4 

71665 84460 

59333 69483 
29772 34574 
29561 34909 
12320 12320 
5565 5565 
6755 6755 

FT REQUIRED 
( 

I 
2000 2005 I 

I 

7336 7958 ( 

3983 4158 I 

3353 3800 
16665 18400 

1561 1582 
2953 3205 
9056 9771 
3095 3842 
4158 ~ ! 

5907 ~ I 

~ ~ 
4831 5351 

. 
1, 

1207 1466 ) 
1. 
I 

40104 44671 ( 

' I 
) 

I 
5010 5447 ( 

2090 2144 
) 

2920 3303 l 
47790 53673 ( 

13462 14866 I 
l 

20317 22491 I 
1'284 1304 ! 

17690 19823 
) 

1343 1364 . ~ 
167 87 18394 i 

j 
! 

103366 114871 
) 
( 

l 

155061 166771 
40257 43516 

114804 123255 

~ 2t.~85 
597 8 S97B 

18407 18407 
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tl 
·111 Pr~;;~~;:::~ M~~!~: 
I ~ R~tired Judges 

I); TOTAL CIVIL COURTS 

:~. 

~ :, CIVIL PROCESSING 

Health 

~ ~I!~;~Oper•tions 
~ TOTAL CIVIL PROCESSING 

~ 
·~ 
~ LAW LIERARY 
·~ 
·~~ 
:it J CONTRACT SECURITY 

.~. 
~ BUILDING MMIAGEMENT 
.B 
~~ I BUILDING SUPPORT 

~ 
'~ 
·I TOTAL CIVIL COURT REQUIREMENT 
,l 
ta h"ET SQ FT AVAILABLE 

.1 DIFFERENCE 

:~ 
~ j 
~ 
·~ 

.~ 
"" I 
·~ 

-I 
~ 
:~ 
t~ 
~ 
:l!.t 

:r; 
. .., 
:.;; 

L 

PRESENT 

7153 
5277 
1876 
2465 

81271 

2345 
5739 
5597 

13681 

13703 

1149 

455 

14882 

221902 

191000 

-30902 

NET SQ FT REQUIRED 
1993 2000 2005 

8632 15204 15617 
67 56 9399 9 812 
1876 5805 5805 
2465 1237 1237 

92900 195887 208010 

2lj57 2688 2688 
6531 7893 8938 
6692 9366 10172 

15680 19947 21798 

15434 19454 21399 

1170 1577 . 1602 

479 524 568 

14882 31243 31243 

254727 412102 444162 

191000 191000 191000 

-63727 -221102 -2.53162 
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. .. ; 

. ' ·.·. 

TABLE 7 

COMPARISON OF SPACE PRESENTLY OCCUPIED 
TO THAT CURRENTLY REQUIRED 

COU RT• ADMINISTRATION 
Administration 

Court Administrator 
Citizen Dispute Settlement 

Civil Justice 
Director 
Grand Jury 
Jury Assembly 
Mediation Unit 

Family Service Bureau 
Fiscal and Personnel 
Legal Services 

General Masters 
Legal Staff 

TOTAL COURT .ADMINISTRAT!ON 

CLERR OF COURTS 
Administration 

Clerk's office 
Systems Development 

Civil Courts 
Probate and Mental Health 
Special Services 

Division 
·. County Recorder 

Telecommunications 
Central Records Storage 

TOTAL CLERK OF COURTS 

CIVIL COURTS 
Circuit Civil 

Judges and Staff 
Courtrooms 

County Civil 
Juctges and Staff 
Courtrooms 

OCCUPIED 

ll!5. 
2475 
1370 
.B..ll5. 
167 5 
2250 
3350 

. 1700 
tiJ.Q 
2]_Q..2 
.22.M. 
1925 
327 5 

2497 5 

.3.1.S.Q 
2175 
1075 

30460 
.4..3.1.5. 
~ 

55285 

58225 
30450 
2777 5 

li.Q.Q. 
64·0 0 
1200 

NET SQ FT 
REQUIRED 

A.aJ..S. 
284 B 
1987 
~.2. 

1344 
23 86 
624 5 
1687 
2..Qn 
~ 
llll 
1891 

9 BO 

25096 

ll.ll 
1705 
1427 

~3953 
.i.tiQ. 

l3464 
. 771 
11447 

1246 
il.fi1..0. 

71665 

59333 
29772 
29561 
lnl.Q 

5565 
6755 

PIFFER£NCE 

-=2.2.0. 
-373 
- 617 

=2.2_8_1. 
331 

-136 
-2895 

+13 
.2_Q.l] 
;:12-Q 
n..£9 

+34 
2295 

-1.21 

Jil 
470 

-352 
-349 3 
-5171 
-4 889 

-163 8 0 

-1108 
67 8 

-17 86 
-4.720. 

B3 5 
-5555 

r 

( 
r 

( 
·r 

( 
I 

i 
I 

( 

I. 

I 

I 

' . 
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' ·· .. ··.:, 

Probate and Mental Health 
Judges and Staff 
Courtrooms 

Retired Judges 

TOTAL ·CIVIL COURTS 

CIV~L PROCESSING 

LAH LTBRARY 

CONTRACT SECURITY 

BUILDING MANAGEHENT 

BUILDING SUPPORT 

C011MISS ION CBAMBERS 

NON COURT RELATED ACTIVITIES 

VACANT 

'J_'OTAL. 

OCCUPIED 

~ 
4950 

70775 

987 5 

6025 

850 

2550 

4175 

267 5 

4885 

877 5 

190845 

NET SQ F'l' 
REQUIRED 

1l5l 
5277 
187 6 
2465 

81271 

13681 

13703 

1149 

455 

14882 

221902 

DIFFERENC,E. 

-2203 
-327 

-1876 
-2~ 

-10496 

-3806 

-7 67 8 

-299 

2095 

-10707 

2675 

4885 

87 7 5 

-31057 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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TABLE 8 

SPACE REQUIREl-1ENTS - 2000 AND 2005 
EXISTING COURTHOUSE 

COURT ADMINISTRATION 
Adnri n i s t r a t i o h 

Court Administrator 
Citizen Dispute Settlement 

Civil Justice 
Director 
Grand Jury _ 
Mediation Unit 

Family Service Bureau 
Fiscal and Personnel 
Legal services 

General Masters 
Legal Staff 

TOTAL COURT ADMINISTRATION 

CLERK OF COORTS 
Special Ser9ices 

Division 
County Recqrder 
Telecommunications 

TOTAL CLERK OF COURTS 

CIVIL PROCESSING 
Bureau 
Office 
Field Operations 

.TOTAL CIVIL PROCESSING 

L~N LIBRARY 

BUILDING SUPPORT 

TOTAL NET SQ. FT. REQUIRED 

NET/GROSS FACTOR .80 

TOTAL GROSS SQ. FT. REQUIRED. 

NET SQ. FT. REQUIRED 
200Q 2005 

.lllQ. 
3983 
3353 
~ 
1561 
2953 
3095 
.il.5Jl 
:5_2Ql_ 
..6:Q.l.a 
4 831 
1207 

31048 

2Qll2 
1284 

17690 
1343 

20317 

2688 
7 893 
9366 

19947 

19454 

12026 

102792 

25698 

128490 

ll_5_B 
-4158 
3800 
~ 
1582 
3205 
3842 
..4251. 
iill. 
fll]_ 
5351 
1466 

3-4900 

2ill~ 
1304 

19823 
1343 

22491 

2688 
8 93 8 

10172 

217 9 8 

21399 

12026 

112 614 

2 8153 

140767 
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TABLE 9 
'•\ 

SPACE REQUIREMENTS NEh' FACILITY 
2000 AND 2005 

NET SQ. F.T. REQOIRED 
2000 2005 

COURT ADMINISTRATION 
Civil Justice .2..Q..2.Q. !21.ll 

Jury Assembly 90 56 9771 

TOTAL COORT ADMINISTRATION 9056 97 71 

' 
... CLEPJ< OF COURTS 

.. :·: Administration .5.Q1.Q. .5.ill 
i 

·.' 

I 

·.:: Clerks Office 209.0 2144 I 
J '·' Systems Development 1:: 2920 3303 

.. , 
! · · Civil Cou_r ts 477 9Q .5J..§.ll I 
' ·; ~ .. .... 

. :?~-~ 
Probate and Mental Health lJ462 14866 I - Central Records 167 87 18394 

I 
TOTAL CLERK OF COURTS 83049 92380 

CIVIL COURTS 
Circuit Civil 155061 l66771 

Judges and Staff 4 0 2·57 4 3 5"16 

Courtrooms 114804 123255 

County Civil 24385 24385 

Judges and Staff 597 8 59.7 8 
Courtrooms 18407 18407 - I 

Probate and Mental Health l"52Q4 15617 
Judges and Staff 9399 9812 I 
Courtrooms 5805 5805 

j 
Visiting Judges 1237 1237 

i 
TOTAL CIVIL COURTS 195887 208010 

CONTRACT SECURITY 1577 1002 

BUILDING MA NAGEt-fENT 524 568 

BUILDING SUPPORT 19217 19217 

MECHANICAL 25000 25000 

TOTAL NET SQ. :FT. REQUIRED 334310 356548 I 
I 

NET/GROSS FACTOR .80 83 57 7 89137 
I 
I 

I 
TOTAL GROSS SQ. FT, '.REQUIRED 417 8 87 445685. 
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Year 

. PC6iticn/Area ,sp/st 

o:lJRl' P.I::MINisrnATI:R 1 s Cl'FIO:: 
Citizn Di.J¥rt;e Sett.llmt Unit 

Director · 1-40 
~~ 110 
~~tor 110 
Intake Officer 00 
lnt2k.e Co.:rnselor 8J 
O.eik Typist 45 

Rscept:iro . 100 
Intervie.l Roan 100 

· File Area 
File 15 
Shel~ Unit 3611 15 
Storage Cabinet 15 

Te:aninal 
Printer 

Ccat Storage 

Ci.ttu.latico 

Total 

35 
25 

2 

pr 

1 
1 
4 
2 
1 
1 

10 

Presmt 

ibn 

~ 

1 
1 

4 
3 
1 

2 
2 

2 

1993 

sq ft itm 

140 
110 
4/.fJ 
16'J 

8:) 

45 

100 
'100 

t:lJ 
4S 
15 

70 
5IJ 

4 

568 

1987 

1 
1 
5 
3 
1 
1 

12 

1 
1 

6 
-4 

2 
z 
2 

sqft 

li.Q 
110 
550 
240 

EO 
45 

100 
100 

so 
6'J 
15 

70 
50 

4 

~2 

2316 
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SP#::E RETJJIREMENIS DErAIL 

ClJJRl' .A.r.MINIS'lAAT.rrn - CIVIL JUSI'lCL DIVJSIQ>I UADE OJJN.I'I crv.rr, CUJRJS 

Year Present 1993 

Peri tioo/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr itlll sqtt 

\: DIRE:CICR I s Cfl'ICE 

.· Director of Civ:i1 Cpera.ti.cns 14:) 1 ILO 1 140 
Civil Ccurt Coordinator 110 1 110 l 110 
Branch Ccurt ~tcr 110 1 110 1 110 
Ccorier 45 1 liS 1 45 
Mnl.ni.st:rative Assistant 8J 1 8J 1 EO 

Re::epti.m lCO 1 10J 1 100 
Ccnf era-x:.e Rcan 215 1 215 1 225 
File Area 15 5 75 6 so 
Term:inal. I[) 1 4:) 1 I[) 

Print:er 25 1 25 1 25 

Coat Storage 2 5 10 5 . 10 

C:in::u1a t::i.m 384 390 

Total 5 1344 5 1365 

·. 
' 

Geisler 9ni th kscciates 
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SPICE R'EU]IREMENI'S DITAJL 

CDJRl' N::MINIS'IRATICN - GIVTI... JOSTICI: DIVISlct-l .J:liiDE CUJNIY CIVJL OJJRTS 

Year Present 1993 

. Pcs:i. i:ioo/ Area sp/st pr itm B:l_ft pr itm sqft 

ffiAN) JURY 
Mninistrative Assistant 00 1 00 1 ro 
C1 eiX 'J:Ypis t 45 1 45 1 45 

. 
Grand JUI)' Rccn €0:) 1 €0:) 1 f;(JJ 

Witness Wai ~ Area 150 1 1.50 l 150 

Jury Roan 'IJ5 1 '))5 1 7)5 

Inte.tview Roan 100 1 100 l 100 

Staff t;..1orlc Area 
Teuninal w /printer f:i) 1 f:i) 1 EO 

Copier l(J 1 L{J 1 L{J 

Files - ktive 15 10 158 12 180 

Vault - Inactive Files 100 1 lCO 1 1CO 

Mdmce Storage 100 1 lCO 1 100" 

Coat Storage 2 2 4 2 4· 

Cin::u.la tiro f:82 694 

Total 2 2385 2 2428 

Geisler S:ri.th AsscdB.tes 
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SPPO: ~IREMENI'S DETAIL 

OJJRl' ~CN - CIVIL JUSITCE DIVIS1CN D\DE CUJNI'i CIVlL OJJRI:S 

Year Present 1993 

P~t:icn/ Area sp/st ;pr itm sqft pr itm sqft 
;-. 

· .. 
~ ·~ JURY ASSEM3LY 
t·, SUpervisor 110 1 110 1 uo : 

... Mnin Tra.ir.ee 55 1 55 1 55 .. 
Glerl< '!Jpist + 45 1 45 3 135 

File Ares 
File 15 6 so 10 1.50 

. ' Storage Cabinet 15 1 15 1 15 
C::pier [{) 1 J.i) 1 [{) 

Jury Pcol Area 
Jury Assirllly Rron 10 250 25CO 3CO 30:XJ 
~La.mge i5 20 300 20 300 
Ge:re/Card Rron 10 30 3CO 30 300 
'N~e 10 30 300 30 3CO 
V~Are9 [{) 15 ECO 15 f1:Jj 

Public Teleph:nes 10 10 100 10 1CO 

Ccat Stcm!ge 2 . 3 6 .5 10 

Ci.rculation 1784 2046 

Total 3 6245 5 7161 

Ge:isler 9n:i th .Assoc:ia t es 
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· SPAIT. REipiRE}®{IS DETAIL 

OlJRT ArMINISIFAT:Ia.l - CIVn. JUSTIQ; DT'VISI~ MDE CUJNr! CIVIL o:tl!\IS 

Year P:t-e>ent 1993 

Posi tico/ Ar€>3 sp/st pr itn1 9ift pr im sqft 

~®IATICN UNIT 
Supervisor of M:!d:iati.oo 14::> 1 1/() 1 14,0 
M=d.iator 110 2 23J 4 5(:{) 

Interprrters ~ 55 2 110 3 165 
Cl.e.tk 'l)rpist 45 1 45 

Recept::i..c:ri 125 1 125 

File Area 
Files 15 8 12.) 12 180 
Bo.;:kcase 10 1 10 2 20 
Storage Cabinet 15 1 15 2 30 

~Roan 

Ccpier 4:J 2 ro 2 8J 
File C'.Bb:inet 15 1 15 1 15 

Inte:rvi.s.J Rcan 150 2 3CO 2 3CO 

Coat Storage 2 ' 5 10 9 18 

Cfu:u1.atial 621 

Total 5 1687 9 2174 

Geisler Sni th Asscc:i.a tes 
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SPICE ~ DErAIL 

Present 
.. 

. . Posi t:icnl Area sp/st pr i1lll 

DIREGICR 1 S CFFICE 
Director 11,:) 1 

Fem:i.ly ~tioo 
Dir Fanil y M:d ( C'.ad..1s tim) 14:> 1 
Fan:il y 11s<VO:nd.1ator 110 2 
Ad:n:in Assist:Bnt 8) 1 
Se:ret:.ary 55 1 
Ra:eptimist 45 1 

OJstcdy Iroestigator 8'J 1 

D::mestic Violerx:e 
Dc:mestice V:iolen:e Coord. 110 1 
GJ..e.tk '!)'pis t n 45 1 
I"Xmestic Violeoce Prof ED 

fanily Mediatico 
Re::eption 150 

File Area 
files - Active 15 4 
File-s - Inactive 15 2 

Clerical Work A:rez3 
Terminal 35 2 
Pr:inter 25 2 
Telex Display Temcins.l 15 1 
File 15 1 
Copier 1.(J 1 

Interv:i.S¥ Rro:n lCO 1 

IXJresili V i!>len:e 
Reception 150 1 

Qrild Play Area 125 1 

Cle.r:i..ca1 Wock Area 
File 15 2 
Tenninal 35 1 
Printer 25 1 

Geisler anith Asscc:iBtes 

nADE cumY CIVIL CUJRTS 

1993 

.sqft pr itm 

110 1 

1lil 1 
220 3 
00 l 
55 1 
45 1 

ED 1 

110 1 
45 1 

1 

1.50 1 

ffJ 5 
30 3 

70 2 
50 2 
15 1 
15 1 
J.(j 1 

1CO 1 

150 1 

125 1 

30 4 
35 2 
25 2 

sqft 

140 

ll,O 
330 

ED 
55 
i6 

8J 

110 
45 
·ro 

.150 

75 
45 

70 
50 
15 
15 
J,() 

100 

150 

125 

fiJ 
70 
50 

I 
I 
I 
I 
' 
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SPJa ~ DE'OOL 

CXlJR1' .AtMINIS'lRATICN - FAMILY SERVICES BlJRE.6lJ lWJE aJJl.'liY GlV.lL a:ucrs 

Year Pr<sent 1993 

Pan tiaJ Ares sp/st itm s:tft pr itm sqft 

Bcckca.se 10 1 10 2 20 
Copier !:{) 1 !:{) 1 /(] 

Telex DiEplay Tenr.ci.nal 15 1 15 1 15 

Interview Ro:m lCO 1 !CO 1 100 

Coat Storage 2• 10 2JJ 12 24 

Circulat::ia:J 638 726 

Total 10 2633 u 

Geisler Sui th Asscc:iate:s 
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SPI!a REq.JIREMENIS DETArL 

Q]JRT .AIWNIS1AATIUl - FISCAL & F'ER9:N£.. SECTial fiii.DE ffiJNIY CIVIL cruzm; 

Year Present 1993 

Posi ti.oo/ Area sp/st pr itm sq ft pr itlu sqft 

DIRB:'ICR Is ~CE 
Director 140 1 140 1 1~ 
Ass:U>t D:i.rector/F:iscal Pers 110 1 110 1 110 
Clerl< 4.5 1 4.5 1 45 

CUJR]' & CDSl' NXn.JNITN; 

Acccunting Supv 110 1 110 1 110 
k.ccun ting Gle:d< 8) 3 240 6 400 

~ Al-D PAYRCil, 
Reimburserent Ccord 110 1 110 1 110 
P~cmel Officer 110 1 110 1 110 
kccunting Cl.e:tk EO 1 00 3 2L{) 
Persa10el Specialist ro 1 ro 

~SERVICES 

Purchasing Oxlrd 110 1 110 1 110 
Assist PurcahsirY6 Coord ro 1 ro . 1 EO 
Purchasing Sped.al:U> t B) 1 eo 2 160 

Re:eption Area 100 ' 1 100 1 1CO 

File hea 
Files--ACtive 15 30 LCD 32 48J 
Files-lnacti.ve 15 6 90 7 lOS 
Copier I.{J 1 I{) 1 I{) 
Tenninal 35 1 35 3 105 
Printer 25 1 25 2 50 
Worl<table .30 1 30 2 60 

File ReviSJ AreFJ 50 1 50 1 .50 

Intervisl Rccm 100 1 10J 1 100 -: 
Storage Vault 50 1 50 1 50 

Ccat Storage 2 13 26 20 l() 

Circu.latioo 1166 
I 

I 

I 
Geisler .9ni th Asscci.ates I 

I 
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Year 

Positioo/ Area 

Total 

Geisler &nith Asscciates 

sp/st pr 

1J 

Present 

itm 

1993 

sqft pr ion sqft 

3C95 20 4Ul 
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SPN:E REQJIREMENIS DETAIL 

CUJRT .AJ::M:INIS'IFATICl'l - r..E.G.M.. SERVIQ:S OOE CUJNIY G1VTI.. CI:Uim 

YeBX Present 1993 

Pcrition/ Area sp/st , pr itm sq ft pr itm sq ft ., 

GCNE1W.. ~Is CFFICE 
General M?.ster /rep EXec Offc::r 2~ 1 2~ 1 2lfJ 
GEneral Master 2liJ 2 4ro 4 S60 
Legal Secret3r'j 55 3 165 5 'JJS 
Legal Se:; CalaXlar Co::mi 55 1 55 1 55 
Bailiif 45 1 45 2 so 

Ra::ep t:ibn 2CC 1 2.CXl 1 2CO 

File Area 
File-Active 15 3 45 5 75 
File-Inactive 15 1 15 2 30 
B<x:kcase 10 5 50 6 ro 
Copier ~ 1 l.(j 1 l() 

Coat Storage 2 8 16 13 26 

Circula t:i.on 5L{J 820 

Total 8 1891 13 2871 

Geisler 9nit;h Asso::i.ates 



228

SPKE REQJ:rREMml'S DETAIL 

CD.JR:r ArffiNIS'IRATirn - r.:a:w... SFRVI a:s lW)E COJNlY CNn., CUJlZI'S 

Year Present 1993 

Pooi ticn/ Area sp/st pr itln sq ft pr itm sq ft 

LEGM.. STAFF 
Staff Attorney aJ 1 8) 2 1@ 
JT.:dicial &lp Adlrin!Staff Atty 110 1 110 1 110 
Sr &lpport. Mn,inistrator 110 1 110 1 110 
I..a..l Qe:t:k 00. 1 ro 1 00 
Qet:k Steoo A5 1 45 1 45 

Receptioo Area aJ 1 8) 1 8) 

File Area 
File 15 2 30 2 30 
Bod<. case 10 8 ff) 8 8) 

~~Unit 3611 10 - 2 20 3 30 

Cocy p,()OJ) 
Copier LiJ 1 LiJ 1. 1:[) 

Storage Cabinet 15 1 15 1 15 

Coat St~e 2 5 10 5 1() 

Ci.:rcul.etion 316 

Total · 5 98) 6 1106 

Ge.is1e r Ebt:i. th Asso::.iat es 
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SP..I'a REQ.JIRll1EN!S DErAJL 

a..D« CF CIJ.JRIS - M1{!NlS'lRAT!CN DIIDE COJNI"i' CIVIL m 

Year Pralent 1993 

Fcei tim/ Aree sp/st pr inn sqft pr itm S<J.ft 

am< 1 s CFFI rn 
Gl~ of Ccurt 2/.(J 1 2/.(J 1 2/.fJ 

Deputy Clezk 2CO 1 200 1 200 

SEcretary 55 2 110 z 110' 

kceptioo tlJ 2 1.2Q 2 120 

Ccnfen:oce Roan 300 l 300 1 300 

File Recto 
File 15 10 150 10 150 

Copier [{) 1 /.() 1 lfJ 

St01:2ge C9binet 15 1 15 1 15 

Bxkcase 10 1 10 1 10. 

lNotktable 25 1 25 1 25 

Cost Storage 2 4 8 4 8 

Circull!.t:ial 
/.J;!l. 4£Sl 

Total 4 1705 4 1705 

GeiEler EW.th hscc.iates 
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SPN:E ~IRF11ENIS DEJ1\JL 

<lll« CF cnros - SiS'ffif:> DEVELOIMNI' l:W)E Cil.lNlY crvn.. CXl.lRTS 

Year Present 1993 

.. Pooi t:::i..crJ/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr ibn sqft 

Director 140 1 140 1 1LO 
SysteilS Develq> Sp€cial.ist 8J 4 320 7 5CO 
~ept::Unis. t l6 1 45 1 45 
Glerlc 'IJpist l6 1 

.. 
45 1 l6 

~eptiro ffJ 1 ffJ 1 ffJ 
'!'ncin.:i.ng Roon 1a:J 1 18J l !B:J 

File AreE 
Files 15 4 ffJ 5 75 
Sto!"a%e Cabinet 15 1"" 15 1 15 
Bcd.ca:se 10 1 10 2 A) 

Tenn.inal liJ 2 8:) 4 1ffJ 
Printer 25 2 50 4 100 

Coat Storage 2 7 14 10 20 

C:irculaticn 568 

Total 7 11(!J 10 1988 

Geisler Ehtith Assc:ci.stes 
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SPPl:E ~ DE11UL 

Cli!« CF OJ.JR'IS - CIVTI, CUJRTS DNISICN DADE <nJNri GIV1L m 

Yee.r Present 1993 

. Pcsitim/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm ~ft 

DIVISICN <E'ICE 
Senior Ct Opers.tion Officer 1/.;0 1 140 1 1/C) 
COOrt Operaticp Officer liCJ 1 llO 1 140 
Mn:inistrative Secretary 55 1 55 1 55 

CJRam COJRT c:rvn. SELTirn 
Ccurt Operation Officer 14) 2 2ro 2 2iD 
Civ:i.l Ccurt Record &lpv 110 11 1210 .13 1430 
Civil Ct Records Spa:iaHst 55 78 i(SO· 101 5555 
Criminal Ct Re::cmis Sped ali st 55 1 55 1 55 
kccuntil?g Clerk 55 1 55 2 llO 
Clerk 'JYpist 55 35 1925 l:f; 2530 
Clerl< L6 33 1485 43 1935 
Invmtory Clerk 45 1 i6 1 45 
Driver ~~er }filS 1 2 

CI:lJNIY CXlJRl' c:rvJL SELTICN 
Co..lrt Operations Officer 140 1 14:) 1 140 
Civil Ccurt Reconls &.tp.; 110 3 330 3 330 
Civil Co.lrts ~ords Spa: 55 22 1210 24 1320 
Clerk 'Iypist 10 17 765 19 855 
Cle.zk 45 8 3tO 9 1Cfj 

Cl.ezk(Pl') 45 1 45 1 45 

DIVISICN CEFICE 
Reception 8J 1 8J 1 ro 
Files 15 5 75 5 75 
Copier /C) 1 I(J 1 lO 

CIRC1JIT OJJRT CIVIL SECTICN 
File Roan am Certified Copies 

Recept::i..cn 120 . 1 120 1 120 
Public Grunter L() 5 20') 6 240 

~ords Area 
~ving Unit- 16011 fJJ 6 WJ 8 '«J 
File 15 2 30 3 45 

Te:rm:i.nal L() 1 L(J 2 ro 
MicroHJ.m Reader 25 1 25 2 50 
Printer 25 1 25 2 50 
eq,ier /{) 1 1.;0 1 1(j 

Geisler Sn:Lth Asso:::iates 
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REQJIREMENTS DETiffi, 

I.'ADE CIJ.JNri CIVJL roms 

Present 1993 

sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm sqft 

Cash Register 15 1 l5 1 15 

Geoera1 Juris:iictiro 
Publli Ccunt er (New Cases) l{) 6 2LfJ 6 2IIJ 

P\Jblli O:unter ,(Defcclt) L<J 2 EO 2 8J 
J 

Records Storage ~ 
Slel~ Unit - 1(:0" 11 14 

File Area 
File 15 10 L-"0 13 1.95 

Copier iiJ 2 00 2 8) 

Storage Cabinet 15 3 45 4 (:{) 

:&:d<case 10 1 10 1 10 

Cash Register 15 l 15 1 15 

Tenninal iiJ 2 8J 3 120 

FAMILY DlVISlQI 
Reception 1..20 1 12J 1 1.20 

F.Ue 15 1 15 2 30 

Bcc:l<ca.se 10 l 10 1 10 

Inte:rvi.ew Rtx:m 100 1 100 1 100 

CilJNI'i COJR'l' CIVIL SELTIO'l 
M>lic Wri~ Area 

Thble . 35 2 70 3 105 

lli9in; 6 6 36 10 f:IJ 

File Area 
Files 15 17 255 22 330 

Eod<.case 10 2 2D 2 20 

Safe 20 1 20 1 X) 

'Hod<. Table 25 4 100 5 125 

.Cc¢-er iiJ l ICJ 1 l{J 

Stara.ge Cabinet 15 1 15 1 15 

Microfilm Reeder 25 3 75 4 1(X) 

Microfilm Reeder/Printer 35 1 35 1 35 

Teoninsl iiJ 5 2CO 6 2/.:() 

Geisler S:nith Asscciates 
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SPK2. ~DIDlENIS DEl1UL 

amc CF OJJRI'S - CIVIL CI:l.JRIS DIVISICN OOE CDJNI'i c:rvn, ill1RIS 

Yesr Present 1993 

PCG:i:tico/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm .sqft 

· · Print·er 25 3 75 3 75 
Disc Drive/CFV 15 2 .30 2 30 
Cash Register 15 1 15 1 15 

FOlJl\S Storage 
Shelving Unit - 36" 15 2 ' 30 2 30 
Shelving Unit - 150" fl) 2 120 2 120 

Paper St:OI'Bge 100 1 lCXl l 1CO 

Ittan:ing ~!ail s tat.:icn ro 1 8J 1 BJ 

Dcx:ket Bo::k Storage 
Shelving lJni t - 7 011 50 2 1(() 2 100 
~ving Unit- 36" 15 16 Z1IJ 20 300 

Ra:ords Storage Are3. 
Shelving - 36n Ir::crBDa'ltB 15 6{) 70 1050 

~ :FrnEXlDSJRE 
Ra:ept:ion 120 1 120 1 120 
Files 15 3 i6 5 75 
Public Visring Rcx:m 3CO 1 3CXJ 1 3CO 

<IllRT REGISIRY T1!X InDS, 
f.PPE)LS 

Publk Cconter 16:) 4 16:) 

File Area 
File 15 2) 30J 25 375 
Storage Cabinet 15 2 30 2 30 
Bo:::kcase 10 1 10 1 10 

Terncinal liJ 5 2CD 7 28J 

Pr.inter 25 2 50 3 75 

Cash Regi.gter . 15 1 15 1 15 
~Table 25 3 75 3 75 
Sate 20 1 20 1 20 
Copier i.(J 1 1.() 1 liJ 

Records Storage 
File Bat 5 15 75 15 75 

Geibler Snith Asscciates 
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SPACE RE:PIREMENIS DETAIL 

CLER< CF Cl1.JR'IS - CIVIL CUlR1S DIVISIGI DADE <X.l1NIY . CIVJL CCUR'IS 

Yetrr Pre.se1t 1993 

Posi tim/ Area sp/st pr itJD e:tft pr itm sq.ft 

Shel~ Unit - 36" 15 12 180 15 225 
Shelving Unit - 2411 10 8 ED 10 1CO 

c:IVTI. D1VI.SIGI RroJRD S'ICFJ\GE I 

File Dr:a.ler • 10 75 750 75 750 
File Bale 5 725 3625 725 3625 

Coat Storage 2 218 436 271 542 

Circulation 9701 11387 

Total 218 33953 Z71 . .39854 

Geisler anith Asscciat es 
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SPACE REq.JIREMENI'S DEfAlL 

eLm< CF CXlJRTS -~ fNJ l"m:rAL HFM.:m 11<\DE CIJJNri GML CllRrS 

Yeer Present 1993 

Pcei tioo/ Area sp/st pr ibn ~ft itJn sqft 

Ccurt Cf.eraticn Officer 1#) 1 140 1 1i,<) 
Civil Ccurt Ra:ords Supv 110 2 220 2 220 
Civil CaJrt Ra:onl.s Spec 55 9 1$5 11 CJ.Jj 

kca.mt Cle:rlt ,. 55 1 55 2 110 
Clerk '!)'pis t 45 11 '85 12 5L() 
Clerl<. 45 5 225 6 ·ZJO 

m:BA1E FlLThG 
fubl.ic Ccunter l.fJ 5 2CO 6 

File Area 
Files {.5-D) 15 16 21/J 20 3a) 

Card File 10 4 4J 5 50 
Film File 10 7 70 8 8) 

~ 'IBble 25 6 150 7 175 
llo::k~ 10 2 20 2 20 
Storage Cab:inet 15 5 75 6 00 
Copier LjJ l LjJ 1 l.fJ 

Tenninal I(J 4 100 5 2!XI 
Printer 25 1 25 2 50 
Cash Register 15 1 15 1 . 15 

Microfilm Ree:ler/Printer 35 1 35 1 35 
Mi.cro.film Reader 25 1 25 1 25 

Ra:onis Ra:m 
File (5-i)) 15 3 16 5 75 
Table 25 1 25 1 25 

Inactive File Bet!:: . 5 70 350 70 350 
File Box 5 90 450 00 450 

~v:i.IYG Units - 3611 15 120 100:) 1.30 1950 

l£W>L HE/>L'JR 
Ra:epti.oo 125 1 125 1 125 

File Area 
Files (.5-D} ' 15 7 105 8 120 
Storage Cabinet 15 1 15 1 15 

" Geisler 9nith Asso:iates 
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SPiCE REQ.JIRE1ENIS DED\IL 

<llR< CF CXlJRIS - rnrnA1E 1m MNI:AL HEAL'ffi nh.DE CllJNri' GIV1L a:::uR:Til 

Year Present 1993 
< . 

Pcxci tkrJ Area sp/.st pr itJn sqft pr itm sqft 

Bo:kcase 10 1 10 1 10 
Copier 1(J 1 it) 1 Li) 

.Ra:ords Area 
File Box 5 25, 125 25 125 
Shelv~ Unit- 3611 15 10 1.50 13 195 
&lpply Cabinet 15 2 30 2 30 

fute:IView &x:m 100 2 2CO 2 2CO 

SWU ESTATES 
F:i.le Area 

File (5-D) 15 5 75 7 105 
File Bac 5 10 50 10 50 
Storage Cabinet 15 2 30 2 .30 
Bed:. case 10 1 10 1 10 

Tenn:insl /;(J 1 L(J 1 L{j 

Printer 25 1 25 1 25 

Public Record:; Visring Axes 2CO 1 20J 1 2CO 
Inte.rviSN Rcan 100 ' 1 100 1 100 

Cret Storage 2 29 58 34 68 

Circulation 2713 .3017 

Total 29 91f)6 3~ lOS CO 

Geli;ler Srcitb Asscci.Btes 



237

SPN:E ~ DETAlL 

CLE2« CF OJJR'IS - SPICIAL SERVIOO DlVISIQ/ DIIDE cnJNI'i GIV1L <IXlRTS 

Yea:r Present . 1993 

.. Pcsi tic:n/ Area Gp/St pr itm .sqft pr im sqft 

DIVISlCN CF.FICE 
Sari.m: Ct (flerati..oos Officer llt.J 1 1#) 1 llll 
O;;:m-t Gperat:iOJS Officer l'll 1 llt.J 1 1Lll 
~t:J.ve Se::retary 55 1 55 1 55 

Re:: ept:::i..oo €{) 1 (i) 1 £0 
File 15 3 45 3 10 
Copier IIJ 1 Ill 1 IIJ 
Te:oninal IIJ 1 I.(J 1 l{) 

Printer 25 1 25 1 25 

Ccet Storage 2 3 6 3 6 

Ci.ttul.a ticn 220 220 

Total 3 771 3 771 

Getsli?r 9n:ith Assoc:i.Btes 
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SPPa REI:;U.IREJ:-1ENIS DliTAIL 

a..EFK OF CUlR'IS - SP.ELIAL SERVICES DMSia-1 MDE mJNJY CIVIL CilJRTS 

Year Pre:lent 1993 

: Posi t:i..oo/ Area sp/st pr itlo sqft pr itm sqft 

G:lJNIY REUl<Dlli 
Ca.Irt ~t:ions Officer 140 1 140 1 1./i} 
Civil Cart Fe:ords Sup; 110 3 330 3 330 
C:i:vil Cart ~ored Spec 55 34 1870 "37 .2035 
Micrograph:ksfuFeiVisor 110 1 110 1 110 
Micrographics Technician 45 9 llB 11 495 
Cle:rk '!ypist 45 11 l$5 14 630 
kccunt: Cle..tk 55 3 165 4 220 
Key Data &Ipe:rvi.sor 110 1 110 1 110 
Tariporazy 45 4 100 4 1&:! 

, 
Ccmputer Area 

Key Data Stat:i.ons i.{J 17 6E!J) 22 88) 

Microfilm Recorder 25 1 25 2 50 
Storage Cabinet l5 2 30 4 fJJ 
File 15 3 45 -4 f:{J 

vlcn:k Thble 25 1 25 1 25 
She1:v:il'13 Unit - 72" 30 1 .30 1 .30 

Copy Rcan 
Copier lfJ 1 40 1 L(J 

Copier/Collator 65 2 130 2 130 
Microfilm Reader/Print&. 35 3 1C6 4 l'C 
Storage Cabinet 15 1 15 1 15 
Shelving Urrit - 3611 15 1 15 1 15 

Abstractor Worl< A:reB 20J 1 20J 1 20) 

.FJ:U1 1..JBRARY 
Public Ccunter l{) 5 20J 5 

Public Area 
Microfilm Reader/Printer 35 4 lLll 6 210 
tfu:rofilm Reader 25 30 750 I:{J 1CX:O 
Microf ir:he Reader 15 4 f:{J 6 9:J 
Film Storage Cabinet l5 35 525 45 675 

&playee Work Ar:eE. 
Microfilm Cane:ra 50 5 250 6 3CO 
Microfilm Prccesscrr 25 2 50 2 50 
11i.crofilm Th.Jplica tor 25 2 50 2 50 
Micro£ ilm Reader Pr:in ter 35 7 245 8 28J 

Geisler anith Associates 
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SP.Ia RHP~ DE'D\JL 

a...rn< OF OJJRTS - SPEOAL SERVICLS DIVISICN n<\DE CCONI'1 ClVJL CIXJRIS 

Year Present 1993 

Pas::i. t::i..on/ Area sp/st pr ibn sqft pr itm sqft 

Ter:m:inal l() 2 aJ 4 1€0 
Printer 25 2 50 4 100 
Files 15 2 30 2 30 
Film Storage Cabinet 15 10 150 13 195 
Csrd Storage Cabinet 10 ~ 10 2 20 
Film ·storage Orrosel 15 10 150 13 195 
Wot:k Table 25 1 25 3 75 

Vsul t - Plat Storage 225 1 2.25 1 225 
Secure::l Storage 1.50 1 150 1 1.50 

~b:ilrcan 
M3.i1 Slots 50 1 50 1 50 
C:lpier LIJ 1 l(J 1 1.{) 

Hlcrofilm Reader 25 2 50 2 50 
File 15 1 15 1 15 
Bockc.ase 10 1 10 1 10 

File Area 
File 15 7 1Ct5 9 135 
Storage Cab:inet 15 l 15 2 30 
:Bcd<.case 10' 1 10 l 10 
Shelving Unit - 3611 15 1 15 2 30 

nsrlcrccn 2CO 1 20:) 1 2CO 

Coat Storage 2 61 134 76 152 

Ci.rcula t::i.a-1 2518 2958 

Total 67 11447 76 1358) 

Geisler &ith Associates 

, I 
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SP.Pa RflPIREMENT$ IJE'tiUL 

aE« CF a:tJRT,; - SPECIAL SERVICES DIVISICN DADE a::uNl'Y CIVIL CDRIS 

Year Presa1t 1993 

·. Pcsi ticn/ Area sp/.e:t pr itm sqft pr inn sqft 

m.EUJ11JNICATICNS 
Crurt ~t:i.cos Officer 14:) 1 110 1 14:) 
Ccmnissiro Cle:tk 55 4 2.20 -4 220 

·• 

Mtchbcerd 8) 1 ro 1 ro 
Telephcre S:iwtch RDan 150 1 150 1 150 
Pllbllc Infoonatiro ~ 150 1 1.50 1 150 

Files 15 2 30 -4 8) 

Supply Cab:i.n~t 15 1 15 1 15 

'l'e:rminal 35 2 70 2 70 
Pr:i.nter 25 1 25 1 2.5 

Ccat Storage 2 5 10 5 10 

CirculBticn 356 368 

Total 5 1246 1288 

Geisler flrri. t:h Asscci.ates 
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SPJa ~ 1JETA1L 

am< CF CilJRTS - cmiRAL REIX:mS S1t'MGE DADE CUJN.ri CIVJL a::tJRrS 

Yeer Present 1993 

Pcsitiav' Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm sqft 

R&lJFDS S'ItRAGE (Basement) 
ktive Files 

F:iJ.ing Onits - 3611 10 5.50 , 5.500 7b{J 74CJJ 
Storage Bat~ 6 250 1.500 285 1710 

Depooit::i.cos 
Flling Units - 3611 10 25 250 30 3CO 

Civil D::x:ket Bcx:ks 
Filing Units - 3611 10 l:() i{JJ 45 450 

M.derce Storage 4.50 1 4EIJ 1 450 

Supplies Storage 2JX) i 2CO 1 200 

Ci.rcul.atioo 3320 4204 

Total 11620 14714 

Gei.sler Snith Asscd.ates 
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I 
I 
I 

SPJI.Q'; ~IREMPNIS DErAlL I 
I 

c:rnrurr CIVJL a::uRT - Jt.l[(;ES & JUDICIAL SJPFORT STAFF IY>.DE CU.JNIY CIV1L CO.lR1S I 
I 
I 

Year Present 1993 I 
· Pcsi tioo/ Area sp/st itlll sqft pr itm sq ft I 

I 
I 

~I SET- I 
Judges 1 CMnbers 2CO . 31 62CO 36 7'2IJJ I 
Hea.r:ir16 Roan 200 31 6200 36 ?'JJX) 

Private ToiletYRcbing Rcx:m 35 31 1005 36 1260 
J1 rli ci s.J J..ssistant ro 31 2400 36 288J 
Bailiff 45 31 1395 36 1620 

Wa:i~ Area I.(J 31 l2#J 36 1440 
Filing Area (:J) 31 1860 36 21fJJ 
&lpp1y Area .20 31 620 36 72IJ 

Ccet Storage 2 93 186 108 216 

Circulatioo 8506 9878 

Tot.ll 93 'E772 100 34574 

GeU-1e-r &ri.th Asscciate:: 
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SP.N:E RRPIREMENIS DETAIL 

GIRClJIT ClVJL OJ.JR1' - <XlJRlRO::M & RELATID SPKE 

Year Present 

Pooi ticn/ Area sp/st pr itm 

O:urt::rcx:::mg 

Civil Jury -Regular 90J 14 
Civil Jury - Large 2375 1 I 

+ 

. Jury Miberatioo Rcans 
6 Perscn 100 10 
12 Persct1 2B5 4 

Witness Ro:m 1CO J5 
Waiting Area f:i) 15 
A1::tDrnej Intetvie.r Ro:m ' lCO 8 

C:i.rculation 

Total 

Geisler ani th As sedates 

IWlE CD..JNri ClVIL m · 

1993 

.91 ft pl" itlll 

'12CCO 17 
1375 1 

18CO 13 
1140 4 

1500 lB. 

~ 18 
8X) 9 

8446 

29561 

sqft 

153CO 
2375 

2340 
1140 

leL'O 
1000 
9:0 

r£!74 

i I 

r 

1 

I 

) 

' J 
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SPPCE REQ.JIR&1ENIS ~ 

CUJNIY CIVIL a:uRT - .J\.lCGE.S Am JUDIC::W... SUPIDRI' STAFF IW)E CJJJNrf ClVJL CUJRTS 

Year Present 1993 

Positicn/ Area splst pr itm sqft pr itm sqft 

CilJNI'i JtD;E SET 
~ 2CO 6 12Xl 6 12CO 
~ Roo:n 2(X) 6 12CO 6 1.200 
Private Toilet/R.cbi.ng Roan . 35 6' 210 6 210 
Jt.XIicial Assistant ro 6 4ffl . 6 48J 
1ki.li:ff JD 3 135 3 135 
Wai~ kr:ea 1:{J 6 24J 6 240 
Filing Area co 6 3€0 6 3€0 
~ly Area .20 6 l20 6 120 

Cc.s.t Storage 2 15 30 15 30 

Circu1.a tim 1590 1590 

Total 15 5565 15 5565 
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SP.KE REQ.T.IREMENIS ~ 

OlJNIY CIVTI, <nJRT - OJ.lRIIDl£ JON) REI...A!ED SJPRJRr DADE OlJNI'I ClVlL CllJRlS 

Yeer Present 1993 

Poo:i ticn/ Area sp/st pr :itm Sqft pr itm sqft 

Ccurt::rcxms 
Cd..vil Jury - Regu1M sco 2 lEal 2 180J 
Civil Jury - Large ' lOCO 1 lS:O 1 lBXl 

Jury Deliberation Rcans 
6 perscn 180 2 3tD 2. 3CO 
12 perscns 285 1 2B5 1 285 

Witness Rrxm 100 3 3CO 3 3CO 
Wai~ Area w 3 l.ro 3 100 
Attorr:ej Intervi.eJ Rcon lOJ 1 lCO 1 lOJ 

Ciicula t::i..rn l930 1930 

Total 6755 6755 

Ge:i..sler 9ni th .AsscdAtes 
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SPACE REI:J)IREMFNIS DEtAJL 

m::BA'IE & ~ H&AL'Ifl - Jt.!I:GES' />NJ JUDICAL SUPR:ffi' STAFF 

Year Present 1993 

Positioo/ kr:ea. sp/st pr itm sq ft pr itm sq ft . 

Ch9mbers 2CO 4 8X) 5 1CO} 

Hearing Roan 2(X) 4 8:Xl 5 l(D} 

Private Toilet/Rcb:ing Roan 35 ' 4 140 5 175 
~ 

Jud:kial Assistant 00 4 320 5 400 
Ba:iJ..i.ff 45 1 45 1 45 
Wai t:ing Area 40 4 160 5 200 
Filing Area (:{) 4 2lJO 5 3CO 
Supply .Area 20 4 00 5 lCO 

.Exparte Clexk. 110 7 770 10 1100 

Prcbate Audi tar 00 1 00 2 160 

Public/ Attorney Worl<. Area 3CO 1 3(X) 3(X) 

Coat Storage 2 17 34 23 46 

C:i.xculat:ioo 1508 1930 

Total 17 5'Il7 23 6756 

Geisler Snith Asscciates 
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Year Present 1993 

· Peri tion/ Area sp/st pr itln .sqft pr itm sqft 

Ccurt Roo:n - Prcba te SOJ 1 90J 1 9CO 
Jw:y Deliberation Roan 

6 perscn .. 180 1 180 1 180 
Witness Roan 1CO 1 100 1 100 
Waiting Area co 1 £:() 1 co 
Attomey Intervi£W Roo:n ' 1CO 1 100 1 1CO 

Ci.rctlMtion 536 536 

Total 1876 1B76 

Geisler S:ni th Assccia:tes 



248

SPACE RFQJ1REMENIS DED'I.IL 

VIS:rr.IN:; .JUJ::GES 

Year Present 

Pcsi tion/Area sp/st pr itln 

J{JIX;ES I SET 

Ch9mber 200 3 
~Roan~ 200 3·' 

Judicia.l Assist Area 8J 3 
Bailiff Area 45 3 
~ai ting Area liJ 3 
&lpply Area 20 3 

C'.oot Storage 2 3 

Circulation 

Total 18 

Geisler ::W.th Asscciates 

.J:lADE OlJNI'f ClVlL OJJRTS 

1993 

sqft pr itm 

WJ 3 
fiX) 3 
2[() 3 
135 3 
lAl 3 
fj) 3 

6 3 

704 

2465 18 

sqft 

WJ 
fiX) 

2LKJ 
135 
120 
fj) 

6 

704 

2465 

i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
j 

I 
I 
I 
I 
! 
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SPA£:1!. RE[plRENENI'S DEJ:l>JL 

CIVJL ~srn; - BOREAlJ DADE m.JmY CIVIL cruzrS . 

Year Present 1993 

Po.sit:ion/ Area sp/st pr it:m sqft pr itm sqft 

Capta:in 1llJ 1 140 1 .140 
Sergeant ,. 00 1 00 1 &> 
Police Officer 55 1 55 1 55 
C1 et:k Steno 45 1 45 1 45 
Clet:k 45 1 45 1 45 

ErnJmVE CfFirn 
Reception 100 1 lC:O 1 lCO 

Files (5-D) 15 5 75 6 so 
Storage Cah:inet l5 2 30 2 30 

F:Ue Area 
Files (5-D) 15 16 2lfJ 18 ZlO 
Storage Ceb:inet 15 2 30 2 30 
Bockcase 10 4 h{) 4 l(J 

r70l:k Table 25 1 25 1 2.5 

Ccnference Rcx::m. 2.25 1 225 1 225 

Tenninal 35 1 35 2 70 
Tl /Vjko Fquipnent 100 1 lCO 1 lCO 

Supply /Prq:erty Rcan /¥:fJ 1 400 1 lf:JJ 

Cal.t Storage 2 5 10 5 10 

Circulation 670 702 

Total 5 2345 s 2457 

l 
r --

1 

Geisler &nith Asscciates t· 
~ 

~--------------------------------------------------------------------------- ! 
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SPN::i REQ.JJREMmi'S DErAJL 

DADE CDJNI'I CIVIL mJRTS 

Presa1t 1993 

Positioo/~ sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm sqft 

Lieutenant 140 1 140 1 140 
Sergeant .. 8J 1 8J 1 00 
-Police Officers 55 3 165 3 165 
CID 55 4 220 4 220 
kcrontant 00 1 00 1 ro 
Acco:.mt Clerl<. 55 3 165 4 220 
Cashier 45 2 so 2 90 
Clerl<. 45 3 135 3 135 
Cle:dc Stene 45 1 45 1 45 
Clerl< 'IJpist 45 17 765 19 855 
Mtchboard Oper 45 1 45 1 45 

Public Cconter /(J 3 1.2) 4 18J 

r~CEFICZ 

Files 15 9 135 11 165 
Card File 10 1 10 2 20 

Printer - shared 15 2 .30 3 45 
cru/Disk. drive 40 1 /:{) 1 40 

Hi.c.rofi.1m reader 25 2 so 2 50 
Copier 40 1 40 1 l{J 

Cash Register 15 1 15 1 15 

Wo:rktable 25 2 50 3 75 
Storage Cabinet 15 1 1.5 1 15 

Storage Area 
Shelving Unit - 3611 15 3 45 4 6:l 
Shelving Unit 15 6 90 7 105 
(36l~ long x 13 shelves) 
Storage JkDc 10 4 1{j 4 L(J 

Records Storage 
File BOK 5 162 810 175 875 
Dc:cket Bock Shelv-ir¥, 15 4 (;() 5 75 
(3611 loog) 

ElSCAL UNIT 
Files (5-D) ·15 6 90 

Ge.isler Snith .k>scciates 
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SPPJ:'E REQJ.IlilllENI'S DED\JL 

DI'!DE aJJNIY CIVIL CUJR1'S 

Preseot 1993 

Position/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm sqft 

Storage Cabinet 15 3 45 3 45 

Bcx:;k.case 10 1 10 1 10 

Teminal 35 1 35 2 70 

Safe 
.. 20 1 20 1 20 

Storage Boxes 5 6 30 6 30 

~OFFICE 
Files (5-D) 15 5 75 6 so 

C&d File 10 3 30 4 l{J 

' 
Electric Cani File L¥J 2 00 2 BJ 

Storage Cab:inet 15 1 15 1 15 

Te:mci.l'.al 35 1 35 2 70 

Pr)nter 25 1 25 2 50 

Storage Area 
File box" 5 11 55 15 75 

Dcck.et Storage 
Shelving unit - 3611 15 2 30 3 1.6 

Coat Storage 2 37 74 L¥J EO 

1~ 
1866 

crn::ulation 

Total 
37 5739 6531 

Geisler Snith Associates 
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SPN:E REJ::p]JID1ENIS DED\IL 

CIVIL FRCQ?SSIN; - FIELD OPEFATJ:CN) DADE aJJNI'i CIVJL o::uRTS 

Year Present 1993 

POGi tioo/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm sqft 

N:n-.Ehforce.sble Unit 
Lieute'lBl"lt ~ 110 1 liD 1 11.0 
em n 00 4 320 4 320 
em r 55 34 1870 /() 2200 

lli:forcesble Unit 
Liroteoant 1LO 1 1Lj() 1 11,0 

Sergeant 00 4 320 4 320 
Police Officers* 55 19 1045 25 1375 

FnLD OPEMTICN:i. SECI'ICll 

Officers 1 Telephooe Roan 
Battery Olarger Area /() 1 1KJ 2 ro 
Mri1 elots /() 1 iiJ 2 00 
File (5-D) · 15 1 15 3 . 45 

Coat Storage 2 34 

Cireulati.oo 1599 1912 

Total 63 5597 75 E692 

* Cne wotkstation for every two anployees. 

Geisler Sn:i.th Asscciates 
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SPM:E REQJJRliMENIS Dlm'ill.. 

-

JA7 Lll3RARY [lADE CilJNIY crm.. a:uR'IS 

Year Present 1993 

Position/ Axel sp/st pr ibn sqft itm sqft 

LaN Lib:rarim:>. 140 1 1~ 1 !L.O 

Assistant Lilirarian 110 4 4L'IJ 6 660 

C1.e.tk 
.. 

55 4 220 5 7J5 

Public Ccunter /c.birl<.cut DeS< 40 2 8J 2 8) 

Entz:ance./REcr:pticn 100 1 !CO 1 100 

Public Y1ox:k . .Ares 
Card Ca.talcg 25 2 50 2 50 

Csrdfile 10 1 10 2 2f) 

Microfilm reader/ printEr 25 6 150 8 200 

Copier 40 3 120 3 12fJ 

Public Read:ing Ar:e!3. 
Resd:ing Thble w /4 chairs 40 10 lCfJ 12 48J 

Sofa l5 2 30 2 30 

Staff Watk Ar:r:a 
Won tables 25 " 5 125 5 125 

Tenr.:inal li[) 2 00 3 12fJ 

Printer 25 2 50 3 75 

Microfilm reader/printer 25 1 25 2 50 

Bock SECtions 15 5 75 15 22.5 

Files 15 10 150 15 225 

Storage 500 1 500 1 500 

Stack Arm 
Bcx:k ~ticos 36'W + 18"D 10 (;()) f:(O() 650 6500 

Reserve Bock Area 400 1 J,{JJ 1 b/X) 

Ccnfereo::e Rc:on 225 1 215 1 225 

Dictating Roan 100 1 100 1 100 

A. V. Equipn;:nt Ro::m zco 1 2[1) 1 zoo 
lYP~ Roon 100 1 !CO 1 !CO 

Coat Storage 2 9 18 12 24 

Circ:u1ation 3915 4410 

Geisler Snith Associates 
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I 
sPICE ~ DErATI. 

I 
lJ\W LIBRARY DADE Cl1.ltiD' crvn., CUJRTS 

I 

'Year Present 1993 I 

Pcsiticn/ .Ares sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm sqft j 

'Ibtal 9 13703 12 15434 
I 

I 

Geisler Smith Asso::iates 
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SPP.L:E REQJ.l]ill~ DETAJL 

a::NIRACr· SEXJ:lRITI Uo\DE CQJNIY c:rv:n., a::tJR:rS 

Year Present 1993 

Posi t:i..onl kr:ea sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm .sq ft 

SUpervisor 1ti0 1 140 1 1ti0 

Se::uri~ ~ No7S 6 6 
Clerlt-1)'pist 45 1 45 1 45 

Reception 60 1 60 1 EO 
. F:iles 15 3 45 4 EO 

Storage Cabinet 15 1 15 1 15 
Temina1 35 1 35 1 35 
Printer 25 1 25 1 25 
Copier l:IJ 1 40 1 1.() 

EvW.erx:e Roon !CO 1 10J 1 1CO 
lntetView Rocm 100 1 100 1 100 
Guard Worlcrcan 2CO 1 2CO 1 200 

Coat Storage 2 8 16 8 16 

CLrculation 328 334 

Total 8 1149 8 1170 

Geisler ani th f..ssociates 
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SPKE ~ DETAJL 

BUILDDG MdNAGEM?Nr DADE <niNIY CIV1L cr.urrs 

Year Present 1993 

Pooitioo/.Area sp/st pr itm sq ft pr itm sqft 

Building l<'.anager 140 1 1.40 1 1#) 
Cl.erl<. '1YPis t 45 1 45 1 45 
Mllnteoance sb.££ l'WlS 8 9 

Files 15 3 45 4 f:{J 

Storage Cab:inet 15 1 15 1 15 
Re::eption tXJ 1 tXJ 1 60 

Coat Storage 2 10 20 11 22 

Ci.rculation 130 137 

Total 10 455 11 lil9 

Geisler 9n:ith Associates 
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SPKE REUJ.IREMENIS DETAIL 

'BUTI.Dn:G SUPRJRr 

Year Present 

Pcxti..t:ioo/ Area sp/st pr itm 

Lcbby 
Snack Ear/Nslstsnd 150 1 
Rec~t:::ko/&6.ri ty 150 1 
Ven:iing Area 120 1 
LOOby 5<XJ 1 

Elnployee Break Rcon 220 12 
w/sir.k/ca.mter/mi~e 
Seating for 10 

Bulk Furniture Storage oco 1 
&lpply Storage L{JJ 1 

Coofera:ce Rocms 
Le:cge 375 2 
~ 225 2 

First Aid Rcan 120 1 

Loading Dcx:.k lOCO 1 
Prcces sir.g Area S<Xl 1 

Attorney Ccnferet:e~e oco 1 

Building Hrin teMnce Shops 2250 1 

Circulat:i.oo 

Total 

Geisler Snith Asso:::i.ates 

sqft 

150 
150 
12:J 
5CO 

2JS40 

eco 
li:Xi 

750 
450 

110 

lCCQ 
.500 

8XJ 

2250 

4252 

14882 

D'ID8 CUIN1Y CIVIL CIXJRTS 

1993 

~ pr itm sqft 

1 150 
1 150 
1 120 
1 sro 

12 2640 

1 roo 
1 l:{JJ 

2 750 
2 450 

1 120 

1 lax> 
1 5CO 

1 8Xl 

1 2250 

4252 

14882 

'· 

:.·-
!I 
! . 
1 ·1 

i' r 
I 
I 

J I 
I! 

i 

' 'j 

,. 

I 
I 
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SP/>.LE RE!~UIREH!NIS DETAn., 

CUlRT Al·IDUSffiATION - .AD11INIS'IF.ATIOO MOE COJNI'i CIVIL CUJRTS 

Ye& 2fXX) 2005 

Posi tioo/ Area sp/st pr ibn sq ft pr ian sqft 

Crurt Admirci..strator 200 1 2ro 1 200 
Assistant .Mn.inistrator 225 1 225 1 225 
Office M:mag~ 

r 
120 1 1.2) 1 12D 

Judicial SUpport Ainlnistrator 1€0 1 1€0 1 160 
Re:eptionist 65 1 65 1 65 

EXEilliTVE MA 
Reception 150 1 1.50 1 150 
Files 15 5 75 6 90 
Te.nninal. 35 1 35 1 35 
Printer 25 1 .25 1 25 
C<:nferer.ce Rocm 370 1 370 1 370 

CWICE SJF'RRr I>RF.A 
Canp.lte:r RoeDl 

Tennina.l 35 3 1Cl5 4 140 
Printer 25 3 75 4 1CO 
Telex Display 15 2 30 2 30 

File Area 
. 

Files 15 6 9:J 7 105 
Storage Cabinets 15 11 165 12 100 

Copy Roan. 
Cqlie.r 65 . 2 1.30 2 130 
Worl<.table 40 2 8) 2 00 

l.m1 Area 
1-7orkt8ble 25 3 75 3 75 

Reference Area 
Table l.!J 1 40 1 /4J 
lliairs 10 4 1{J 4 40 
.Bockcase 10 13 J3) 15 150 

Ccnference Rcan 370 1 370 1 370 

Cast Storage 2 5 10 5 10 

· Circulatioo 1138 1188 

Total 5 3983 5 4158 
........ 

Geisler S:nitb Asscc:iates 
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SPJa REQJIREMENI'S DETAIL 

CDJRT ALMINIS'IRATirn IY>DE CD.JN!Y CIVIL a::uRI'S 

Year 2CCO 2C05 

Posicion/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr iim sqft 

CUJRT ADMINIS"IIWlCR Is OFFIO:: 
Ci tizn Disp.lte Settlunt Unit 

Dllec.toro 160 1 160 1(;{) 
Supervisor 120 1 120 1 120 
!-~tor 1.20 7 8L{) 8 %0 
Intake Officer 9'J 4 360 4 3CQ 
Intake Co.mselor 9'J 1 9'J 2 180 
Clerk Typist 55 1 55 1 55 

Reception 150 1 1.50 1 150 
lntenri&r Roo:n 100 2 200 2 200 
File Area 

File 15 8 120 10 150 
Shelving Unit 3611 15 4 60 5 75 
Storage Cabinet 15 2 30 2 30 

Terncinal 35 3 105 4 140 
Printer 25 3 75 4 100 

Coat Storage 2 15 30 17 34 

C.irc\lla tion 958 1086 

Total 15 3353 17 38CO 

Geisler Snith Associates 
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SPACE REQ.JIREMENIS. DED\IL 

ctURT AD.\fiN!SlRATIGN - CIVIL JUSTICE DIVISICN 

Year 2CCO 

. Pooition/ Area sp/st pr itm 

n~rs CFFICE 
Director of Civil Oj)erat:i.ons 160 1 
Civil Coort coOrdinator 120 1 
B~ Ccurt Ccord:inator 120 1 
Ccurier 55 1 
.Mu:inistrative Assi.stant 90 1 

Ra:eptico 10) 1 
Confe.re1Ce ROCID 290 1 
File Area 15 7 
Te:cninal 40 1 
Pr:inter 25 1 

Coat Storage 2 5 

Ci.rcu:L3tioo 

Total 5 

Geisler Snith Asscc:iates 

IW:lB CUJNTI CIVJL CilJRTS 

2005 

sqft pr i1Jn 

1CO 1 
120 1 
12D 1 
55 1 
9J 1 

10J 1 
290 1 
lai 8 
40 1 
25 1 

10 5 

1561 5 

sqft 

lEO 
120 
]2) 

55 
90 

1CO 
290 
120 

IIJ 
25 

10 

452 

1582 

i 
I 

i 
i 
I 

I 
r 

I 
; 

1 
i 
l r. 
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SPNJ!,~Dm 

a::oRT AI:MrN!S'IRATICN - C1VTI.. JUSI'ICE; DMSICN I:lADE CUJNIY CIV1L cttJR[S 

Yeer 2CCO 2CXl5 

Pooi tioo/ Area sp/st pr itln sq ft pr itln sqft 

GRAN) JURY 
M:uinistrat:i.-ve Assistant 90 1 90 1 90 
Clerl<. 'l.Jpist • 55 1 

-( 

55 1 55 

Grarxi Jury Rcan oco 1 oco 1 ElXl 
Witness Waiting Ares 225 1 225 1 225 

Jury Roan 275 1 275 1 vs 
InteiV'i611 Roon 100 . 2 200 2 200 

StEff Wotk Area 
Te:mrl.nal w/pr:inter EO 1 (;{) €0 
Copier /:{) 1 li) 1 liJ 
Files - />.:ct:i.-ve 15 4 (:{) 16 24) 

Vaul i: - Inactive Files 150 1 150 1 150 
MdEDCe Storage 150 1 150 1 150 

Coat Storage 2 2 4 2 4 

Circula t:icn 844 916 -

Total 2 2953 2 3205 

Geisler Snith Asscciates 
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sP.ACE RECUIREMENIS DErAIL 

OlJR1' .An1INIS'IRATIQII - CIVIL JUSI'ICE DIVISICN ~DE CUJNIY CIVJL CUlRTS 

Year 2:CCO 2005 

· Posit:ico/ Area sp/ st pr itm sqft pr itm sqft 
, , 
; 

J1JRY' ASffi'BLY 
Supervisor 120 1 1.20 1 120 
lrlnin Asst ·) 65 1 65 1 65 
Cle:rk 'l)rpist 55 4 22) 4 220 

File Area 
File 15 13 195 15 225 
Storage Qlbinet 15 1 15 1 15 
Copier 40 "1 /{) 1 L(J 

Jury Pool Area 
' Jury Assembly Roan 10 350 35SO liXJ l.iXtJ 
~~e 15 35 525 35 525 
Gare/C'.a.rd Roon 10 35 350 35 350 
'IV Lalnge 10 35 350 35. 350 
V~Area IIJ 20 8Xl 20 8Xl 
Public Telepbcoes 10 12 120 12 120 
Juror Worlc Areas 100 4 l[JJ 4 1iXJ 

Coat Storage 2 4 8 4 8 

Circulaticn 2533 

Total 6 9056 6 r;!?l 

Geisler &tith Asscciates 
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SPACE RE(:U.JRlliENIS DE'liill. 

CUJRI' />.DHINis.rnATICN - CIVJL JDSTIO!: DIVISICN n.t.nE CUNIY ClVJL CillRTS 

Year 2COO 2CD5 

Pooi tioo/ Area sp/st pr itJn sqft pr itm .sqft 

HEDlATICN UNIT 
~or of Y.erliat:i.oo lEO 1 1150 1 160 
11:dia.tor lEO 7 H20 9 11#> 
Interpreters 65 4 '2f:[J 5 325 

Clerl< '.lypist 55 1 55 2 110 

Re:!eption 125 1 125 1 125 

File Are2, 
Files 15 16 2'1J '20 3CO 

Bcck.case 10 3 30 4 IJjJ 

Storage Cabinet 15 2 '30 3 45 

~Roan 
Copier I:(J 2 8.) 2 8) 

File Cabinet 15 1 15 1 l5 
vJoz:ktable 25 1 25 1 25 

IntervieH Rccn 15 3 10 3 45 

Ccat Storage 2 D 26 17 3li 

C:ircula tioo 884 1098 

Total 13 .3m5 17 3842 

Ge:isler S:nith Assoc:iE.tes 
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SP.ACE REQJIRE}!ENIS DE'DJL 

CUlRI' l\Dl>UNIS'IAATICN - FJ.MILY SERVICEs BURE.:6lJ DADE OlJNIY CIVIL CDJRI'S 

Year 2COJ 2005 

Positico/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr i-an sqft 

DI:RE::Tffi' S CFFI(l; 
~tor 160 l 160 1 160 

FAMILY J.a>IATICN 
Dir Fanily Y.e:l ( Ccrd.lation) 1CO 1 1€£) 1 160 
Fanily K:.>d/Ca:x:.i.JBto.r 120 4 48J 5 cro 
Mmin Assistant so 1 so 1 so 
Se:reauy 65 1 65 1 65 
~eptic:nlst 55 1 55 1 55 

GJ.stcdy Investigator so 2 1&l 2 1&l 

ID1ESTIC VI~ 
Danestice Violen:e CocmL 120 1 l2J 1 120 
Cl erl<. '!yp:i.s t II 55 1 55 1 55 
IX:mestic Vio1ax:e Prof ~ 2 180 2 180 

F.AMILY MEDIATICN 
~eption 150 • 1 150 1 150 

File Area 
Files - ktive 15 6 so 7 105 
Files - Inactive 15 3 45 3 45 

Clerical Worl<. Area 
Ternd.nal 35 2 70 3 105 
Printer 25 2 50 3 75 
Telex Display Terminal 15 1 15 1 15 
File 15 1 15 1 15 

) 
Copier /(J 1 /.() 1 1.() 

vJorl<.table 25 1 25 1 25 

InterviEW Rcan 1CO 2 20:') 2 2CO 

Danestic Violen::e 
~eption 1.50 1 150 1 150 

) . 

Child Pl2y Area 125 1 1.25 1 125 

Clerical Worl<. Area 
File 15 6 so 7 105 
TelJllinal 35 2 70 3 105 

Geisler 9nith Asscci.ates 
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SP.ACE REGUIREMEN.IS DE'OOL 

CXlJRT .A.DMINISIRATla! - EAMILY SERVICZS JIDRE.A1.J DADE <nJNTl CIVIL a::oR1S 

Year 2CXX> 2005 

Positi.oo/ Area sp/st pr i"bn sqft pr itm .sqft 

Printer 25 2 so 3 75 
l3ocJ:ccage 10 3 30 4 #J . 

! I 

Copier LJ{) 1 LfJ 1 l{) 

Wo:r:ktable 25 1 25 1 25 
Telex Display Tenn:inal 15 1 15 1 15 

In1:e:rvicw Roan lCO 1 lCO 1 1CO 

C£et Storage 2 15 30 16 32 

Circulatioo 1188 1301 

l 
! I 

I : 
' Total 15 4158 16 4553 

. I 

. I 

Geisler 3:nitb Ass cciates 
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SPN:E REq.JJREZ>flll'S DE'D\IL 

o:::uRI' ADMINIS"'RA::a{ - F'lSCI>L & ~ SECITa-1 MDE CUJNTI CIVIL ClJJR1S 

Year 2CCO 2005 

Position/ Area sp/st pr itrn sq ft pr itm sqft 

DIREGI'CE 1 S OFFICE 
Director 1£:0 1 1€0 1 1£:0 
Assist D:irectm/Fiscal Pers 12D 1 120 1 120 
Clerk 55 1 55 1 55 

CUJRI' & ClJST .AO:a.lNI'Iill 
Acca.mting SUp,r 120 1 120 1 120 
kccunting Cle.rl< 90 8 720 9 810 

PJ:Rro~ ANJ PAYRO.L 
Reimburssnent Coord 1.20 1 120 1 120 
Persconel Officer 120 1 120 2 240 
kccunting Clerk SX) 5 49:) 6 540 
Personnel Specialist 90 3 vo 3 2JO 

PR!Xl.JmWI' SEWJ.CES 
Purcbasing Co::Jrd 120 1 120' 1 120 
Assist Purcahsiq; Coord 90 1 SX) 2 100 
I\Jrchasing Speci.al..:i.llt 90 3 'IJO 4 .3€0 

Reception Area l<Xl 1 100 2 2CO 

File Area 
Files-Active 15 35 525 38 570 
Files-Inactive 15 8 120 9 135 
Copier 1.{) 1 II.) 1 iiJ 
Te:aninal 35 5 175 6 210 
Printer 25 2 50 3 75 
Worlct.able 30 3 ~ 4 120 

Fi1 e Revi.e.l Area 50 2 100 2 lCO 

InterviEW Rcxm 100 1 100 1 lCO 
Conference Roo:o 2<Xl 1 2CO 1 200 

Storage Vault so 1 50 1 50 

Coat Storage 2 27 54 32 64 

Circ:ula tioo 1688 1984 

Geisler 8nith Asso:iates 
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~ •, : : : 

SPN:E RE!:PIREHENfS DErAIL 

Year 2005 

Pooi tion/ Area sp/st pr ibn ~ ft pr itm sqft 

Total 5S07 32 6943 

Geisler Snith Asscc:i.ates 
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SP.K:E ~IREM!!NIS DEJiill. 

CWRT P..DMINISJAATICN- lEAL SERVICES D.4DE CU1NIY CIVIL CUJR'IS 

Year 2C(X) 2C05 

- Positioolkea sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm sqft 

~ ~-~·s CF.FICE 
General l'Bster/I:\::p Exec Offer 2(:() 1 260 1 2f:;() 

G€neral tilster- 2CQ 6 1560 7 1820 
Legal Se::ret:ary 65 7 455 8 SAl 
Legal Sec Calendar Coord 65 1 65 1 65 
Bailiff 55 3 165 3 165 

-Rscept::ic:o 250 1 250 1 2.50 

File Area.. 
File-l!ctive 15 8 120 10 L"' 
File-Inactive 15 3 45 3 45 
&:d<case 10 6 60 7 70 
U:Jpie-r /:/) 1 /:/) 1 iiJ 
"Wcnktable 2.5 1 2.5 1 25 

Ccnferer:ce Rcx:m 370 1 ~7IJ 1 370 

Coat Storage 2 18 36 21 ~2 

Ci:rculation 1300 1529 

Total 18 4831 20 5351 

Geisler ~th Asso::iate> 
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SPACE REQJJ:RFl'lENIS nm 

OJJRT .P.D.'illliS'IRA1CR - LELW.. SEWICFS !W)E CUJNIY Cim mJRI'S 

Year 2COJ 2005 

Pooitioo/ Area sp/st pr it:m sqft pr itln sqft 

I.EGAL STAFF 
Staff Attorney so 2 180 3 270 
Judici.al &1p Adrnin/Staff Atty 120 1 120 1 120 
Sr SUpport Adninistrator 120 1 1Xl 1 120 
La.T Cl. erl< SX:l 1 90 1 90 
Clerl< S teoo 55 1 55 1 55 

Rec epti.oo Area 8J 1 8J 1 8J 

File Are:a 
I 

File 15 3 45 4 EO 
Bockc.ase 10 9 90 10 100 
Shelving Unit 3611 15 3· 145 4 (:;{) 

Wotk Table 25 1 25 1 25 

Copy Rtxm 
Copier l() 1 1(J 

Storage Cab:inet 15 1 15 

Coat Storage 2 6 12 6 12 

Circula cion 345 419 

Total 6 1.207 7 1466 

Geisler Snith Associates 
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SPACE ~ DEI'A1L 

a.;rnz OF cnJRIS - An.'IJNIS'.IRATICl'f DIDE CllJNIY CIVJL a:::uRTS 

Year 2COO 2C05 

Pc.Gi tioo/ Area sp/st pr ibn sqft pr itm sqft 

<llH{ Is CFFICE 
Cleri< of Crurt 2PD 1 28) 1 200 
D€puty Clerk 

, 
225 1 225 1 225 

Se::retm:y 65 2 130 2 1.30 

Re:eption 1CO 2 2I1J 2 200 
Conference Rcx:m 450 1 450 1 450 

File Roan 
File 15 11 165 13 195 
Copier L:{J 1 l(J 1 L:{J 

Storage Cabinet 15 1 15 1 - 15 
Bcckcase 10 1 10 2 20 
Worktable 25 1 25 1 25 

Coat Storage 2 4 8 4 8 

C:i.n:ul.a.tion 542 5.56 

Total 4 2f80 4 2144 

Geisler Snith Asscciates 
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SP.ACE REQJI:REMmiS DErAn. 

CUI« OF CXlJRIS - SYS'IDf) DEVELOFMrnl' 

Year 2axJ 

· POGition/ Area sp/st pr itm 

Director 18) 1 
8yst8!1S Develop Spe::ialist 90 10 
Recept:iorri.st 55 1 
CleO< '!YPist 55 2 

Reception 60 1 
Training Roan 370 1 

File Area 
Files 15 6 
Storage Cabmet 15 1 

' Bockc.ase 10 5 

Tenn:ina.l 40 5 
Printer 25 5 

Ca:it Storage 2 14 

Cin:ulatico 

To tel 14 

Gei..sler Sni th Asscciates 

Il.ADE a::uNlY CIVJL a::uRIS 

2COS 

sqft pr it:m 

1ffl 1 
9:Xl 12 
55 1 

110 2 

60 1 
370 1 

9:J 8 
15 2 
50 4 

2CO 6 
125 6 

28 16 

757 

2920 16 

sqft 

160 
100Cl 

55 
110 

co 
370 

120 
30 
/(J 

2LD 
1..50 

32 

856 

3303 

i 
•j. 
'. ~· 
j: .. . ,, 
d ~ 

i' : 
{I · t: f 

. i I 
if 
t; 
I 
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"! I 
i I . ~ 
i I 

t I 
SPN:F. REQJIRENENI'S DETAIL r 

I 
I ': 

! I r; 
~I ! 

CI..ER< OF G:lJRTS - CIVTI.. o::uRTS DIVISION Ud.DE CUJNlY GIV1L CilJRTS :u I I! I , I 

Year 2CXXJ 20)5 
r I 

I 

Posi ticn/ Area sp/st it:m itm 
I 

pr sqft pr sqft :I I 

DIVISICN OFFICS 11 
I 
I 

Senior Ct C)?eratioo Officer 160 1 lEO 1 lCO l 

Ccurt Operat:i.ca Officer 160 1 lfi) 1 1€0 ,i 
" Adn:inist:rative Secretax:y 65 1 65 1 65 ~\ 

ClROITT ClJJRT ClVJL SECITCN i j ' 
O:urt Operatico Officer 160 2 320 2 320 1 

~ 
C:i vi1 Ccurt &:cord Supv 120 15 lOCO 16 1920 ! 

Cl.v:i1 Ct Re:oros S~ialist 65 119 n3s 132 8580 
. Cr:imina1 Ct Records Spe.::iruist; 65 2 130 2 130 

'f. .A.cccunt:ing Cletk 65 3 195 4 2f:;() 

Glezk !Ypist 55 52 2860 58 3190 t 
Clelk 55 49 2695 55 3025 I 

Inventory Clerk 55 2 110 2 110 :) Driver ~senger mws 2 2 

CDJNIY o:uRT CIV1L SEGI'ICN r i I 

Ccurt Operations Officer 1€0 1 lf.D 1 lEO n 
Civil Co.rrt Re:ords. S'ufN 120 3 360 4 ¥5) : I 
Civ:i1 CoJ.rt:s REcords Spec 55 26 1430 29 1595 '! 
Cletk !Ypist 45 20 900 21 945 
Cletk 45 9 4C5 11 495 
Cletk (PI') 16 1 4S 1 45 

DMSICN CFFICE 

~t:ion 00 1 00 1 3) 

Files 15 5 75 6 90 
Copier 40 1 40 1 /.() 

Confermce Roon 370 1 370 1 370 

CJRaJIT CWRT CIVJL SECI'ICN 
File Roon ani Certifie:l Copies 
~eption 120 1 120 1 120 
Public Ccunter /.IJ 6 240 8 320 

Records Area 
Shelv:i.Dg Unit - 16011 (;() 9 5/.(J 11 6fjJ 

File 15 5 75 6 90 
Wazktable 25 3 75 4 lCO 

Tenninal LlO 3 120 4 lto 
Hicrofilm Reader 25 3 75 4 100 

Geisler Snith Assod.Btes 
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SPAQ: REQJIRU!ENIS DETATI.. 

a..tN< OF cnJRrS- CIVJL OJJRTS DIVISION UI\DE CUJNIY CIVn.. CUJRTS 

Year 2CCO 20J5 

Pos:i tion/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr itJD sqft 

Printer 25 3 75 4 100 
Copier 40 2 8J 2 00 
Cash Register 15 1 15 2 30 

--
c~ Jurisdiction 

Public Camter (New Cases) 40 6 2/fJ 8 320 
Public Co.mter (Default) 40 2 8J 4 160 

Records Storage /ttea 
Shelving Unit - 160" 16 960 18 1080 

F:ile Area 
File 15 15 225 v .255 
Copier /() 2 BJ 3 120 
Storage Cabinet 15 4 [:() 5 75 
Bod<.case 10 2 20 2 20 
Table .25 2 50 2 50 

Cash REgister 15 1 15 2 30 
TeDirinal 40 5 200 6 240 

FAMILY DIVISION 
Reception 12.0 1 12J 1 l20 

Ei1e 15 2 30 4 [:() 

Bockc.ase 10 1 10 1 10 

Int~ Rcan 150 1 150 1 LC.O 

CIJJNIY CUJRT ClVll.. SECTION 
F\lblic Wri~ Area 

Table 35 4 110 4 140 
O:ia:irs 6 12 72 12 72 

File Area 
Files 15 23 345 26 390 
Bockcase 10 2 20 3 30 
Safe 20 2 40 2 lfJ 
Work Table 25 7 175 9 225 
Copier 40 1 40 1 I¥J 
Storage Cabinet 15 1 15 2 30 

Microfilm Reader 25 6 150 7 175 

Geisler Snith Asscciates 
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.j: 
SPM:E REQ.JJREl-1ENIS DETAJL 

:1: 

1· 
~ 
i 
f 

am< CF OJJR1S - CIVIL CCURTS DNISICN DADE CDJNI'1 CIVJL CD:JR~rs 
• i. 

Year 2CfX) 2005 .. 
' ' 

Posi t:ion/ Area sp/st pr itm s:tft pr itm sqft 

Microfilm Reader /Printer : 35 2 70 3 105 

Tenn:inal /.'[) 7 28J 8 320 I 
Printer 25 3 75 4 lCO J 

Disc Drive/CRJ 15 2 30 3 45 

:1: Cash Register • 15 2 30 2 30 
) I' 

FoD!lS Storage ~i! 
~ • I 

She1 ving Unit - 3611 15 3 45 3 45 "·I ·HI 
Sh.elv.i.rg Unit - 15011 60 2 120 3 lSJ ::. 

~ . 

Paper Storage 2(X) 1 200 1 20) 
~ l 
f i 

Incaning ¥ail Station· 00 1 ro 1 g)" l: 
f_: 

IXx:ker )3o:k Storage f;: 
Shelving Unit - 70" 50 3 150 3 150 I• 

~ Shelving Unit- 3611 15 17 255 26 390 .. 
Worlttable /{) 2 8:) 2 ro :~ 

Rscocl.s Storage Area 
i· 

fl Shelving - 3611 II::c.renent.s 15 82 1230 90 1350 n 
Worlct:ables /.'[) 2 EO 2 eo rl , ,. 

l ' 
~ FOREUOSJRE ··i' v 
Reception 120 1 l::D 1 120 ~:ji 
Files 15 8 120 10 l.50 

"':~ ; 

~;~ 
Public View.ing Rc:a:n 5CO 1 5CD 1 5CO ~ lt 

~II 

~ 1: CUJRI' RIDISIRY TAX DEEDS, 
API'EJILS ;r . ' . 
Public Ccunter i() 5 2CO 5 2CO 

i l! 
File Area fd ~ 

F.Ue 15 35 525 /.'[) (;(JJ , · ~ 
·. j. 

Storage Cab:iDet 15 2 30 2 30 " I : ( 

Bockcase 10 2 20 2 20 . I 
l 

Worlc.tabl e 25 1 ?5 1 25 ir : ' 
Texminal 4'J 8 3A) 10 4':f.) y Pdnter 25 4 1CO 5 125 ! .: 

~r 
Cash Regl.ster 15 1 15 2 30 r·l ~ 

r( 
Gei.sler &nith Asso::i.ates 

~~I;~ 
t·~ H 

) 
r;t 

~-: ,kl-: tli 
j: l 

~:a= fl .. , 
I t . 

~~~ .· 1 :.J .• 
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SPI£E REr(UIREMENTS DETAIL 

CLm< OF <nJR1S - CIVTI., CUJRTS DIVISICN IlfillE ClXNIY c:rvn.. CI:URTS 

Year 2COO 2C05 

Positicnl Area sp/st pr itln sqft pr itm sqft 

\r.'lorl< Table 2.5 3 75 4 100 
Safe 20 1 20 2 : L{) 

Copier {() 1 LiJ 1 
: 

~ 

Records Storage 
F:ile ](]){ 5 15 75 15 75 
Shelving unit - 361' 10 .20 200 25 250 
Shelving Unit - 2411 5 15 75 2D lCO 
'Worktable 25 2 2 50 

CIVJL DIVISION REI:X:iiD ~ 
File Dr:a.?er 10 85 850 lCO lCCO I. 
F:i.1e Bax: 5 roJ IIJX) 850 4150 

Coat Storage 2 3C9 618 343 686 

I. 

Cllculat:i..on 12390 13915 

Total 3W 47790 343 53673 
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SPACE REQJIRENI!NIS DETAIL 

a.rn<: CF axJRTii - ffiCBAlli & MElWL HE.AL'lli DADE CUJNIY CIVIL OJJRTS 

Year 2CfX) 2COS 

Position/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm sqft 

Ccort Operation Officer 1to 1 18J 1 18J 
Civil Ca.n:t Records &lf7v 120 2 240 3 360 
Civil Ca.u-t R~ords Spec 65 14 910 16 1040 
kccunt Cl.eik 65 3 195 3 195 
Cl.eik '!yPist 55 13 715 14 TlO 
Cle:ck 55 8 440 9 495 

.l 
!. 
l; 

rnrnA'IE mm; ;j; 
Public Ca.mter 40 8 320 8 320 "· · =· ., 

,. 
File Area 'l; 

Files (5-D) 15 25 375 28 420 ~,j 
Card File 10 5 50 6 to n• 

!'i 
Film File 10 9 00 10 lOJ 

,,, 
fJ! 

25 
irj 

Worlct3ble 8 2(X) 8 2CO fi; 
10 3 30 

II; 
Bcckcase 3 30 -' li 

Storage Cabinet 15 6 90 7 105 ·jr 
C'Dpier 40 . 1 40 2 ro :! 

!;-

Teonlnal 40 6 2lfJ 7 2EO I Printer 25 2 50 2 50 
Cash Register 15 1 15 1 15 I 
Microf:ilm Reeder/Printer 35. 2 70 2 70 I 

! 

Microfilm Reader 25 2 50 2 50 I 
I 

Records Roon 
i 

I 

File (s-D) 15 10 1.50 13 195 
Table 25 2 50 2. 50 

Inactive F:Ue BOK 5 40 2CO ./.{) 20:) 

File Bene 5 4() 2CO II) 2CO 

Shelving Units - 3611 15 180 27CO 2m 30XJ 

MFNTAL HFAL'lB 
Re::epti.on 150 1 150 1 lSO 

File Area 
Files (5-D) 15 12 180 15 225 
Storage Cabinet 15 2 30 2 .30 

Geisler S:ni.th Asscc:iates 
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SPN:E REqJIRFl1ENIS DETAIL . 

CLm< OF OJJRIS - FRCBKIE & MENr.AL HFAL'lli J::W)E cr::uNIY CIVJL G:l1RTS 

Year 2CXXl 2C05 

Position/ krea sp/st pr itm sqft pr ibn sqft 

Bockcase 10 2 20 2 20 

Copier lfJ 1 110 1 40 

Y.lot:k Table 2.5 1 2.5 1 25 

Re::onis Area • 
File Bax 5 25 125 25 125 

Shelving Unit - 3611 15 20 300 25 375 
Supply Cabinet 15 2 30 2 30 

Copier i(J 1 1:(J 1 lfJ 
Worltt.sb1e 25 1 25 1 25 

In te!V'i.a-1 Roan 10') 3 30J 3 3CX) 

~n ES'I'Am 
File Area r 

'File (.5-D) 15 10 150 13 195 
File Box 5 10 50 10 50 
Storage Cab:inet 15 2 30 2 30 
Bo:::kcase 10 1 10 1 10 
Wot:kt.ab1 e 25 1 25 1 25 

Tenninal L{) 2 3) 2 8J 

Printer 25 2 so 2 50 

Public ~ords View.ing Area 450 1 lfJJ 1 450 

Intervif:ll Roan 100 ' 2 200 2 2CO 

Coat Storage 2 41 82 46 92 

Circula tioo 3'190 3854 

Total 41 13462 14866 

Geisler S:n.i th Asscci:Jtes 
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SP.KE REQ.JIRENENIS DE'D\JL 

a.,m{ CE OJJRTS - SPECIM.. SElmCES DIVISIOO !lADE CUINI'Y CIVJL <U1RrS 

Year 2roJ 2C05 

Position/ Ares sp/st pr itm sqft pr ibn sqft 

DIVISICN OFFICE 
Senior Ct C{;erations Officer 168 1 1CO 1 leD 
Ccurt Operati~ Officer 16() 1 160 1 160 
Adn:in.strative Secretaly 65 1 65 l 65 

Ra::eption ffi 1 00 1 ro 
File 15 4 ro 5 75 
Copier L(J 1 lfJ 1 40 
Temrinal 40 1 40 1 40 
Printer 25 1 25 1 25 
Coo£ ereoce R.cx:rn '2~ 1 29J 1 290 
Worl< 'Thble 25 1 25 1 25 

Coat Storage 2 3 '6 3 6 

Circulation 333 338 

Total 3 1284 3 1304 

Geisler S:nith Asscciates 

~<I) 

i 
r j{ 

.~*~~"~aaz••s~~~~~'*~G~===~~~·~e~·~'e~me~ea~M§~M#*se~--~29~*~*~#¥S~mm~r~g~~u=~~~'~e~¥m%~Amme¥4*zm&e~~szm&&~~~~·~em·•§*~1A~,~ 
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;~ 
·I 

J 
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SPACE·~ DETAIL 

CLm< OF OJJRTS- SPEClM.. SERVICES DIVlSION DADE G:UNlY CIVIL CLUR1S 

Year 2COJ 2C05 

Positi.oo/ Area sp/st: pr itm sqft pr :i:tln sqft 

C0JNIY REOJRDER 
Ccurt Cperat::i.ms Officer 16:) 1 1to 1 1CO 
Civil Coort ~ords SupJ 120 3 3EO 4 4fJ) 

Civil Cairt Records Spec 65 39 2535 40 2f£f) ' 
l1i.!::.rogrnphics Soperv:isor 120 1 120 1 110 

j 

l M:i.crcgraph:ks Technici..an 55 13- 715 14 TJO 
Clerk 'IJ"pist 55 16 88:) 17 935 
llcccunt Cl.erlc 65 4 'lf:fJ 5 325 ~ 

Key Data Supe:rvisor . l.2D 1 120 1 120 ij 
Tanpora:ry 55 4 220 4 220 I· ; 
Ccmputer Area 

i 

I Key Data Sta ti.cns II) 24 960 28 1120 
Microfilln Recorder 25 3 75 4 lCO 
Storage· Clbinet 15 5 75 6 50 ~ 
File 15 5 75 7 105 i "Worl<.table 25 2 50 3 75 
Shelving Unit - 7211 30 2 co 2 6J 

Copy Roan I Copier 40 1 40 2 8) 
I 

Copier/CollAtor 65 2 130 2 130 I· 

t1icrofi1m Reader/Print& 35 4 11£l 5 175 ~ .. ~ Storage Cabinet 15 2 30 2 30 
Shelv.i.rlg· Unit - 361l 15 2 30 2 30 

·I 

u . 
Wodttable 25 1 25 1 25 ~- . . 

Abstractor Work Area 350 1 350 1 .350 

~ :r.ID1 LIBRARY J! 
Public Co.mter 7 .28) 7 'I l-

~ 

F\Jblic Area 

t 
.. 

Mi.crof iJm Reader /Pr:in te:r 35 5 175 10 350 
Mic-rofilm .Reader 25 50 1250 55 1375 ~ -
.M:i..crofiche Reader 15 10 150 15 225 
F.il.m Storage Cabinet 15 50 750 55 825 

j 

ti -· 

Th!ployee Horl<. Area ~ Mi.crof:ilm Csmera 35 7 245 8 2.00 

Jl .M:i..crofi1m Processor 25 3 75 3 75 
Microfilm D.lplicator 25 3 75 3 75 rl 

'I 
... 

Geisler .c:mi. th Associates 

i 
I 

' ~-
t&$46§@,@ A&' f-' FM&it!Eri R5SiA :NSUS&i4&&24 'P&F ae ~sek!tSA ;;e ~-sw~ . 
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Year 

Position/ Area 

Microfilm ~ Printer 
Tenn:i.nal. 
Printer 
Files 
Film Storage Cabinet 
Card Storage Cabinet 
Film Storage Carcusel 
\o.lorlct.sble 

Vault - Plat Storage 
S€Cure:i Storage 

l-IDJ.roan 
l1ril Slots 
Copier 
Microf:Um 'Reader 
File 
.Bcd<.case 

File Area 
File 
Storage Cabinet 
Bo:kcase 
Shel~ Unit - 3611 

Woz:ktable 

Coot Storage 

Circulatioo 

Total 

Geisler Snith Associates 

·-·· 

sp/st 

35 
IIJ 
25 
15 
15 
10 
15 
25 

300 
200 

50 
IIJ 
25 
15 
10 

15 -
15 
10 
15 
25 

3CO 

2 

pr 

82 

c::;:c " 

·2CDJ 

itm 

8 
5 
5 
3 

15J 
3 

15 
4 

1 
1 

sqft 

28:) 

2CO 
125 
45 

225 
30 

225 
100 

2 1CO 
1 IIJ 
2 50 
2 30 
1 10 

10 150 
3 45 
2 20 

. 2 30 
l 25 

1 300 

82 164 

17690 

! *' 

pr 

.20)5 

•• 

ibn 

10 
7 
7 
4 

18 
4 

18 
4 

1 
1 

2 
1 
2 
2 
1 

12 
4 
4 
3 
1 

1 

sqft 

350 
2ro 
175 
60 

270 
40 

'IJO 
1CO 

300 
2(X) 

1CO 
IIJ . 
50 
30 
10 

180 
(;() 

i.{J 

45 
25 

300 

174 

5139 

19823 
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t 
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~ 
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i 
t#!!£5P5 

SPACE REQ:JIREHENIS DETATI., 

CI.Jil<K CJl CXlJJITS - SPECIAL SERV""JCES DIV 

'Year 

- Positico/ Area. sp/st 

'1E..rm11JNICATIOO 
Crurt ~t:i..ons Officer lto 
Catmissim Clerk 65 

Mtcbboal:rl 8J 
Telephcne S:llrtch Rcon 150 
PtJblic Info!l)'\3tian ·Desk 150 

Files 15 
Supp1 y Cabinet 15 

Tenn:inal 35 
Printer 25 

Ccat Storage 2 

Chculation 

Total 

Geisler fuitb Asscciates 

w 
---

zw:; t: 1 i1SS4ti 

'JSXf) 

pr itlD 

1 
4 

1 
1 
1 

5 
1 

2 
1 

5 

5 

a 9AW 

MDE c.aJNlY GrVJL CDJRTS 

2C05 

sqft pr ibn : sq ft 

'lW 1 lto 
2£0 4 2tiJ 

00 1 8) 

150 1 150 
1.50 1 150 

75 6 9J 
15 1 15 

70 2 70 
25 1 25 

I 10 5 10 ! 
I 
' ~ 

354 I 
' l 

J 
~ ) ~ 
I 

1343 5 1364 j 
. } ~ 

~ 
( )-
~ 
f ) 
\ 

HS&W ± •s -L'UP¥ ?W a* s 
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SPI>J:E REQ.JIREMENfS DE':DUL 

CLEFK 0? CXURTS - CENJJlJ.L ~S sraw:;E DADE Cil1NIY CIVTI.. CIJ.JRrS 

'Year 2CCO 2C05 

. Pooiticn/ Area sp/st pr ibn sqft pr itm sqft 

R.l!Xl'JRDS S1CRAGE (Basement) 
Active Files 

Fil:ing Units ; 3611 10 e65 8650 9.50 9SCXJ 

St.orage Bax:es 6 325 19.50 365 2190 

Depositions 
F:i.llng Vnits - 36n 10 34 340 38 380 

Civil Dc:cl:.et Becks 
Fillng Units - 36n 10 52 520 58 5EO 

~e Storage 675 1 675 1 675 

Supplies Storage 300 1 300 1 300 

Circulation 4352 1+16'9 

Total 167PJ 18394 

Geisler 9rci.tb Asscciates 
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SP.Ael. REQJJ:REMENIS DEWL 

CIROJJ:T CIVJL cum- JUr:GES & JUDICIAL illPKJRl' srAFF 

Year 2COO 

· Position/ Area sp/st pr itm 

.](J[,(;ES I SET 

Judges • Ch9lrbers 300 40 
Private Toilet/.Rcbir:g Roan so 40 ' 
Judicial Assistant ~ 40 
&iJHf 55 40 
I...w Clerk ~ 40 
Wait:::in6 Area f:IJ 40 
Filing Area f:IJ 40 
fupply Area 25 40 

Ccurt Reporter \o.1ork Rcan . 500 1 

Coat Storage 2 160 

Ci.rculB.tion 

Total lf:IJ 

Geisler S:ni.th Asscd.ates 

D!IDE a::u-nY CIVIL a::oRTS 

2COS 

sqft pr :i.tm 

12COO 43 
2cm 43 
3€00 43 
2200 43 
38XJ 43 
2'CIJ 43 
2'CIJ 43 
1cm 43 

sro 1 

320 172 

10507 

lf:J527 172 

sqft 

129CO 
2150 
3870 
?365 
.3870 
2500 
2500 
1.075 

50J 

344 

11282 

43516 

I 
· ' 

r· 

r· 
I 
I 
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' . ·' 

Positico/ Area 

0;urtrocms 

Civil Jury - "Regular 
c±v:il Jury ~ Large 
Vest:::ihule 

Jury Deliberation Rcans 
6 Perscn 
12 Pe:rscn 

Wi t:ness Rron 
VJait::ing Area 
Attorney Int~ Roan 

Total 

Geisler S:nith Asscciates 

sp/st pr itm 

1350 38 
2375 2 > 

8J /:{) 

2/:{) 31 
350 9 

150 1() 

00 1() 

i50 /.[) 

sqft pr it:m sqft 

51300 41 55350 
4750 2 4750 
3200 43 Wl) 

741{) 33 7920 
3150 10 35CO 

EfXX) 113 6450 
32CX) 43 3440 
f:1JXJ 43 6450 

?!J764 31955 

1148:)4 123255 
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SPACE REQ.ITRENENIS DETAlL 

CUJN1Y CIVIL cnJRT - JUI:GES & JtiDic:r.JlL &JPFORr STAFF ~ CUJN'IY crviL CDJRTS 

Year 20XJ 20J5 

· Posi ti..co/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr inn sqft 

a:mr.rY JI.II:GE SEI' 
O:Jsmbers 300 6 lB:X) 6 18(X) 

Privata Toilet/Reb~ Roan 50 6 30.J 6 300 
Jodi c:.i al Assl.$tant so 6 51{) 6 540 
Bai1.iff 55 6 330 6 330 
r..a.. Cl.e.tks so 6 540 6 540 
Wa.i~ Area co 6 360 6 360 
Filing Area co 6 3(:() 6 38) 

SUpply Ares 25 6 150 6 · 150 

Coat Storage 2 24 lt8 24 lt8 

Ci.rcu1ation 1550 1550 

Total 24 5978 24 5978 

Geisler &ri.. tb Assc:ciates 
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... ··-

SP J£:E RBJ)IRE}ffiNIS DE'rATI.. 

a:.umY CIVIL amtr - CU1RTii!XM3 & RELATED SJPRJR1' U'IDE ClJJNIY ClVlL CDJRrS · 

Year 
2J)X) '2JXfJ 

. Posi t:i.on/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr inn sqft 

Co.trtrocms 
Civil Jury - Regular 1350 5 6750 5 6750 

Civ:il Jury - J..arge 2375 1 2375 1 2375 

Vestibule 00 6 400 6 48) 

Jury Deliberation RooDs 
6 pe:rscn 21.{) 5 UIXl 5 lax) 

12 perscos 350 1 350 1 350 

Wit:oess Rcx:m 1.50 6 9CO 6 sco 
i-Jai~ Area ' 00 6 1!8) 6 400 

Attorney InterviEw Rc:an 15J 6 9X) 6 9:0 

Ccurt Reforters Work Reali 200 1 2CO 1 .2CO 

Circulation '+772 1.{172 

Total l.Bi.07 18407 

Geisler Snci.th Asscci.ates 
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FRCBA1E & MrnrAL H&AL'lH - .rur::GES &. JIDICIJ>L illPRJRT sn\FF 

Year 20JO 

Posit:i.on/ Aree sp/ st pr itm 

~ 2~ 6 
~ Rcc:n 240 6 
Private Toi1etf.Rcbing Rcan 50 6 , 
Judic.ial Assistant 90 6 
Ba:iliff 5.5 2 
Wei~ krea 6Cl 6 
Eilin6 hea &J 6 
&lpply Area 25 6 

13 
2 

:&tparte Cl.erl< lAl 
Freoate hldit:.or · 90 
La>l Cl.ezk 90 2 

Public/ Attorney "Wade AreE. 4CD 1 

Coat Storage 2 31 

Total 31 

. Geisler anith Associates 

sqft 

1320 
14LIO 
3CO 
5L{) 

110 
3&J 
3ffi 
150 

1560 
18) 

180 

62 

' 2li37 

9399 

MIJE ClJJNI'i CIVlL <X:URTS 

2C05 

pr itm sqft 

6 1320 
6 1440 
6 3CO 

6 540 
2 110 

6 36Cl 
6 3EO 
6 150 

14 1680 
3 270 
3 '!70 

1 l.fJJ 

34 69 

34 9812 

' J 

' 
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SPACE REqJIR.EMENIS DETAJL 

. .ffiCBA:!E & M!Nl'AL HFli/Ill - a:uRI"RO:J1I & RElATED SJPRJRI' IlADE CIJJNIY CIVlL cr:uRI'S 

Year 2CGO 2COS 

_ Position/ Area sp/st pr it.m sqft pr itm sqft 

Ccurt Rcan - Prcbate 1350 2 ZJ(JJ 2 'IlOO . 
Vestibule 00 2 1(:{) 2 1(:{) 

J1..1l)' ~tion Ro::m 
6 per:scn • 2l(J 2 48J 2 48:J 

Witness Roan 150 2 300 2 300 
\ole.i~ Area 8:) 2 lEO 2 lEO 
Attorney Intervi64 Roan 150 2 300 2 300 

Ccurt Reporter Wotk Area 2CO 1 20) 1 2CO 

Cin:u1a tion 1505 1505 

Total 58)5 5005 

Geisler &nth Asscciates 

<c4GiPfiSS?tifWi1Nd¥5ffW4\@i§l@fu MS!tSS¥6 ess 
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SPN:.e REQ.JTREMEN'rn D~JL 

VISITIN} JU[:GES 

Year 2CXXl 

Positi.on/ kr:e8 sp/st pr ibn 

.JUI:GES I SEI' 
a-mber 220 3 
Judic:iBl Assist Area 9'J 3 
.Ba:i1i.ff Area 55 3 
Wait::i.ng Area • co 3 
SUpply keB 25 3 

Coat Storage 2 3 

Cizculat:i.oo 

~btal 

Geisler fuci.th Assccutes 

Dl!DE o::tJNIY crvn., CUJRrS 

2005 

sqft pr itm 

EBJ 3 
270 3 
165 3 
100 3 
75 3 

6 3 

321 

1.237 

sqft 

f:f:iJ 
270 
165 
lin 
75 

6 

321 

1237 

I . 

r 
I 
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) ,. 
) 

! 
) 

f 

SPKE RffPIREMENIS DETAJL 

CIV1L PRCCESSThC - BtJREA1J 

Year 

Position/ Area 

Captain 
Sergeant 
Police Officer • 
Cleric Steno 
Clerk 

EXE01I'IVE OFFICE 
Reception 

Files (5-D) 
Storage Cabinet 

File Area 
Files (5--D) 
Storage Cab:inet 
Bo::kcase 
t-lorl<. Table 

Conference Rcan 

Temcinal 
'N /Video Equipnent 

SUpply/Praperty Rcan 

Ccat Storage 

Circulation 

Total 

; 
( 

Geisler Snith Associates 

) 
I 

' I 
~tk-t / 
r )$1#!''**'i¥&£' • 

sp/st pr 

160 1 
9J 1 
65 1 
55 1 
55 1 

1CO 

15 
15 

15 
15 
10 
25 

225 

35 
1<Xl 

tm 

2 

5 

i(Jjj'' 

itm 

1 

7 
2 

20 
2 
4 
2 

1 

3 
1 

1 

5 

sqft 

lEO 
9.:) 

65 
55 
55 

1CO 

1C6 
30 

3CO 
30 
40 
50 

105 
100 

10 

768 

2.688 

,.~_, ...• ,,. .. !:.:?:~S;{fi;!%7l:f;~:;!ti.~:;· .. • ';· :!(f:ic% :; }i .· 

it&: 

pr itm 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

B 
2 

24 
3 
5 
2 

1 

3 
1 

1 

5 

5 

: ~ . \ 

sqft 

1B:l 
90 
65 
55 
55 

lCO 

120 
30 

38) 
45 
50 
50 

225 

105 
100 

10 

008 

2828 
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I 
· .. ' ! .. ~· -:::.: ·:' ~·~ .··: 1 

SPACE REI:piREMENIS DETAJL l 
I~ 

.~·..:..:-.~~.~~.:. i : ~ 

CIVlL ERCQ:SSIN:; - OFFICE DADE CDJNIY CIVJL CLURTS ' 

Year 2£XX) 2C05 

Posi tioo/ Area sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm sqft 

Lieutenant 160 1 lEO 1 16:J 
Sergeant so 1 90 1 90 
Police Offic.ez;s 65 3 195 4 2ffJ 
m:J 65 4 260 4 260 
kca.mtant so 2 180 2 180 
kccunt Cl.e!X 65 5 325 5 325 
Cashier 55 3 165 3 165 

.·. Cle!X 55 3 165 4 220 :; 

Glm StEDO 55 1 55 1 . 55 
Clerk 'JYpist 55 20 1100 21 1155 i. S;ritcbboard Oper 55 1 55 1 55 

I 
J 

Public Co.mter fiJ 4 lEO 6 2lfJ 
I · 

i.!' 

~OEFICE 
. ! 

fL 
F:lles l5 13 195 15 225 it. 
Card File 10 3 30 q LI(J . ("· 

'"' 
Printer - shared 15 4 fiJ 

f~ 

5 75• 
CRJ/Disk drive {IJ 2 ro 2 8J ~ 

k, 

Hicro.f:i.lm reader '15 2 30 45 
• ?"1 .. 

3 I .. 
Copier {IJ 1 LfJ 1 !:{) ·i l 
Cash Register 15 1 15 l l5 

.::I 
I' 

Worktable 25 4 1CXJ 5 1.25 ii' Storage Cabinet 15 1 15 2 30 !I, 
f ~ 

Storage AreB !J, ., 
She1 v:i.nz Un:i. t - 36" 15 5 75 6 so 

il Shelvir.g Unit 15 7 105 9 135 I J 

(3611 long x 13 shelvE>-S) I, 
Storage :Box: 10 4 40 4 40 

!; 

[:' 
&cords Storage 

'/!' File BaK: 5 188 9lfJ 2CO 10Xl 
IX:cket Bock Shelvir.g 15 6 so 7 105 .!'I 

i:-

vlotktsble 25 1 25 1 25 .I. 

li' 
. :FISC'.J'!L UNI'l' 1!1 
Files {5-D) 15 7 105 9 135 !i; r· Storage Cab:inet 15 3 45 4 60 . ' 

:d, 
'j: 

Geisler 9rci:th Associates :1:1 
[[I 

)~ I. 
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..... ·,·· · .. . 

Year 2CDJ 

Position/ Area sp/st pr ibn sqft sqft 

.&x:k.case 10 1 10 20 
Wotk.Ulble 25 1 25 25 

TerndnaJ 35 2 70 105 
Safe 20 t 20 20 

Storage Bores 5 6 30 30 

~OFFIQ: 

Files (5-D) 15 7 lOS 120 
C:u:d File 10 4 i.(J so 
Electric Cacl File 40 2 SJ 1.20 

Storage Cab:inet 15 2 30 30 
Tenninal 35. 2 70 105 
Pr:inter 25 2 50 75 

Storage Area 
File bax: 5 15 

3 
D:::ck.et St:orage 

Shelving unit - 3611 15' 

Coat Storage 2 44 88 94 

Circui.ati.on 2.255 2554 

Total 44 7893 47 8938 
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I 

SPKE REqJ1REMENIS DETAJL 

c:rvn.. FR!X.ESSJ]IG - FIEI.D OP.rnAT!Of\S DADE ClJ.JNI"Y CIVIL C1JJRTI3 

Year 2CXX) 2CC6 

Position/ Ares sp/st pr itm sqft pr itm eqft 

N::n-Enfo~ee.b1e Unit 
Liart:enant 160 1 lEO 1 1CO 
em 11 90 5 160 6 Sl() 

C9J I 65 48 3120 51 3.315 

F.nf orceab1e Unit 
Lieutenaat 160 1 1f:O 1 1(:{) 

Sergea:nt 90 5 450 5 450 
Police Officers/! 65 30 1950 34 .2210 

FTil..J) OPEMTION3 SECITOO 
Officers' Telepbcoe Roc:m 

Battery Chsrger Areg l(J 2 8) · 2 8) 

Mail slots liJ 2 8) 2 ED 
F:ile (~) 15 4 co 5 75 

Coat Storage 2 90 180 98 l96 

Cd.n:ulatiro 'JfJ76 29:)6 

,. 

Total 90 93€6 98 10172 

' I 

* Cne workstatioo for e~ezy 'OOJ E!Dp1oyees. 

Geisler &!lith Associates 
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SPKE REQ.J.IREMENTS· DETA1L . 

. .. ~· 
U.WL~ DADE CUiNlY GIV1L c:ctJRJ:S 

Yee.r 2aX> 2005 

Position/ Ares sp/ st pr i tm sqft pr itm sqft 

l..a1 Librar:iBn lCO 1 lto 1 lEO 
Assistant Libtaci.an 120 6 720 7 840 
Glel:k 65 6 390 7 455 

Public C:::J.Jnte:r /OJe:koot Desk 40 3 12J 3 120 
Ehtranc~eptim 100 2 .2CO 2 200 

Public ~ Area 
Ca:z:d Catalog 25 4 lCO 4 lCO 
Cardfile 10 3 30 3 30 
Microfilm reader /printer 25 10 250 12 3CO 
Copier liJ 3 120 3 120 

Public Reading ~\reg 
Re3.d.:Uig Table w /4 chairs f:i) 15 9:X) 20 1200 
Sofa 15 6 90 6 so 

Staff Work Area 
WOJ:ktable 25 6 1.50 7 175 
Te.nninal 40 q 160 4 160 
Printer 25 4 1CO 4 1CO 
Microfilm reader/printer 25 3 75 3 75 
"Bo:k Sa:ticos 15 18 ?JO 20 3CO 
Files 15 17 255 20 3CO 
Storage 7CO 1 7CO 1 700 

Stack krea 
Bo::k Sa:tioos 361'W + 18'lJ) 10 725 7'250 roo 8JCO 

Reserve Bod< kr:eB. &:J) 1 tm 1 &:J) 

Ccnfe.reoce Rccm. 2SO 2 500 2 5ro 
Dictating Roon lCO 1 1CO 1 lCO 
A. v. F.qulpnent Rcon 350 1 350 1 350 
'Iyping R!Xll\ 100 2 200 2 2CO 

Coat Storage 2 13 26 15 30 

Circulaticn 5558 6114 

Geisler ~th Asscciates 

±e§Wb444 e: tasa 
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sp/st 

Total 

2C05 

pr itm pr itm 

13 19454 1'5 
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SPI>LE REqJJREMENrS DETAll. 

a:N:I:MCl' SEO.JRI'IY I'Jl.DE COJNri CIV1L CUJR'IS 

Year 2CCO 2005 

PCGi ticn/ Area sp/st pr itm . sqft pr itm sqft 

Supervisor 1CO 1 ltO 1 16:) 
S€d.Iri ty Q.lards l'lolS 7 9 0 
C1 erlt-1}rp:ist ·• 55 1 55 1 55 

Reception 100 1 100 1 1CO 
.Files 15 5 75 6 90 
Storage Cabinet 1.5 2 30 2 30 
Tenrrina.J. 35 2 70 2 70 
Printer 35 2 70 2 70 
Copier J() 1 iiJ 1 lfJ 

Evid.eo::e Ro:m 1.50 1 15D 1 150 
Intervieq Roan 100 1 100 1 100 
Gua.ni Worl<rocm 300 1 300 1 300 

Coat Stomge 2 9 18 11 22 

Circuls. tion 415 

Tot21 9 1577 11 1€02 

' ·< 

·'i 
Geisler 3nith Asscd.ates 

I 

.. ) 
' 

~ii~t 
'·Mc~~~~----~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=a==a=~~~~~~-=~u=--~~~~~~~~~~ 
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I 
l 

I 
I 
j 
I 

f 
, I 
L 

Year 

Pcs:i tion/ Area 

Building Mmage.r 
Clerl<. 'lJpist 
!1l:inten.s00e Staff 

Files 
Storage Cab:inet 
Ra:ept:ion 

Coat Storage 

Cin::ula tion 

Total 

Geisler ~ th AE.scciates 

"*' era;!! @tf$. 

sp/st 

lto 
55 

00 

15 
15 
ED 

2 

pr 

l 
1 

10 

12 

9¥§ ##&? ¥ 

2\XX) 

itm 

4 
1 
1 

12 

MUE ClJJNJY ClV1L mJicrS 

2fX15 

sqft pr itm 

1€:0 1 
55 1 

11 

(;0 5 
15 2 
co 1 

24 13 

524 13 

Aii 2 - A2' E 

sq .ft 

1co 
55 

75 
30 
60 

21) 

162 

568 

I 
, .. 

., 

I 

I 

!#§:sfJ . 
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Year 

L<::bby 
~eptico Secur:i ty 
Seat~ Area ~ 

L<:Oby AreA 

Calfere:cce Rcans 
Large Ccm/Tra:ini.ng 
Large 
~ 
ana.u 

Ccpy Statiros 

Fc:cd Service (Light) 
Seating 
Serving h:ea 
Focd Prep Ares 
Trash Disposa1 

Ehlployee Break Roan 
w/ s:irl</ ccunter /micrcwave 

Looding Da::k 
Process:ing Area 

Attorney Ccnfera:ce ~e 

Ba.l.iff Cctltrol Ce:lte:r 

Total 

sp/st 

3CO 
30'J 

llCC 

oco 
450 
370 
290 

EfJ 

15 
350 
sco 
10 

120 

120 

lCOJ 
500 

1200 

sro 

500" 

W&JSI 

pr itm 

1 
1 
1 

1 
2 
4 
4 

11 

75 
1 
1 
2 

10 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

sqft pr itm 

300 1 

3CO 1 
1l(JO 1 

oc:o 1 
9(X) 2 

1480 4 

1160 4 

88) 1i 

112.5 75 
350 1 
sc.o 1 

20 2 

12)0 10 

120 1 

!COO 1 
5<Xl 1 

1200 1 

5CD 1 

500 1 

19217 

sqft 

3CXl 
3CO 

. 14Xl 

600 
soo 

1480 
11CQ 

800 

1125 
350 
5CXJ 

20 

1.200 

1.20 

1COO 
5CO 

1200 

sro 

5(X) 

1.$82 

19217 

~~ 
l 
'I• 

!. ' 
!i 

J' 

!. 
l 

I 
j"" 

)'" 

J

)· : 

I . 
F' • 

' I 
, .. 
t 
X 
I 

r 
J 
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SPJI(E ~ DETATI. 

BlJTil)DG SlJPFOR1' - EXI S'T.IJ{; ro.nm!ClJSE 

Year 

Position/ Area sp/s"t pr 

·Lcbby 
Snack Bar/N::wstand 150 
R.ecept:i.oo/S€curi ty 200 
Display Lcbby 2CO 
Lcbby WJ 
Seating Area 2CO 

Q:nference Roans 
Large Ccnferer.ce/Train:ing oco 
Large 450 
M:rli.un . 370 
&.9.11 290 

Copy Stat:ioos 8:) 

:Employee Eresk Rccn 120 
w I sirkl cructer/ro.:krrnave 

First Aid RDcm 150 

Bulk Furniture Storage em 
&lpply Storage l:{YJ 

Lceding t'o::k . lCCO 
Processing krea 5CO 

Mri.1 Ro::rn 7CO 

Circu11ltion 

Total 

Geisler &nith Asscc:iat~ 

DADE <UMY CIVJL OJ.1RTS 

2CXXl 2C05 

itn! sq ft pr itm sqft 

1 150 1 1.50 
1 200 1 200 
1 J 2CO 1 2m 
1 roJ 1 WJ 
1 2CO 1 2<X) 

1 SOJ 1 8JO 
1 450 1 450 
2 740 2 740 
2 Sa:J 2 58:) 

5 l{JJ 5 l:[JJ 

6 720 6 7JIJ 

1 150 1 150 

1 SOJ 1 Em 
1 l.lJJ 1 1iJJ 

1 1CXXl 1 lCCO 
1 5(X) 1 5CO 

1 7Cf:J 1 700 

3436 3436 

12026 12026 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report presents the background to and the findings from a Judicial Facilities Master 
Plan study conducted for the Eleventh Judicial Citcuit of Florida and Miami-Dade 
County. The study was begun in late 2000 as an extension of a larger project to help the 
Circuit develop a stl'ategic plan for .improving court organization and operations. The 
Facility Master Plan is intended to provide a sti'ategic vision fot judicial facilities in the 
Circuit and Co~nty and a long-term action plan fot implementation of that vision. 

BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

The Facilities Master Plan study began as part of a larger and much more comprehensive 
strategic planning initiative that the court began ln 1998 to address a wide range of 
governance, operational, procedural, staffing and general facility issues. That work effort, 
which concluded in late 2000, p~o~}.lCed a series of important organizational and 
operational recommendations and highlighted the need for several ongoing initiatives. The 
development of a facility master plan emerged as one of the priorities for implementation. 
It was envisioned that the facilities master planning pro~ess would provide an opportunity 
to implement and test some of the other organizational and governance recommendations 
of the strategic action plan, especially those involving a more inclusive approach to 
sti'ategic dec.islon-malcing, as well as provide a guide to understanding court fac;;ility needs 
and implementing court facility projects. 

The master planning process was extensive and lengthy, involving the following steps. 

• The initial broad-based strategic planning phase begun in late 1998 included some data 
collection, assessment and review of court facilities. That planning pha.se concluded in 
late 2000 with a strategic ·plan that included several priority projects, including the 
development of a Judicial Facilities Master Plan. 

• The Court moved fo,tward with that effort in 2001, which included some additional 
data collection and a serles of judicial workshops that involved judges from both 
Circuit and County Court levels and key officials from court-related agencies. 

• The workshops culminated in a major day-long, facilities-related strategic planning 
meeting in September 2001, which brought together representatives of the Court, the 
County and the community. 

PSI/ Dan L J17il~ & Amciatrr, IHc 
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• The results of that planning meeting were swnmarized and discussed at length by the 

Chief Judge and Court Administration. 

This master plan report documents both the study process (ie., data collection, 
workshops, deliberations and administrative review) and the most important results and 
recommendations that came from that process. 

HEED FOR A FACILITY MASTER PLAN 

As part of the initial assessment of coutt operations, we recognized that the Court had 
already done some long-range facility planning, but believed that the Court needed to 
enlarge the scope of the plan (i.e., create a facilities plan for the entire . County justice 
system), improve the process used to develop the plan, and enhance the final product. Six 
conditions led us to tllis conclusion, including (1) population growth in Miami-Dade 
County, (2) growth and changes in service dem.and, (3) poor state of existing facilities, (4) 
·existing facility projects that were not far reaching in scope, and (6) limited resources. 

• Population growth: The fastest growing areas of Miami-Dade are found along the 
urban outskirts and especially in the western suburbs of the County. Urban 
development opportunities are limited on the coastal ridge and on the barrier islands 
because there is little remaining land that can be developed. It is on the perimeter that 
land is available. Between 2000 and 2010, areas in Northwestern Dade, West Kendall 
and South Dade are expected to experience over tluee-fourths of all population 
growth in tl1e County. 

• Caseload: Caseload trends are important because they represent (at least to a limited 
degree) the ((demands for service" which are tl1e basis for the need for judges, 
additional judicial system staff, programs, and ultimately space. It is clear from the data 
that there is a dramatic shift in filing activity toward the district court facilities. This 
shift appears to be driven by demographics, specifically that there are increasing. 
numbers of people in the areas served by the district courthouses. The trend may also 
reflect some of the seeming difficulty of getting downtown, created by increased auto 
traffic and crowded roads. 

POLICY· ISSUES 

A fundamental premise of this Judicial Facilities Master Plan is that judicial facilities 
should be planned to support the Court's strategic service delive1y interests and patterns. 

II PSI/Dan L Wilry & Amriatu, I11r 
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This is the reason that the Cmut went through such an extensive process of self-inventory 
and evaluation to define its long-range service plan. This process was different from 
previous efforts because it represented a new and more inclusive approach by the Court 
to the development of strategic initiatives. 

In support of this more inclusive process, the Court sponsored a strategic planning 
workshop that included representatives from the Court, the County, and other justice 
system agencies. The principal findings from that workshop about service delivery 
patterns were: 

• There is strong interest in the distribution of jury u·ials to district facilities. 

• There is strong interest in the development of sub-jury districts to suppott distributed 
jury trials. 

• There is strong opposition to distribution of criminal ain-custody, proceedings. 

• There is strong support for the distribution of non-jury, not in-custody Circuit Court 
. matters to district facilities. 

• There is strong support for flrm venue lines for County civil cases in the district 
courts. 

• There is strong support for additional district court facilities. 

Workshop participants were presented vi.ith and asked to vote on four facility deployment 
alternatives. The general conclusion from this exercise was that there is cautious and 
q~alified, but solid support for regionalization; that is, a wider distribution of services than 
exists at present. This concept was attractive because it was seen to; 

• Provide better access to courts and services for litigants and the public; 

• Limit the numbet oflocations and provide mote full service capabilities; 

• Allow the best economies of scale in both stafHng and space; 

• Permit a more incremental implementation plan; 

o Increase opportunity to provide adequate parking; 

• Reduce the demand on the core facilities, access requirements to support them, and 
congestion in reaching them; 

• Reduce the potential cost of land as compared to the expanding of the downtown 
facilities; 

• Pennit easy coordination with other .Miami-Dade County regional gove:r.nment center 
projects; and 

• · Facilitate futw:e facility expansion. 

PSI/ Dmt L ll>'ilry & Assodalrs, Inc 
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This prefe_rence for regionalization, if adopted and implemented, ·represents an evolution 
in the conceptual direction of past judicial facility planning. In the past, the main focus of 
the Court was on the expansion of the core facilities. At Erst, disttict courthouses were 
small and had a relatively small service area. More recently, the construction of the North · 
Dade District Courthouse and the South Dade District Courthouse (at the South Dade 
Government Center) as larger facilities, more geographically centralized, and offering a 
greater range of services and a more significant economy of scale, presaged the emergence 
of this new direction. 

FACILITY MASTER PLAH 

The recommended concept of "expanded regionalization" led to the development of a 
judicial officer projection and deployment model used to assign judicial officers to the 
various courthouses. This deployment model was then integrated with a space allocation 
formula to define specific new construction projects over the 20 year time-frame of the 
plan and outline a model to estimate in p.~:esent (2002) dollars the probable cost of new 
construction projects. These projects ~ere then added to the inventory of ongoing 
projects and arranged into a priority implementation plan and cost estimate (for new 
construction). 

The facilities plan was developed in consideration of the following key factors and 
assumptions. 

• By 2020, the Eleventh Judicial Circuit and Miami-Dade County can expect to need 
space to accommodate 28 more judges. Growth is expected from the present 113 to a 
total of 141 judges. 

• A crisis situation related to existing facility size and conditions requires the immediate 
replacement of the Juvenile Justice Center, one of the core facilities. Nothing in this 
Judicial Facilities Master Plan should be presumed to alter that need ot-the·_.i.rnrnediacy 
of its solution. 

• Nothing in this Plan should forestall the implementation of the additional couttrooms 
already planned for the Courthouse Center (CHC). 

• 'I11e Court will hereafter limit creation and distribution of smaller, limited senrice 
district courthouses. Only those now committed will be completed and used (i.e. Caleb 
Center and Hialeah). 

IV PSI/Dall L IP/i'ry & Auodatu, Int 
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• · The Coutt will support and encourage the development of a new West Miami-Dade 

District Courthouse that will provide both Circuit and County Court services in the 
rapidly expanding western areas of the County. 

• As possible, the Court will seek the expansion of existing .regionally based district 
courthouses (North Dade and South Dade) to support expanded County Cow:t and, if 
feasible, certain select Circuit Court judges and services. 

• As regional operations and space develop, the Court will restrain growth at the core 
facilities. 

• Decisions about expansion requirements of the core facilities - Richard E . Gerstein 
Justice Building (REG), Dade County Courthouse (DCCH) and Courthouse Center 
(CHC) - beyond the projects now in process will be made in light of emerging 
availability of space at the regional facilities. 

The implementation of the expanded regionalization model divides facility planning into · 
P.rio.rity 1, Prlority 2 and Priority 3 projects. The estimated space needs and costs 
associ~ted with these projects are made using the following four steps: 

Step 1 Establish a typical judge-related DGSF (departmental gross square feet) planning 
module. This is done by defining a typical net square feet progratn of judge-related 
spaces and multiplying by 1.4. 

Step 2 Def.lne an agency-specific DGSF planning module as .a percentage of the judicial 
planning module to account for space needs of other groups (e.g., State Attorney, 
Public Defender). 

·Step 3 Define additional DGSF formulas for specific functional alternatives and special 
facility provisions, including, for example, ju.ry ass~mbly, ptisoner sally port and 
staging, food service; and building maintenance support. . 

Step 4 Determine total square feet of space needs and multiply by the estimated costs for 
construction (currently about $225/DGSF) and project costs (about 35% of base 
construction costs). 

Priority 1 (short term) projects: This includes those projects now in progress and those 
needed within the short te1m (i.e., within the next 5 years). 

• New Hinleah District Co·urthouse (2 courtrooms). 
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• New Juvenile Justice Courthouse (up to 14 courttooms). 

• Courtroom and Judicial office additions to CHC (Floors 28, 29 and 30: 7 courtrooms). 

• Courtroom and Judicial office expansion at the South Dade District Courthouse (2 
courtrooms). 

• Caleb Center renovation (2 courtrooms). 

• Various other modilications, renovations and repairs at REG, CHC and DCCH. 

Priority. 2 Ontermediate term) projects:. This includes those projects needed in the 
intermediate time range (i.e., 0-10 years) to implement the regional con~ept and insure that 
expansion requirements at the core facilities are minimized. The· projec-ted costs of 
building a new West Dade Regional Courthouse are $57.8 ~llion (2002 dollars), as. shown 
in the table below. 

Court and Agencies 114,051 DGSF 

• Court 5,502 12 

• Clerk 2,751 12 

• Court Administration 1,100 12 

• State ·Attorney 550 3 

• Public Defender 55 3 
Special Facility P.t;Qvisions 26,850DGSF 

• Jury assembly so 75 

• Pris~ner holding 1,100 1 

• General Masters 3,000 4 

• Food Service 50 40 

• Multi-putpose 25 50 

• Child care 50 15 

• maintenance & 500 12 

Total square feet 
• Total departmental gross square feet (DGSF) 
• Total building gross square feet (35% ofDGSF)1 

• T feet 

Total costs (m 2002 dollars) 
• BMe construction costs @$225/square foot 
• Project costs @35% of base construction costs2 

• Total costs 

1 Adjustment factor to account for such things as the thickness of exterior walls, elevators, st:w:wells, mechanical lind 
electric~ I spaces. In a judicial facility, this factor is usually 35% to 40% ofDGSF. 
2 Project costs typically include architectural and engineering fees; technology; furniture, fixtures and equipment; etc. 
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Priority 3 Oong term) projects: These are long tange (i.e., 10-20 yeats) projects aimed at 
the long-term expansion of older core and regional facilities. The ptojected costs of 
expancling the North Dade and South Dade Regional District Courts ate $23.6 million 
(2002 dollars), as shown in the two tables below. 

Court and Agencies 19,256 DGSF 

• Court 5,502 2 

• Clerk 2,751 2 

• Court Administration 1,100 2 

• State Attorney 550 1 
• Public Defender 55 
Special Facilitr Provisions 9,425 DGSF 

• Jury assembly 50. 
.. Prisoner holding 1,100 0.5. 

• General Masters 3,000 2 :. Food Service 50 20. 

• Multi-pmpose 25 35 
• 500 2 

Total squ;u~ f~~t 

• Total departtnenrol gross square feet {DGSF) 28,681 

• Total building gross square feet (35% of DGSF)1 10,038 

• Total feet 719 

Total costs Q.n 2002 dollars) 
• Base construction costs @$225/square foot 
• Project costs @35% of base constmction costs2 
• Total costs 

I Adjustment factor to. account f?r such things as the thickness of exterior walls, elevators, stail:wells, mechanical and 
electrical spaces. In a judicial facility, this factor is ~sually 35% to. 40% ofDGSF. 
2 Project costs. typically include architectural and engineering fees; technology; furnitw:c, fixtures and equipment; etc. 
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Court and Agencies 19,256 DGSF 
• Coutt 5,502 2 
• Clerk 2,751 2 
• Court Administration 1,100 2 
• State Attomey 550 1 
• Public Defender 55 
Special Facility Provisions 9,425DGSF 
• J uq assembly 50 
• Prisoner holding 1,100 0.5 
• General Masters 3,000 2 
• Food Service 50 20 
• Multi-purpose 25 35 
• maintenance & 500 2 

Total square feet 
• Total departmental gross square feet (DGSF) 28,68"1 
• Total building gross square feet (35% ofDGSF)l 10,038 
• Total feet 719 

Total costs (in 2002 dollars) 
• Base constmction costs @$225/square foot $8,711,854 
• Project costs @35% of base construction costs1 $3,049,149 
• Total costs 

1 Adjustment factor to account for such things as the thickness of exterior walls, elevators, stairwells, mechanical and 
electrical spaces, In :~ judicial facility, this factoris usually 35% to 40% of DGSF. 
2 Project costs typically include architectural and engineering fees; technology; fu.tniture, fixtures and equipment; etc. 

COHCLUSIOH. 

This Judicial Facilities Master Plan tepott should serve as a basis for important decisions 
regarding strategic deployment clli:ections, capital funding and specific facility, renovation 
and new construction projects. The repo.tt is intended to provide the foundation for 
implementation of the next generation of court facilities in Miami-Dade County, facilities 
that will support the essential operations of the judicial system, meet the need for public 
access to justice and dispute resolution services, represent the respect and pride of the 
community in its basic institutions, and reflect the dignity of the County's judicial officers 
ftnd justice system. 
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SECTION I 

INTRODUCTION 

This is a Judicial Facilities Master Plan prepared for the Eleventh Judicial Circuit of 
Flotida and I:vliami-Dade County. It is intended to provide a strategic vision for judicial 
facilities in the Circuit and County and a long-tetm action plan for implementation of that 
VlSlOn. 

Facilities are a fundamental resource for judicial system services. As such, they have both 
functional and symbolic significance. 

• Functional: Facilities provide the space in which judicial system officers and staff 
perform their duties and the public comes to conduct important business. 

• Symbolic: Facilities represent basic principles and ideals of American government in 
the community; the belief in the rule of law, and equal justice for all, under that law. 

This dual role has a significant impact on judicial facilities. They need space that is sufficient 
to accommodate the people and processes of the judicial system and that is mitabk to their 
important symbolic purpose. These are the· simple interests that support this master plan: 
judicial system space and facilities that are sufficient and suitable. 

BACKGROUND 10 THE REPORT 

This study and facilities master plan began as part of a larger and much more 
comprehensive assessment and strategic planning joitiative that the Court undertook 1n 
1998 to address a wide range of governance, operational, procedural, staffing and general 
facility issues. That work effort (which concluded in late 2000) produced a series of 
important organizational and operational recommendations and the suggestion of several 
ongoing initiatives. The development of a facilities master plan emerged as one of the 
priorities for implementation. It was envisioned that the facilities master planning process 
would provide an opportunity to implement and test some of the other organizational and 
governance recommendations of the strategic action plan, especially those involving a 
more inclusive approach to strategic decision-making as well as provide a guide to 
understanding court facility needs and implementing court facility projects. 

In keeping with this interest, a rather extensive and extended process evolved. Fitst, there 
was a period of data collection, assessment and review that took place during the initial 
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broad based strategic planning phase in 1998. This was followed in 2001 by a series of 
judicial workshops that included judges from both Circuit and County Court levels and 
key officials from court-related agencies. The workshops culminated in a major one-day 
strategic planning meeting on facilities in September 2001. That meeting brought together 
representatives of the Court, the County and the community. TI1e results of that session 
have subsequently been under review by the Chief Judge and Court Administration. This 
master plan report describes the study process and documents the most important results 
from study activities (i.e., data collection, workshops, discussions, and administrative 
review). 

REPORT 0RGAIUZATIOH 

In addition to the introduction, this report is organized into three sections. These follow 
the seguence and evolution of the study and each responds to a direct and important 
guestion that emerged from the process. 

Section II- Need for a Facilities Master Plan 

ll7~ is. a judicial facilities. master plat~ needed for the Eleventh Cirr:11it and Dade. Cou11ry? 

This section reaches back to the earliest stages of the Strategic Action Plan and the initial 
data collection effort related to facilities. Using the report prepared at that time, it explains 
the relationship of the facility planning work to the larger goals of the Strategic Action 
Plan, defines six reasons why a facility master plan is needed, identifies critical service 
delivery iss·ues and presents preliminary conceptual deployment alternatives for 
consideration and discussion. It also provides important recommendations regarding the 
Court's internal organization related to facility planning and decision-making. Tills work 
set the stage for the subsequent workshops and makes clear the supporting rationale for 
judicial facilities master planning in Dade County and why this effort is different from 
others that have preceded it. 

Section Ill- Policy Issues 

What is the service delivery pattem that mppotts a!fd fimms. the judicial Jacilitier pla11? 

It is a fundamental premise of this report that judicial facilici~s should be planned to 
support the Court's strategic service delivety interests and patterns. This is the reason that 
the Court went through such an extensive process of self-inventoq and evaluation to 
define its long-range service plan. This section documents the study process and presents 
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the major findings from the discussions held as part of that process because they ate the 
foundation for the subsequent facility development plan. 

The process we used in this study represents a new and more inclusive approach by the 
court to the development of strategic initiadves. The proposed development plan for 
judicial facilities presented in the last section is based on a new direction and to some 
extent a still evolving vision of how best to provide public access to essential .justice and 
dispute .resolution services in Miami-Dade County. 

Section IV- Facilities Master Plan 

What is the ;itdicial facilities masterplan? 

This section presents the recommended judicial facility development plan for the. 
Eleventh J udidal Circuit of Florida operating in :Miami-Dade County. It (1) defines the 
plan sequence, (2) estimates judicial growth by facility under the tegionalization model, (3) 
provides basic space planning formulas and criteria for determining priorities, (4) projects 
capital project .requirements, and (5) outlines the primary capital priorities and projects to 
2020. 

CONCLUSION 

The Eleventh J udidal Circuit of Florida and Miami-Dade County need a judicial facilities 
master plan as a basis for important decisions .regarding strategic deployment directions, 
capital funding and specific facility, renovation and new constluction projects. This .report 
is intended to provide the foundation for implementing the next generation of court 
facilities in :Miami-Dade County, facilities that will (1) support the essential operations of 
the judicial system, (2) meet the need for public access to j~stice and dispute .resolution 
services, (3) .represent the .respect and pride the community has in its basic institutions, 
and (4) .reflect the dignity of the County's judicial officers and justice system. 
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SECTION II 

NEED FOR A FACILITY. MASTER ·PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

Why should the Eleventh Judicial Circuit and Miami-Dade County have a judicial facilities 
master plan? That was a fundamental question raised in the early stages of the strategic 
planning effort. This section provides an answer to this question and offers important 
recommendations regru:ding the policy basis for a facilities master plan and the framework 
of its presentation to the larger court and the funding authorities. The infom1ation in this 
section uses the data, analysis and reconunendations as they were written in a report 
prepared at the time of the initial assessment work in late 1998. Some of this inf01mation 
is updated in later sections of this report. 

APPROACH 

In late 1998, as part of the development of the Strategic Action Plan for the Eleventh 
Judicial Circuit of Florida, the planning team examined the Court's facilities with a view 
toward: 

• Identifying justice system participants' perceptions of inunediate and long term facility 
adequacy in light of the Court's evolving strategic direction; 

• Integrating findings from previous facilities management and needs assessments, 
particularly the Comprehensive Master Plan with the analysis of the current system; 
and 

• Identifying the relationships among facilities, case flow management, 
interdepartmental dependencies and the Comt's strategic direction. 

To. accomplish these objectives, the facility planning team: 

• Visited all of the Court's core and branch facilities, 

• Reviewed data collected on court caseloads as well as data previously developed during 
projects related to the main court facilities, 

• Reviewed materials prepared by the Facilities Planning unit of Court Administration, 

• Collected and evaluated County population data prepared by the Miami-Dade County 
Planning Department, 

• Interviewed top Budget Office officials regarding court facility funding requests, 
strategies and projects, 
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• Interviewed the Coutt Administrator on general facility planning issues, 

e Interviewed the County Manager and a representative of the County Mayor 
concerning their perceptions of and interestin the facility needs of the Court as well as 

_their suggestions on how those needs might be most effectively presented, and 

• Conducted a· work session with a combined group of Court Administration and Clerk 
of Courts officials relative to Court service delivery in the branch facilities. 

These efforts provided an initial assessment of the strategic facilities planning situation 
facing the Coutt and led to three key recommendations regarding the development of a 
coordinated, cohesive ~d comprehensive long~range judicial facilities plan. 

RECOMtiEHDAYIOH I 
A LOHG•RAHGE, STRAIEGICALLY BASED JUDICIAL FACILITIES PLAN SHOULD 

BE DEVELOPED 

The first recommendation was for the Court to develop a long-range plan for judicial 
facilities. We suggested that the plan include the following minimum characteristics: 

• It should be based on a careful analysis of available data, 

• It should be responsive to clearly stated policy and service delivery objectives, 

• It should be developed and approved through a systematic and inclusive ptocess, 

• It should be understood and supported by the Court at large and ideally by key 
members of the justice system, 

•- It should be sensitive to both capital and operational cost impacts, and 

• It should be flexible in both content and implementation. 

Our initial assessment showed that the Court had previously done some long-range facility 
planning which met some, though not always all, of these cliteria. That prior work was 
based on solid Court Administration and Budget Department efforts. However, it 
sometimes did not have the background of policy discussion, deliberative process and 
judicial review that we believe was needed to support a facility plan's viability. The work 
also lacked the full strategic scope that we believe was needed. to make the facility plan of 
greatest utillty to the Court. We concluded there was a need to enlarge the scope of the 
plan (i.e., create a facilities plan for the entire County justice system), improve the process 
used to develop the plan, and enhance the final ptoduct. 
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Additionally, the Court was then and is still facing six conditions that make the need for a 
facilities master plan compelling and its absence a danger to the Court's future abilit;y to 
handle demand for services. These conditions. are: (1) population growth, (2) growth and 
changes in service demands, (3) poor state of existing facilities, (4) facility projects that are 
not far reaching, (5) increases in judicial system staff, and (6) limited resources. 

County Population Growth 

The County population continues to grow. Under all of the official forecasts, both the 
pace and volume of population growth in Miami-Dade County are significant. A recent 
update of population statistics by the Mianii-Dade County Department of Planning, 
Development and Regulation projects 47 percent growth from 1995 to 2015; from 
2,022,669 to 2,982)53 residents, or an .increase of 959,484 persons. If these projections 
are accurate, this means that almost 48,000 people per year will be added to Miami:.Dade 
County resident population. Even the more conservative estimates of the University of 
Florida, Bureau of Business and Econoniic Development show population growth for 
2015 reaching over 2.46 million people or about 22 percent over existing levels. This more 
modest percentage increase would still add over 439,000 people to the County. 

The direction of growth is also of interest to the Court. The Miami-Dade County Planning. 
Department has published a .recent update of its Population Prf!jectiotJs ~ Minor Stah'.rtical 
Area and Censtls Tract publication and has found that the strongest growth trends are on 
the urban frjnges of Miami-Dade CountJ. It has identified Northwest Dade County as the 
area experiencing the greatest positive change and the Homestead Regional Airport area in 
South Dade as the area with the greatest negative change (due to Hutticane Andrew). In 
general, by 2015, it is estimated that 53 percent of cl1e Miami-Dade County population will 
live in what is now the utban f.tlnge. 

The conclusion from these estimates js that the size and strength of population growth 
and the direction of growth will have an impact on the Coutt and the increasing density of 
population will have an effect on the ease of public access to existing court facilities. 
Population growth supports the need for a long-term analysis of facility needs. 

Growjng/Chanslns Service Demands 

The judicial caseload has been climbing again in Miami"Dade County in recent yeats. 
There was a tremendous surge in the total number of cases in the late 1980s, .followed by 
a sharp decline from 1991 to 1993. A significant amount of this drop can be traced to a. 
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revised counting mechanism for traffic cases, but other case categories also experienced 
real decline. Then, from 1993 through 1997, total caseload grew 10 percent. 

The growth in cases has been accompanied by a change in the balance of case types. Fot 
example,. .the number of County Ctiminal cases has decreased despite population growth. 
On the other hand, the number of general civil and family related cases is significantly 
higher. The historic mix of cases is changing. 

Additionally, there is an increasing shift i? the demand for services at the Branch Court 
facilities. The percentage of total County Court civil cases filed in the b1·anches grew from 
67 percent in 1994 to 72 percent in 1997. In the last 5 years, County Court filings in the 
Branches have grown 10 percent and Domestic Violence actions have risen over 20 
percent. There is clear ·evidence of rising pressure on the Branch facilities. At the same 
time, there are new demands to open additional Branch f~cilities . A o.ew courthouse is 
being planned in Hialeah. 

The growth in real sendee demands and the increasing pressru·e to meet those demands in 
the Branch facilities support the need for a strategic facilities plan. 

Extsitns FacUtites are. stressed 

Miami-Dade County operates from a combination of core and branch (or district) 
facilities. All of the buildings .in the three core complexes listed below are at or are fast 
approaching capacity despite recent and ongoing renovations. 

• Civil and family case core includes the Dade County Courthouse and Courthouse 
Center, both of which were in renovation in late 1998. 

• Criminal case core includes the Richard E. Gerstein Justice Building, which was 
undergoing major renovation in 1998, and the supporting facilities for the State 
Attorney and Public Defender. 

• The juvenile case core is the Juvenile Justice Center. Renovations and temporary 
additions at the Center were and are in progress. 

Branch facilities include courts at Miami Beach, North Dade, Caleb Center, Coral Gables 
and South Dade. Except for South Dade, each of the facilities has significant limitations in 
size, suitability, or accompanying support space (e.g., parking, storage, general waiting, 
support agency accommodations). 
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Of the existing core facilities, the most serious problems of crowding and dysfunction are 
occurring at the Juvenile Justice Center. Demand on this facility has far outstripped its 
capacity. The entire campus has become a confusing and chaotic collection of parking, 
trailers, security fences, temporary builrungs, overcrowded waiting rooms and cramped 
staff acconunodations. 

Of the Branch facilities, the cow:ts at Caleb Center are the most congested and limited in 
arrangements and opportunities for renovation or expansion. Parking is at a p.temitun. 
Renovations are cuttent1y underway at this branch facility. 

Despite considerable expenrututes over the last several years, the Miami-Dade County 
coutt facilities are being se.t:iously stressed by the demands placed upon them and their 
deficiencies support the need for a comprehensive facilities plan. 

Exlst~ns FaciUty ProJects are not Sulflc~ently Far Reachlns 

The various design and constluction projects now underway for the Jurucial System have a 
relatively short window of adequacy. Facility projects take a lot of time from inception to 
completion and, typically, this time in implementation erodes some of their planning 
margin. The major projects now underway are the tesult of needs assessments done in the 
late 1980s or early 1990s and have target windows of 2005 to 2010 but are not yet 
finished. 

• The renovations to the Gerstein Building (Criminal) are making up for past deficits in 
courtrooms and extending capacity by about 5 years. 

• Courth~use Center renovations buy some time for the Civil and Family Divisions, but 
do not fully address the long-term space problems associated with Domestic Violence 
cases and do not achieve t11e originally desited objective of bringing all family-related 
case types together. 

• Temporary builrungs buy only limited time at the Juvenile Justice Center. 

• Financial limitations prevent development of any more than immeruate needs m 
Hialeah. 

In short, the entire facilities system seems either in catch-up or keep-even status. 

It should be .recognized that this is a deSCJiptio11 rather than a ctiticism of the situation. 
Nfiami-Dade County goverrunent, and in particular the Budget Office, has exhibited 
genuine interest in understanding the space and facility needs of the Court (and Judicial 
System) and demonstrated remarkable ingenuity in securing resou.rces in times of severe 

PSI/Dan L 1/Yilq & Auociolu, I11c 9 



322

+------
shortage and intense compet1t1on among competing interests. Despite these efforts, 
however, and despite solid attempts to plan for the futute, the pace of growth and the 
intensity of demand have created a situation that seems. driven more by crisis management 
than carefully crafted strategic initiative. 

There is a need for a planning process and product that goes beyond the usual planning 
window and addresses a much longer time frame of issues and projects.· 

Increases •n Judicial System Stan can be Ant~c•pated 

In recent yeats, there have been significant attempts to restrain growth in or even reduce 
judicial system staff. Budget cutbacks have led to the elimination of some positions and 
reassignments of others. A great deal of management attention has. focused on how to 
improve efficiency; that is, produce more with fewer staff. However, since 1990, judicial 
positions have been added at the rate of about 1.75 positions per year and each of these 
additions has an additional staffing impact. There were 97 judges in 1990 and 111 in 1998. 
If this rate of growth were to continue, an additional 25 to_ 30 judges could be added to 
the system by 2015. Not only will the Court be adding personnel to support the judge, but 
there also. will be parallel impacts in other offices of the Justice System, including the 
Clerk of Courts, _the State Attorney and the Public Defender .. Additional staff is one of the 
most significant factors influencing the need for additional space. 

The need to provide for future staff supports the development of a long-term facility plan. 

Fundins Resources are Limjted 

Funding sources and funding resources are in short supply. Budget 0 ffice officials report 
that it is unlikely that future Coutt facility needs can be financed by any qther mechanism 
than a bond referendum. Existing revenue sources are already committed and no new 
ones are in sight. It is critical that the Court have a plan that effectively prioritizes its 
needs and makes a case for these needs in the competitive arena of public funding. 

It is not entirely clear at this point what impact proposed changes in Article V will have on 
funding options. If Miami-Dade County is relieved of a significant operational cost 
butden, then it is conceivable that some of the savings could be re-channeled into court
related capital projects. It could also be argued, however, that whatever savings are 
realized should be used to address a backlog of issues in other areas of government that 
were previously preempted by Court projects. Whatever the case, changes to Article V will 
not relieve the County of responsibility for court facilities, but will further underscore the 
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need _for a cohesive, well conceived inventory of priorities to guide the wise use of limited 
resources. 

The combination of these factors creates a compelling argument that the Court needs a 
cohesive, comprehensive and coordinated long-range facility plan. This plan should build 
on work already done and should expand the strategic vision, policy and service 
assumptions, background analysis, project content and approval process of the Court's 
facility master planning. 

RECOMMENDATION 2 
THE PLAN SHOULD BE BASED OH IMPORIANI POLICY DECISIONS REGARDING 

OPERATIONAL AND SERVICE DELIVERY OBJECTIVES AND PA"ERHS 

The heru:t of any facility planning process .is operational intent. Each and every facility 
should have a reason to exist and a specific set of operational and functional objectives. 
These should be part of the Court's lru:ger pattern of service interest, calculated 
cost/benefit and strategic rationale. 

However it may have evolved, there is an existing pattern to the use and placement of 
court facilities in Miami-Dade County. Some case types and functions (e.g., jury trials, .in
custody arraignments) are centralized. Some are not. Some cases are assigned to Cow:t 
facilities based on geographic catclunent areas. Some are not. Some agency services have 
been decentralized. Some have not. Some facility locations have been based on regional 
considerations and some on more localized demand. Some facilities have been planned 
for specialized purpose and some for more general use. 

A fundamental issue is whether this pattern and its underlying operational assumptions or 
some other assumptions will guide the development of future cow:t facilities in :tviiami
Dade County. Future facilities should not, and indeed cannot, be planned without serious 
consideration of certain specific questions and issues, among them the following: 

· • What will be the pattern of jmy trial deployment? 

• What will be the pattern of prisoner proceeding deployment? 

• What will be the pattern of branch court development? 
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What wm be 1he Pattern ·of Jury Trtal Deployment1 

At present, the Courts conduct all jury trials at either the Gerstein Bullcling (Criminal core) 
or the Dade County Courthouse and Courthouse Center (Civil/Family core). Some of the 
branch facilities have been designed to support limited jury trials, but have not been 
planned to support jury assembly. 

It should be noted that (1) legislation was passed that facilitates the creation of additional 
jury districts within a county's overall boundaries and (2) other urban counties have 
already begun to face calls fot the creation of additional jury districts. Given the increasing 
density of Miami-Dade County and the problems in transportation and travel within the 
County, it seems only a matter of time before the same pressures develop in Miami-Dade 
as they have developed in other counties. 

The question of whether jury trials will remain centralized or be distdbuted to branch 
facilities will have a profound impact on strategic planning. Facility questions go weU 
beyond the simple issue of whether or not there should. be jury rooms attached to 
courtrooms. Some of the other questions that would need to be addressed include: 

• Would jurors be assembled elsewhere and transpo.tted or should jtuy assembly 
quarters be created? 

• Will juty trials be limited to a specific case type such as DUI, or would the door be 
opened to all case types? 

• Will a jury district be developed around the branch facility? 

• Will the scheduling of jury trials and the resultant courtroom utilization inefficiencies 
add to the future courtroom space demand in the branches? 

o What impact would the conduct of jwy· trials in the branches have on the space needs 
of the other justice system agencies and offices? 

What Will be the Pattern of Prjsoner Proceed~ns Deployment1 

Most criminal proceedings are centralized at the Gerstein building. The recent planning of 
domestic violence proceedings at Courthouse Center ac~oss the street from the Dade 
County Courthouse has shown the significant operational and spatial questions that attach 
to a change in the present pattem of deployment. Larger holding capability, 
attorney/ prisoner conference rooms, potential public confusion, the break-up of "one 
stop" domestic violence processing, additional State Atto.tney quarters and provisions for 
the Public Defender were all elements of controversy and consideration. 
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Virtually all of the branch facilities have limited prisoner holding capacity, but nowhere 
nearly enough to accommodate the influx of prisoners that could be anticipated if a 
general policy were adopted to decentralize all criminal proceedings. Not only pdsoner 
holding space would be affected, but also the operations and staff assignments of ~1e 
other justice system agencies would be expected to change and the Coutt itself would have 
to rethink the assignment of judges to the branches. 

What Wm be the Pattern of Branch Court Development1 

The Coutt presently maintains a combination of fixed geographical boundaries fot certain 
case types (e.g., Traffic, Landlord & Tenant) and flexible assignment for other case types. 
General County Court civil matters may be filed and heard in any branch facility. This 
flexibility was a service to tl1e Bar in that a lawyer could draw cases from a wide area but 
have them heard in one place close to his or her office. As a practical matter, though, this 
makes the analysis of true workload within a given set of boundaries· and the prediction of 
caseload at any given branch problematic. If the Court should ever adopt a fixed boundary 
system for its branch facilities for all case types, it could have a significant impact on the 
number of courts required to be located there. 

There are at least thtee major conceptual alternatives-in connection with branch facilities. 

• Status Quo: keep the existing pattern of major cores surrounded by limited purpose 
and limite.d sendee branches with flexible boundaries. 

• Regional Concept: create full service facilities to handle cases within fixed geographical 
boundaries. Population and caseload growth are projected and facility planning 
developed around the forecasts . These full service facilities wo-uld eventually rival the 
core facilities in size and function. 

• Prototypical Branch Model: in tllis model, a fixed combination of size, staff, space and 
services is adopted and these are added in areas of apparent need as overall demand 
reaches an agreed-upon threshold. · 

It can easily be seen that each of these concepts carries a significantly different operational 
and facilities impact. The first concentrates the effects of growth at the core facilities while 
providi~g only limited guidance to branch allocation. The second distributes the growth, 
but limits the number and location of branches. The third would end up evolving the 
greatest number of facilities and locations. Each of these would have a different .impact on 
the Coutt's distribution of judges, on tl1e deployment of support setvices, on the need for 
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other justice system agency space and on the alternative expansion scenarios. Each would 
have a different cost impact and could be expected to generate a different implementation 
schedule and process .. Each would have a different impact on the Court's relationship to 
the funding authorities. Each is driven by a different vision of how the Court would best 
relate to the community and how it might best sttike the balance between convenience 
and cost. 

In this connection> notice should be given to the Court's support for the concept of 
neighborhood courts. In one of its visioning conferences, the Court embraced the idea 
that the courts themselves should be a forum of last resort in a system of dispute 
resolution that offers a variety of mechanisms located as close as possible to the people 
they serve. Mediation> neighborhood justice panels> community meetings and other 
processes, procedures and programs could be created in as many communities as possible 
to bring local and prompt resolution of issues. H ow these could be worked into the 
overall deployment of judicial facilities or even whether they should be is another aspect 
of the branch facility discussion. 

These ate not the only policy and operational issues needing discussion as a basis for 
future facility planning. Others would include the proposed pattern of technology use and 
integration into the Court's ovetall operations and the pattern of system agency support 
for t:he Court. Are the most effective service delivery options consistent with the most 
efficient staff allocation practices of the various coutt~related age~cies? 

The most important idea here is the recognition that facilities ought to be created to serve 
calculated policy and service delivety intentions> not that the intensions should be 
conformed to whatever facilities are handy .regardless of co1npatibility. Strong and clear 
policy clli:ection is needed to create a facility plan that is coherent, cohesive and cost 
effective. 

RECOMMEHDAIIOH !I 
THE PLAN SHOULD BE BASED 011 BOTH INTERNAL AND SYSTEM CONSENSUS 

AND SHOULD BE SYSTEMATICALLY PRESENTED TO ·FUHDIIIG AUTHORIIIES 

The primaty focus of the Court's Strategic Plan is the organizational and operational 
efficiency and effectiveness of the Court. Implicit in this priority is the belief that facility 
planning should be the servant of policy and functional objectives rather than theit 
master. Strategic service delivery interests should detennine space allocations and 
deployment> rather than being constrained by them. 
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This concept raises the question of the process by which the strategic lnterests and 
objectives are determined and the policy directions established that would determine 
priorities and guide facility planning. Historically, these decisions appeat to. have been 
made more or less exclusively by the Chief Judge either with or without supporting 
deliberative mechanisms. Without challenging the right and authority of the Chief Judge 
to finalize these decisions, Recommendation 3 suggests that the policy and setvice delivety 
issues behind the development of a facility master plan are of such dimension, importance 
and long-range effect that a more systematic, struci:uted and inclusive approach is needed 
both within the Court itself and within the larger Justice System to provide advice, 
support, continuity and political viability. A long-range facility master plan should be 
based on organization, policy and service .directions, and understood and approved by the 
Court after appropriate input, analysis and discussion with other .important Justice System 
officials. This set of directions should be the basis for the Court's overtures to the funding 
authorities and should be used as a cohesive rationale for all facility initiatives. In light of 
tllis recommendation, we have the following suggestions: 

• Establish a lligh quality; judicial facilities comm1ttee to address the strategic questions. 
The agenda of this committee should allow for the presentation and full debate of the 
larger issues that will drive the Court's facility agenda. (Some of these were articulated 
in the Strategic Plan report developed by the Court). Whatever overall responsibilities 
the committee may have, its primacy duty should be to give the Chief Judge the full 
benefit of combined thinking and full discussion on the sttateglc directions of the 
Coutt and its buildings. 

• Recruit and convene a high-level system issues commlttee under direction of the Chief 
. Judge to share problems, propose solutions, coordinate service and policy; directions 
and provide advice and support for system initiatives. Whatever activities appear in the 
Court's strategic plan and whatever facilities. directions are proposed must be sensitive 
to the needs of the other agencies in the justice system. The Court cannot puxsue its 
own interests to the exclusion of the interests of these other important players. Budget 
Office officials have stated their belief that a void in system communications. was 
created when the earlier Criminal Justice Coordinating Council ceased to function. 
They believe it was a useful and important forum for discussion of larger system issues 
and they miss the opportunities it created for better communication and coordina~on. 

The strength of the council was the commitment and participation of the elected 
policy makers and the sttong united apptoach to difficult systemic lssues. 

• Establish a high level liaison to. the Executive and Legislative branches. The Miami
Dade County political environment has been changing. The voters have adopted a 
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strong County Mayor system .and perhaps more significantly, County Commissioners 
are now elected by district rather than at large. This latter development is seen as 
having the most potential impact on the .initiation and ~ppr.oval of Coun facility 
projects. The prospect is raised that a project proposed in one district might be held 
up pending a commitment to a parallel project in another district or districts. The need 
for the Court to have and to effectively present and advocate for a strong,. well 
reasoned, operationally based and logically defensible facilities plan to forestall such a 
possibility is obvious. 

In meeting with the County Manager, a representative of the Mayor, and Budget Office 
officials, a number of well-reasoned suggestions were made. 

• As noted previously, Court interests should not be pursued to the exclusion of or 
without reference to system .interests. 

• Careful and thorough analysis should accompany facility initiatives. 

• The strongest support for facility lnitiatives is to be found in evidence of the impact of 
operational improvements and enhanced efficiencies. 

• The Court should maintain strong communication at the staff level with the Budget 
Office. 

• The CP.ief Judge should open and maintain clear, informal communication with the 
County Manager and Mayor. Courtesy briefings on important policy and service issues 
as well as facility tours are advisable. Botl1 formal and informal presentations to the 
Board or its members should be coordinated. The object of this conununication and 
coordination is to prevent surprises and to foster the most cohesive approach to 
project approvals. 

• The Court should establish a dialogue as necessary '\Vith Commissioners representing 
Districts where Court facilities are located or may be located to provide information 
and opportunity for infom1al discussion. 

• The Court should strive to create and maintain a strategic vision and direction that 
gives rationale to individual projects and that can be systematically presented, 
advocated and implemented. 
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The key point of Recommendation 3~ then, is that to be successful in its facility initiatives 
the Court must establish strong and effective mechanisms for providing the Chief Judge 
with the base of understanding, discussion and support of the key underlying policy and 
service delivery interests. These must be developed (1) within the Court itself to insure 
continuity~ (2) within the system to avoid contentious and unproductive competition for 
scarce resources,· and (3) with input from the County's staff and political leadership to 
insute full and fait consideration. 

COIICLUSJOH 

These early recommendations and the information and analysis supporting them from the 
1998 assessment clearly established and continue to support the need for a judicial 
facilities master plan. They became the basis for an extensive subseguent effort by the 
Court to review and redefme its long~te1m senrice delivety pattern. 
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IHIRODUCTIOH 

. SECTION Ill 

POLICY ISSUES 

What is the setvice delivery plan that supports and frames the judicial facilities plan? Thls 
is a fundamental question raised by the early analysis of the Court's fadlity situation. 
Different views of how the courts could or should deliver services to the citizens and 
communities of Miami-Dade County clearly produce different facility implications. Many 
"facility master plans" are possible unless there is a specific strategic vision upon which to 
base the deployment and operational expectations of future buildings. 

It was the recognition of this reality that became the basis for a year-long process in which 
the Court (and ultimately related justice system agencies) considered the alternatives and 
reached a conclusion reported in this section. The culmination of the process was a day
long strategic planning session with .representatives of the Cou.rt, the County, the judicial 

. system and other interested public and private groups. This session made use of a 
computer-based approach called Option Finder to survey and poll participant responses 
to critical questions and immediately report emerging trends. Pattidpants were given a 
background presentation on County and Court growth trends as well as a swnmaty of 
existing court facilities and senrice delive1')' patterns. They were then asked to respond to a 
set of questions designed to uncover ideas and opinions about future patterns of service 
and to test their responses to a set of facility planning alternatives related to the respective 
service delivery options. 

This Sec cion has three parts. 

• Part 1 provides an update of important population and caseload data, a view of the 
Court's existing facilities and deployment and a summary of setvice deliveL')' patterns. 
Thls infonnation (though in different f01m) was provided at the workshop as 
background for the discussion of interests and options. 

• Part 2 reports the Option Finder workshop results. 

• Part 3 translates the workshop results into a specific recommendation for the Comt's 
future service delivery pattern. 
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PART 0: EXISTING fACBLI!UES AMD SERVICE DELIVERY PAHIERHS 

The Miami-Dade Coutts cover an area of almost 2,000 square miles. In total, 113 judges 
(72 Circ\lit and 41 County) sit in 111 courtrooms . . Miatni-Dade County maintains 
approximately 1.1 million square feet of space for judicial facilities. 

The majority of cases filed are heard at four main court facilities located in three "core» 
complexes in the greater Mi~mi area. Circuit and county court judges preside over criminal 
cases at the Richard E. Gerstein (REG) Justice Building (Criminal Core complex), civil 
cases at the Dade Couhty Courthouse .and family and domestic violence cases at Lawsqn 
E. Thomas Courthouse Center (.in combination, the Civil Core complex), and juvenile 
dependency and delinquency cases at~~ Juv7nile Justice Center Quvenile Core complex). 

The REG Justice Building where criminal, m.isdemeano.t and traffic cases are heatd, has 
just undergone a $26 million .renovation. Ongoing projects .include expansion of the jury 
room, consttuction of a post judgment/ collections center, additional holding cells and the 
build out of shelled space to name a few. 

The Juvenile Justice Center QCC), which hears delinquency and dependency cases, has 
become seriously overcrowded. Despite a variety of measures, including the construction 
of temporary buildings on the site, the leasing of nearby office space and limited 
remodeling of selected areas, the critical fllnctions of the· Court and associated agencies 
have become increasingly hampered by spatial inadequacies and jnsqfficiencies. There is a 
lack of available expansion space .in the existing facility. The building bas outlived its 
usefulncss.To this end, plans are on the drawing board to design a new facility. 

The Lawson E. Thomas Coutthouse Center, the newest facility to be added as a major 
courthouse, is where family and domestic violence cases are heard. The building was 
converted trorn an qffice building into a specialized coutt building. Additional space is 
available for future e>.."'Pansion and plans are underway to develop additional courtrooms 
and judges' chambers oh three vacant floors. 

The. Dade County Courthouse .is the oldest of the court facilities. Construction on the 
b.uilding was completed in 1928. At that time, the building served as both the courthouse 
and the 1-Iiam.i City Hall. Jail cells occupied the top nine floors. Restoration has been 
ongoing since 1981. Continual repahs as well as modificatiot'ls are being made for life 
safety, access and code deficiencies. 
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These are the four main court facilities where the bulle of the cases are heard. To better 
accommodate the people of :Miami-Dade County in such a widespread area, five outlying 
locations (not including Sweetwate.t) serve as -district courts. District or satellite courts are 
fow1d in the outlying areas of the County. These district courts evolved from the demise 
of the county. criminal municipal courts as a .result of the 1972 revision of Article V of the 
Flodda Constitution. As part of overcoming citizen concerns about losing e~sy access to 
community-based courts, commitments were ·made to maintain and develop local coutts 
to serve the public in the former municipal court jurisdictional areas. It was an effort to 
maintain and enhance court services to d1e community. Since then, as population has 
grown and dispersed and the amount and mix of cases has changed, the leadership of d1e 
judicial system has developed and expanded the district courts. 

Table 1 shows the existing district cour.t locations and the municipalities they setve.1 

Center (recently relocated 

renovation to its existing building) 

Coral Gables 

Nor.th Dade Justice Center 

South Dade Justice 

Coral Gables, South Miami, 

Virginia Gardens, Medley 

Miami Beach 

Springs, 

North Miami, North Miami Beach, 'tvliami .Lakes, 

Biscayne Park, Miami Shores Village, Surfside, 

North Bay Village, Bal Harbour, Bar Harbor 

Islands, Golden Beach, Opa Locka, Aventura 

Homestead, Florida City, Pinecrest, (Unicorpo.tated 

Dade) 

r\~'Cl. ;::·:,i; r;p:;]~-~ ( ,-e/A' r7"/_, 

There are five offices that are the primary focus of tlus 
report as well as other Clerk>s non-court setvice locations; Court services provided at each. 
of the district locations include: court hearings; filing of circuit, family and civil cases; 
assisting the public when filing small claims; providing information; accepting payment for 
traffic> misdemeanor and parking violation fines; accepting declarations . of domicile; and 
taking oaths from witnesses to wills. In all locations, the district facilities can also accept 
applications for marriage licenses and perform marriage ceremonies and process drivers 

1TI1e REG Justice Building, Dade County Courthouse; Courthouse Center and Juvenile Justice Center 
handle cases froin all municipalities and are considered the majo.r coll!t locations for the Couhty. 
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license reinstatements. In some locations, they also assist the public in obtaining 
injunctions for protection against domestic violence and process passport applications. 

The district court facilities ate rel.ie.ving congestion in the main courthouses, which are 
themselves experiencing pressure from population and caseload growth. At the present 
time, all district courts are operating at near capacity levels. Limited space, inadequate 
parking and long wait time in lines are but a few of the problems that plague the districts. 
Several of the County's adult and juvenile court facilities have well exceeded capacity and 
have become dysfunctional and (especially at d1e Juvenile Justice Center) potentially 
dangerous. Therefo.te, the combination of increased demand and aging facilities requires a 
systemic approach to the future prioritization and allocation of capital resources. 

Populat~on 

Miami-Dade County has experienced continuous gmwth during the last sevetal decades. 
·From 1990-2000, the rate of growth was 1.5 percent annually. This trend is expected to 
continue .. To project future court needs in Miami-Dade County as well as the primary 
areas of demands for services, changing population, demographics and anticipated growth 
must be analyzed. 

Table 2 provides a breakdown of the current population in 1vfiami-Dade County. These 
data have been used to examine the future growth patterns and estimate future demand 
fo.t coutt services. 

1. Miami 291,688 334,859 346,446 358,548 362,470 24% 

2. Homeste~d 9,152 13,674 20,668 26,866 31,909 249% 

3. Florida City 4,114 5,133 6,174 5,806 7,843 91% 

4. Miami Beach 63,145 87,072 96,298 92,639 87,933 39% 

5. Coral Gables 34,793 42,494 43,241 40,091 42,249 21% 

6. Hialeah 66,972 102,452 145,254 188,004 226,419 238% 

7. Miami Springs 11,229 13,279 12,350 13,268 13,712 22% 
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8. Opa-Locka 9,8iO 11,902 14,460 15,283 14,951 52% 

9. South Miami 9,846 11,780 10,944 10,404 10,741 9% 

10. North Mi:tmi 28,708 34,767 42,566 49,998 59,880 109% 

11. North Miami Beach 21,405 30,544 36,553 35,359 40,786 91% 

12. Golden Beach 413 849 612 774 919 123% 

13. Biscayne Park 2,911 2,717 3,088 3,068 3,269 12% 

14. Miami Shores Village 8,865 9,425 9,244 10,084 10,380 17% 

15. Surfside 3,157 3,614 3,763 4,108 4,909 55% 

.16. El Pottal 2,079 2,068 2;oss 2,457 2,505 20% 

17. Indian Greek Village 60 82 103 44 33 -45% 

18. Sweetwater 645 3,357 8,251 13,909 14,226 2106% 

19. North Bay Village 2,006 4,831 4,920 5,383 6,733 236% 

20. Bat Harbour 727 2,038 2,973 3,045 3,305 355% 

21. West 1-fiami 5,296 5,494 6,076 5,727 5,863 11% 

22. Bay Harbor Island 3,249 4,619 4,869 4,703 5,146 58% 

23. Virginia Gardens 2,159 2,524 2,098 2,212 2,348 9% 

24. Hialeah Gardens 172 492 2,700 7,713 19,297 11119% 

25. Medley 112 351 537 663 1,098 880% 

26. Islandia 8 12 13 6 NA 

27. Key Biscayne* 10,507 NA 

28. Aventura* 25,267 NA 

29. Pinecrest"' 19,055 NA 

30. Sunny Isles Beach* 15,315 NA 

31.Miami Lakes* 22,676 NA 
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Source: :Miami-Dade County Facts - 2001 

*Note: Key Biscayne, Aventurfl, Pinecrest, Sunny Isles Beach and Miami Lakes incorporated between 1991 and 2000. 

Projected Population Growth 

The following table was compiled from data gathered from :N.liami-Dade County Planning 
Depru;tment Research Division reports dated October 2000. "MSA" or minor statistical 
areas were compiled for the periods 1990, 2000 and 2010. The MSAs do not match the 
Dade County Coutthouse and district courts' landlord and tenant boundaries. Noteworthy 
is the fact that the civil caseload changes do not exactly track population growth in each 
district, since with the exception of L&T's (Landlord and Tenant cases), plaintiffs have a 
county-wide choice of venue. Traffic criminal infraction boundaties vary somewhat and 
the exact population served exclusively by the Court varies. 

The larger district court facilities have been strategically placed based on the population 
density of the development within Miami-Dade County. However, with substantial 
population growth . taking place, these facilities have struggled to keep pace. Additional 
facilities are required. 
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• 78,515 82,183 -3% 
15 183 

Notth Dade 

• MSA 2.3 77,397 82,976 89,372 15% 

• MSA2.2 '41,795 48,988 55,217 32% 
e MSA2.1 130,001 160,589 176;4-30 36% 

• MSA 1.1 12,54Q 16,278 19,057 52% 
• MSA 4.1 93,658 90,008 89,571 -4% 
TOTAL 21% 

Mi~mi Bea!:;h 
• MSA 1.3 -1% 
TOTAL -1% 
Co.ml Gables 
• MSA 6.1 86% 

• MSA 5.4 10% 

• MSA 5.3 106% 
TOTAL 63% 
South Dade 

• MSA 6.2 67,648 125,812 167,471 148% 
• MSA 5.5 74,262 80,111 87,430 18% 

• MSA 5.6 30,072 32,431 34,082 13% 

• MSA 5.8 33,358 35,040 36,614- 10% 

• MSA 5.7 22,727 25,346 27,885 23% 

• MSA 7.2 36,214 39,327 46,465 28% 

• MSA 7.1 33,467 41,575 52,204 56% 

• MSA 7.3 31,173 32,367 34,765 12% 

• MSA 7.4 46,921 48,364 55,349 18% 

• MSA 7.5 10,4-25 14,635 24-,330 133% 

• 4,283 5,189 6,881 61% 
197 

Source: Population County 1999 to 2020, Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and 

Zoning, Planning Section (October 2000). 

Summary 

The fastest growing areas of Miami-Dade are found alQng the urban outskirts and 
§1_2ecially in the western suburbs of the County. Urban development opportunities are 
limited on the coastal ridge and on the barrier islands because there is little remaining land 
that can be developed. It is on the perimeter that land is available. 
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Between 2000 -and 2010, areas in Northwestern Dade, West Kendall and South Dade are 
expected to experience over three-fourths of all population growth in the County. 

Caseload Analysts 

Ci.tcuit 

• Civil 29,974 30,111 33,659 12% 

• Family 29,300 29,516 32,107 10% 

• Probate 10,026 9,579 10,011 0% 

• Criminal 45,790 45,619 43,304 -5% 

• Juvenile 18,313 17,231 16,785 -8% 

County 

• Civil 64,498 63,842 74,331 15% 

• Criminal 68,199 71,304 69,652 2% 

• Criminal Traffic 108,510 85,403 65,694 -39% 

• Civil Traffic 797,486 664,728 679,713 -15% 

Source: Caseload - State of Florida, Office of the State Cow:ts Administrator (Swnmaty Reporting System). 2000 

statistics from 2000 Am/l(a/ fuport for lhe E/evmlh ]11dicia/ Cirmit ofF/on'da. 

Case/oau TmJds 

Caseload trends are an important backcttop to the judicial facility planning process. They 
represent (at least to a limited degree) the demands for service which are the basis for the 
need for judges, additional judicial system staff, programs, and ultimately space. However, 
caseload, as represented by the official "filings" data has not proven adequate to describe 
the larger realities of judicial workload or completely reliable as a basis for projecting 
growth in the number of judges. There are several reasons for this. First, some workload 
factors are simply not counted in the official methodology. Second, the filing reports, 
despite the best efforts of all concerned are not always correct. They have been found to 
under report certain case types for reasons that are hard to pin down. Third, the allocation 
of judicial positions is only partially a workload-based process. The Supreme Court of 
Florida uses workload-based measures as one of its indicators of the need for judicial 
officers but relies on a variety of other factors as well. Even when the Supreme Court has 
made its determination of need and certified it to the Legislature, there is no guarantee 
that the Legislature will follow the certification recommendations. They assign judgeships 
based on a range of practical, political and economic considerations. 
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As a result of these uncertainties, we have not used caseload in thls study as the basis the 
project the need for judges. We have used it, however, to chart the continuing pressures 
of population growth, to demonstrate the shifting balance of case types and to matk the 
clearly emerging trend of case filings in the district court facilities. 

Circutt Court Cam: Case/oad Trends 

• Crimi11al ca.res. Felony case filings are on the decrease. (It should 6e noted that this case 
type has a long history of cyclical growth and decline.) 

• Juvenile ca.rcs. Delinquency arrests continue to decrease. Howevet·, the m:unber of 
reopened cases continues to climb. Dependency complaints are on the rise as well as 
termination of parental rights (TPR) cases. 

• Civil cases. Cases have increased 12 percent in the last three years. Tobacco and ait:line 
cases, which are filed in the Circuit, are vet-y complex and require considerable judicial 
time. Many international busi~esses that use the courts conduct business in this 
jurisdiction and their cases traditionally take longer to hear. 

• Famify cases. The number of cases has increased 10 percent in a three-year period. 
Reopened cases require considerable judicial ti.ffie but are not reflected by the statistics. 

• Probate ca.res. Caseload in this division is stable. Many cases are dosed administratively 
or ex.pmte. 

County Court Cases: Case/oad TrendS 

• Civil ca.re.r. Cases have increased by 15 percent, the highest percentage increase of all 
cases. Certain types of motorist insurance claims to be paid off must be filed as a coU1t 
case. Small businesses that are failing or people having problems with collecting 
monies owed are more willing to file a law suit. This is a litigious community. 

o Cri1lli1Ja1 cases. There is a slight increase in case filings. This may be the result of policy 
procedu.tes for handling cases. 

• Crimi11a/ Trqffic t'tms. Criminal Ttaffic had the largest decrease in cases reported in this 
Circuit (39%). In 1996, the DUI filings reached 10,594. Since that time, the statistics 
have taken a 40 percent drop. 
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• Civil Trajjic cases. Due to filing policies that were put in place, the number of civil traffic 
cases has decreased. 

The following tables - Tables 5, 6 and 7 - reflect some of the activity recorded by the 
Clerk of Court at the five district courts. , 

Joseph Caleb Center 
• County Civil 3,805 . 4,948 5,171 36% 

• U.S. passport applications 
• Marriage licenses issued 944 1,228 1,541 63% 

• Domestic violence 881 1,156 1,369 55% 

• Driver's license reinstatement 262 394 443 69% 

North Dade Tustice Cente!: -
• County Civil 15,643 20,974 24,736 58% 

• U.S. passport applications 
• Marriage licenses issued 2,703 3,782 4,302 59% 

• Domestic violence 959 "1,247 1,500 56% 
• Driver's license reinstatement 666 497 125% 

Mil!mi Beach Di~trict Court 

• County Civil 2,233 3,119 3,729 67% 

• l).S. passport applications 
• Marriage licenses issued 809 1,160 1,431 77% 

• Domestic violence H9 

• Driver's reins ta temen t 264 352 527 100% 

Co.ral Gables District Coytt 
0 County Civil 8,148 10,600 12,027 48% 

• U.S. passport applications 

• Marriage licenses issued 3,519 4,933 5,578 59% 

• Domestic violence 

• Driver's license reinstatement 993 1435 1 52% 

South Dade Justice Cente~; 

• County Civil 6,311 8,339 9,504 51% 
• U.S. passpo.t.:t applications 3,796 4,130 1,538 -59% 
• lvfarriage licenses issued 2,202 3,045 3,407 55% 

• Domestic violence 1,135 1,357 1,347 19% 

• Driver's license reinstatement 1 988 795 63% 

Source: 1999 and 2000 Ammo/ &port for the Elevt11fh ]11dicial Cimtit of Florida. Statistics for 1998 taken from tl1e Clerk 

of Courts' monthly reports. 
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Payable $10,245,315 $'12,542,036 $11,819,792 15% 

Parking $3,994,948 $4,039,281 $5,366,994 34% 

Court $4,072,224 $5,565,107 $6,829,621 68% 

Misdemeanor $122,185 

Source: Clerk of Court's Monthly Report 

* A new cash management system was implemented and changed the way counting was handled. 

Caleb Center $3,092,872 $3,518,773 $298,560 -90% 

Hialeah** .$224,303 $240,108 

Sweetwater $2,431,307 $3,442,051 $468,928 -81% 

Notth:bade $8,013,850 $8,860,664 $717,472 ·91% 

Miami Beach $2,251,966 $2,640,487 $210;532 -91% 

M.B. Law Library $561,831 $562,709 $45,512 -92% 

Coral Gables $533,748 $5,889,083 $455,411 ·15% 

South Dade $5,178,237 $6,104,652 $476,716 -91% 

Dattan $605,974 $738,443 $64,463 -89% 

Marriage License Bureau $669,014 $632,789 $707,401 6% 

Source: Clerk's Monthly Statisti~:al Repmt 

*A new cash management system was implemented and changed the way counting \'las handled. 

**Hialeah was closed during the 1999/2000 tepo.rting period. 
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(ase/oad Trends in District Court faalitie.r 

• Caleb. This court facility experienced over a 55 percent increase in activity from 1998-
2000 and a 14 percendncrease in revenues from 1997-98 to 1998-99. If we compare 
revenue between 1996-97 and 1998-99, however, revenues have increased by 44 
percent. 

• No11h Dade. Civil case filings increased 58 percent while driver's license reinstatements 
increased 125 percent. Overall activity increased 75 percent, while revenue increased 
11 percent from 1997-98 to 1998-99. 

o lvliami Beat·h. Civil case filings increased 67 percent, while overall activity increased 81 
percent. Revenue increased 17 percent from 1997-98 to 1998-99. 

• Coral Gable.t. Civil filings were up 48 percent and overall activity increased 53 pe.tcent. 
Revenue increased 11 percent from 1997-98 to 1998-99. 

• Sottfb Dade. Civil filings were up 51 percent and overall activity increased 26 percent. 
Revenue increased 18 percent from 1997-98 to 1998-99. 

It is clear ftom the data that there is a dramatic shift in filing activity toward the district 
court facilities. This does not appe·ar to be driven by policy, but rather by demographics, 
specifically that there ate increasing numbers of people in the areas served by these 
courthouses. The trend of increased filings in the district courts may also reflect some of 
the seeming difficulty of getting downtown, a problem created by increased auto traffic 
and crowded roads. 

PART~: STRATEGIC PLAHNIHG WORKSHOP 

On the basis of the information and recommendations presented in Section II, the Chief 
Judge decided to convene a broad-based group to consider some of the key issues 
involved in the strategic deployment of court facilities. The conference session was held in 
September of 2001 and included representatives of the Juclicia.ty (both Circuit and County 
Comts), the Clerk of the Circuit ComtJ the Administrative Office of the Courts, Law 
Enforcement (including the Miami-Dade Police and the Corrections Department), the 
Public Defender, County budget and facilities personnel, the Miami-Dade Bar 
Association, and others. Of the SO persons attending: 
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• 68 percent (n=34) were judges or AOC personnel, 

• 10 percent (n=S) were Coutt System officials (the State Attorney was not able to 
attend), 

• 10 percent (n=S) were other County government officials, 

• 6 percent (n=3) were· Law Enforcement/Co.ttections representatives, and 

• 6 percent (n=3) were Bar representatives. 

The stated objectives of the day-long session were to: 

• Build understanding of the history and background of court facility projects and the 
trends and data impacting court facilities, 

• Promote identification of characteristics of an ideal or improved court/justice delivety 
system, 

• Generate input and recommendations on key facility policy issues, and 

• Provide a broad base of perspectives for input and recommendations on long-term 
facility options. 

Conference participants reviewed county population and judicial system growth trends (as 
summarized ln Part 1 of this Section) and the existing pattems of court service delivery. In 
addition, they identified a wide range of attributes of an ideal judicial system, particularly 
as related to facilities. Included in the list were: 

• Access to public transportation 

• Regional facilities 

• Full service facilities 

• Adequate parking 

• Linked technology 

• Creature comforts (e.g., gym, food service, furniture) 

• Close to jails, other justice system agencies 

• Court concierge (greeter) 

• Child care facilities 

• Access: night court/weekend court 

o Centralized facility (full service) 

• Increased security/ safety 

• Better use of remote technologies 

• Virtual participation (e.g., jurors) 

• Better facilities for jurors 
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• New law library 

• Involve justice system partners in planning the new facilities 

• Flexibility of the courtrooms; multiple use 

• Attorney meeting rooms . 

• More resoutces for the courts 

• Need for more support staff (e.g., security, justice agency representatives like PD, 
other court staff) 

• Electronic filing/integrated case management 

• Friendly facilities 

• Access: better public transportation, night court/weekend court, better access through 
technologies (remote technologies, linked technologies, virtual participation); 
better/ adequate parking 

• Effective/ quality: court concierge, better facilities for jurors, law library, child care 
facilities, creature comforts, flexibility of courtrooms 

This data review and discussion was intended to set the stage for the subsequent and more 
important considciation of facility sti'ategy and deployment. Participants gained 
information about existing conditions and began to develop their ideas about how services 
and facilities might be improved and made to serve the public better. 

Out of this background, responses were solicited to a series of questions related to the 
conduct of various types of proceedings in the Distl'ict courthouses including: 

• Jury trials (both Circuit and County Courts) 

• In-custody (but non-jUly trial) proceedings of either court 

• Circuit Court case type 

Other questions were asked about: 

• The potential c.teation of firm geographic boundaries for County Court Civil cases 

• The perceived need for additional district courthouse facilities 

• The geographic focus of need for additional district courthouse facilities 

As each question was raised, participants recorded their individual opinions using a 
keypad connected to a computer running a program called Option Finder. This program 
tabulates the responses and produces an immediate graphic profile of the distribution of 
the answers. This picture of the group's reaction then became the basis for discussion of 
the issues framing the respective responses. 
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It is advisable to be cautious in stating the conclusions of the group and the process for a 
variety of reasons. Still, the responses are vety instructive. The findings provide an 
indication of interest or direction, though they could not be considered a mandate. While 
they may be primarily understood as useful impressions, they appear adequate and 
representative enough to support a general master planning framework. The findings 
were: 

• There is strong interest in the distribution of jury trials to district ·facilities 
./ 83% favor it conceptually 
./ Specifically: 

90 percent favor County Court Civil jury trial distribution 
84 percent favor Circuit Civil jmy trial distribution 
75 percent favo.r DUI jury trial distribution 
70 percent favor County Criminal jUiy trial distribution 
60 percent favor Circuit Criminal jury trial distribution 

• There is strong interest in the development of sub-jury districts to support distributed 
jury trials. . 
./ 83 percent favo1· doing so despite the suggestion of higher associated costs 
./ Seen as a corollaty to distributed jmy trials 

• There is sttong opposition to distribution of criminal "in-custody" p.roceedings . 
./. 64 percent opposed outright- only 32% said yes 
./ 68 percent opposed distribution of Circuit Court ain-custody" cases 
./ 60 percent opposed distribution of County Court ain-custody" cases. 

• There is strong support for the distribution of non-jut:y, not in-custody Circuit Court 
matters to district facilities . 
./ 86 percent favor it conceptually (100 percent of judges present favored lt) 
./ 95 percent favored Circuit Court Civil caseload distribution 
./ 80 percent favored Circuit Court Probate caseload distribution 
./ 78 percent favored Circuit Court Domestic Relations caseload distribution 
./ 78 percent favored Circuit Court Juvenile Dependency caseload distribution 
./ 71 percent favored Circuit Court Juvenile Delinquency caseload distribution 
./ 62 percent favored Circuit Comt Criminal caseload distribution 

• There is strong support for firm venue lines for County civil cases in the district 
courts . 
./ 68 percent favor it 
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./ 100 percent of West Dade attendees supported the concept. 

• There is strong support for additional district court facilities 
./ 88 percent support additional facilities 
./ 95 percent favor \Vest Dade 
./ 7 6 percent favor South Dade 
./ 68 percent favor North Dade 
./ 18 percent favor East Dade 

With these operational interests in mind> the group went on to consider four (4) 
conceptual facility deployment alternatives. Each of these alternatives addresses the 
operational interests in a different way. Each was represented by a series of statements 
related both to operational patterns and facility development .impacts. 

Option J: Status Quo Hodel 
• Retain jury trials in core facilities . 

• Retain centralized jury trials . 
• Retain centralized in-custody proceedings 

• Retain distributed County Court non-juty and not in~custody matters 

• Expand (replace) existing core facilities as needed 

• Expand existing District facilities as needed 

• Add one or more District facilities to mee~ demographic shift (to the west) 

Option ~: Rcsional Model 
• Move toward distributed Circuit Court proceecUngs . 

• Iyfove toward disu1buted jmy trials 

• Move towatd distributed in-custody proceedings 

• Move toward one or more sub-jury districts 

• Hold existing core facilities constant (though replacing Juvenile) 

• Expand regional District facilities to incorporate Circuit Court 

o Add a new western regional "full service" facility 

o Limit creation and distribution of smaller district facilities 

Option 3: Proiocypical Model 
• Retain Circuit Court in core facilities 

• Retain centralized jury trials 
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• Retain centralized in-custody proceedings 

• Reta1n distributed County Court non-jury and not in-custody proceedings 

• Establish a prototypical district Court facility and service model (population base, 

workload base, judicial officer base, staffing and service base, etc.) 

• Expand existing Court facilities as needed (replace Juvenile) 

• Hold existing district facilities constant as to size and services 

• Add prototypical facilities as and where demand arises 

Opi~on 4: ConsoUdated Hodel 
• Retain Circuit Court in core facilities 

• Move toward consolidation of County Court into the core facilities 

• Retain centralized jwy trials and in-custody proceedings 

• Do not build any more District cout:thouses 

• Phase out existing district courthouses 

• Expand or replace core facilities as needed 

The results of the Option Finder polling appear in Table 8 below. The general conclusion 
to come from the consideration of the workshop par~cipants is that there is cautious 
and qualified7 but solid support for regionalization (i.e.7 a wider distribution of 
services than at p.t·esent). 

• 49 percent di.t:ectly support a regional facility concept as presented 

• 26 percent favor something as o.r less distributed, either status quo (16%) or 
consolidation (11 %) 

• 16 percent favor something more distributed (prototypical) 

• 7 percent favo.r sometlling else (undefined) 

• 2 percent didn't know 

• A combined 65 percent favor a wider distribution of court services and facilities than 

at present. 
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Option: Status Quo 
• Retain Circuit Court core facilities No 
• Retain centralized jury trials No, with exception of 

criminal in-custodies 
• Retain centralized in-custody proceedings Yes 
• Retain clisttibutcd County Court non-jury and not in- Yes 

matters 
Option: Regional 49% favored 
• Move toward distributed Circuit Court proceedings Yes 
• Move toward distributed jnty trials Yes 
• Move toward distributed in-custody proceedings No 
• .!.\'love sub- districts Yes 
Q.ption: Prototypical 16% favored 
• Retain Circuit Court in core facilities No 
• Retain centralized jury trials No, with exception of 

c.timinal' in-custodies 
• Retain centralized in-cmtody proceedings Yes 
• Retain distributed County Court non-jury and not in- Yes 

custody proceedings 
• Establish proto-typical District Court facility and No. Establish .regional 

se.rvice model models 
Option: Consolidated 11% favored 
• Retain Circuit Court in core facilities No 
• Move towru:d consolidation of County Court into core No 

facilities 
• Retain centralized jury trials No 
• Retain centralized in-cus to Yes 

Based on the input of the strategic planning group present at the conference) the R~gional 
model represents the best general service delivery option for the Eleventh Judicial Circuit 
and the Ivliami-Dade County Court system. The long term) strategic objective that should 
be used to guide facilities planning and development should · be "expanded 
regionalization of senrices and facilities. n 

This recommendation, if adopted and implemented, represents an evolution in the 
conceptual direction of past judicial facility planning. In the past) the focus of the Court 
was on the expansion of the core facilities. At flrst, district courthouses were small and 
had relatively small service areas. More recently, the constt.uction of the North Dade 
District Courthouse and the South Dade District Courthouse (at the South Dade 
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Government Center) as larger facilities, more geographically centralized, and offering a 
greater range of services and hence a more significant economy of scale, presaged the 
em.ergence of this new direction. The dear trend of expanded public use of the district 
courthouses makes regionalization inevitable. · 

This direction brings with it a series of facility planning implications and the suggestion of 
several .important operational planning initiatives needed to bring it to realization. 

Facility related 

• Ilmited numbers of facilities. 

o Strategic geographic locations. 

• Coordination with major geneml government service centers. 

• Restriction on further development of limited setvice, localized clisttict cou.tts other 
than those now in design and construction (Hialeah) or which must be replaced 
because of prior commitments (Caleb). 

• . Inunediate attention to development of a new West Dade regional disu·ict court 
incorporating expanded sei:vices (Circuit Civil and Probate, County Court jmy trials, 
etc.). 

• Development of a new Juvenile Justice Center but limitation on long term expansion 
in favor of regional distribution of certain services. 

• Re-evaluation of existing district facilities in light of expanded regional facilities. 

• Re-evaluate core expansion scenarios in light of emphasis on regional development. 

Policy/rule related 

• Begin cof!sideration of best sequence of Ci.:tcuit Court distribution (civil- non-jmy, 
uncontested domestic relations, etc.). 

• Begin consideration of potential regional venue lines (County civil fust and ulti.inately 
Circuit as well) and then begin to collect related caseload data. 

• Begin consideration of potential jmy district boundaries (parallel with ven·ue lines? 
Separate?). 

• Begin coordinated planning with County on participation in a West Dade Regional 
Service Center. 
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CONCLUSION 

A new, clearer strategic facility deployment model (p1an) has emerged from a broad based 
consideration of strategic issues, interests and impacts. Thls new emphasis on "expa11ded 
regionalizatiotl' should guide the development of court facilities for years to come. 
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INTRODUCTION 

SECTION IV 
FACILITI-ES PLAN 

What is the long-range ph.n for judicial facilities in the Eleventh Judicial Circuit and . 
Miami-Dade County? More specifically, what is the long-range plan for judicial facilities in 
light of the ((expanded regionalization" model that workshop participants teconunended? 
This section ls intended to turn the considerations, discussions and ditections _reported in 
Section III into an action/implementation sequence and to provide a framework for 
understanding development-related issues. 

The purpose of this pottion of study is the development of a court facilities master plan. 
This plan will be used to project court space needs and to identify court facility related 
projects over a 20-year time frame. It will serve as a blueprint primarify for major capital 
court facility development projects. Tbis section is organized into the following five parts: 

• Part 1: Strategic interests. This part .reviews and restates in simple terms the 
fundamental interests of the judicial system xelated to facilities and the facility plan. 

• Part 2: Proposed Implementation Plan. This part identifies the assumptions, 
priorities and suggested sequencing recommended fo.r implementing the ((expanded 
regioualization» concept. 

• Part 3: Judicial growth p1·ofile. This part documents the historical and ptojected 
growth ln the number of judicial officers and distributes that growth in light of the 
"expanded regionalization" concept. 

• Part 4: Planning f01mzzlas. This part provides guidelines for estimating judicial 
facility space needs and the costs of future capital projects. It details typical judicial 
planning units and provides a series of multipliers for related agencies, functions and 
building support spaces. It will provide an outline guide to estimating facility and 
project related costs. 
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• Part 5: PJ:ojects 

v Priority 1 Projects. These projects focus on eXJsttng facilities and projects in 
progress to be completed within 5 years. Each project h listed and its impact on 
courtroom inventory documented. 

v P1iority 2 Projects. These are middle-term (0-10 years) projects related to regional 
expansion. In particular, they provide an early estimate of the size of the proposed 
West Dade Regional District Courthouse. 

v Prio1ity 3 Projects. These are the longest te.t.m projects (10-20 years) and focus 
particularly on the long-term expansion of the North and South Dade District 
Courthouses. 

At the conclusion of this section, the Court and County should have a broad view of the 
· policy framewotk and project initiatives needed to meet the space needs of the Coutts to 

2020. 

PART I : STRATEGIC INIERESTS 

In the context of this report, the Com·t's strategic .interest is for adequate facilities. This 
means facilities that: 

• Provide sufficient space to deliver judicial services (i.e., enough space to house the 
staff, functions and supporting agencies of the judicial system), 

• Provide suitable space (i.e., spaces that are safe, adequately dimensioned and 
appropriate in finish and image to support the symbolic mission of the court and to 
promote a sense of dignity and respect), 

• Axe adequately maintained (i.e., the working environment is kept clean and building 
systems are .in good working condition), 

t 

• Are strategically locat~d (i.e., placed where they are needed to facilitate public access 
and to support the Court's service delivery requirements), and 

• Ate available when needed (i.e., facility projects are delivered on time to support 
emerging needs). 

These basic requirements imply as well, that judicial facilities will be: 
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• Service oriented and acc!!ssible. Facilities will be planned and designed to be functional 

and to support ease of use by the public, witnesses, victims, jurors, police and the bar, 
as well as the judges and staff of the judicial system agencies. 

• Operationally efficient and cost effective. The facilities will (1) promote efficient staff 
utilization, (2) support effective juror use (where appropriate), (3) provide for safe and 
secure prisoner holcling and movement, (4) facilitate good records and resource 
management, and (5) be technologically integrated. 

These strategic interests should be used by the Court as a basis for all of its facility 
planning. To support and achieve these interests, the judicial facilities master plan should 
be understandable an~ implementable. The pla~ also should be predictable, policy 
directed, incremental, flexible, systemic (cohesive) and politically saleable. 

PART 2: PROPOSED IMPLEHEHTATIOH PLAN 

The recommendation from the strategic planning workshop held in September 2001 was 
that the Eleventh Judicial Circuit adopt and implement a concept of "expanded 
regionalization" as a guide to long term judicial facility planning. The regional .concept was 
attractive because it was seen to: 

• Provide better access to courts and services for litigants and the public. 

• Limit the number of locations and provide more full service capabilities. 

• Allow the best economies of scale in both staffing and space. 

• Pennit a more incremental implementation plan. 

• Increase opportunity to provide adequate parking. 

• Reduce the demand on the core facilities, access requirements to support them and 
congestion in reaching them. 

• Reduce the potential cost of land as compared to expanding the downtown facilities. 
Additionally, it would limit the number of sites to be found as compared to the 
prototypical model which would have forced the development of many sites and 
negotiations v.rith many communities. 

o Permit easy coorclination with other lvliami··Dade County regio_nal government center 
projects. 

o Ease future facility expansion. 

During the discussion at the strategic planning workshop, some of the specific elements 
originally presented by the consulting team were modified. Some limited adclitional 
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changes have taken place during subsequent Court Administration review as well. 
However, the intent and substance of the concept remain intact, though some of the 
implementation details have been adjusted to better suit local circumstance and the;: 
process of implementation has now been clarified as incremental and dependant to some 
considerable extent on the timely and parallel implementation of the facility plan 
(presented later in this section). Below are the operational and facility related assumptions 
that frame the projections and project details that are contained in the subsequent parts of 
this section. 

Oper~i~onal Plan 

• The Court will move toward distributed Circuit Court proceedings. Careful study will 
be made of the preferences outlined by the strategic workshop results and 
implementation will occur as appropriate facilities become available at new or 
expanded district. comthouses. 

• The Court will retain centralized in-custody proceedings to nunmuze prisoner 
transport, for security reasons and to help control staffing costs for Corrections. 

• The Court will consider the expansion of jury trials for certain case types to a new 
West Dade District Courthouse ~f developed) and thereafter to other regional facilities 
only as jury management issues (including cost-related issues) are satisfactorily 
resolved. 

• In this connection, the Court will consider the possible creation of a West Dade sub
jill'y district to support a new West Dade District (full service) Courthouse. 

• The Comt will begin to define specific geographical venue boundaries for its other 
regional courthouses and begin to develop caseload statistics to help defirie future 
wo1·kloads and needed judicial officer complements. 

FaciUtles Plan 

• A crisis situation related to existing facility size and conditions require the inunecliate 
replacement of the Juvenile Justice Center, one of the core facilities. Nothing in this 
plan should be presumed to alter that need for or the immediacy of its solution. 

42 PSl/ Dn11 L lV'ilry & Amriates, I11t 



354

- -----+ 
• Similarly, nothing in this report should forestall . the implementation of the additional 

courtrooms already planned for the Courthouse Center (CHC). 

• The Court will hereafter limit creation and distribution of smaller, limited service 
district courthouses. Only those now committed will be completed and used Q.e., 
Caleb Centet and Hialeah). 

• The Court will support and encourage the development of a new West Dade District 
Courthouse that will provide both Circuit and County Court setvices in the rapidly 
expanding western areas of the county. 

• As possible, the Court will seek the expansion of existing regionally-based district 
courthouses (North Dade and South Dade) to support expanded County Court and, if 
feasible, certain select Circuit Corut judges and services. 

• As regional operations and space develop, the Court will restrain growth at the core 
facilities. 

• Decisions about expansion requirements of the core facilities (REG, DCCH and 
CHC) beyond the projects now in process will be made in light of emerging availability 
of space at the regional facilities. 

Project Prlor~ites 

The implementation of the «expanded regionalization" model will have three levels of 
priority. 

f) Prio.tity 1 p:tojects will be those now in progress and those needed within the shortest 
possible time. A general time frame of 0-5 years is represented by this categoty. These 
include projects related to both .core and district facilities. 

• Priority 2 projects are those needed in a somewhat longet time ftame (0-10 yeats) to 
implement the regional concept and insure that expansion requirements at the core 
facilities are min.im.ized. 

• Ptiority 3 projects are long range (10-20 years) projects aimed at the long-term 
expansion of older cote and regional facilities. 
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PART 3: JUDICIAL GROWTH PROFILE 

Long-term judicial facility needs in the Eleventh Judicial Circuit and 1Yliami-Dade County 
rest squarely on the expectation of growth in the number of judges and the planned 
distribution pattern of .those judges among judicial facilities in suppott of the proposed 
service delivery pattern. 

As discussed in the previous section, caseload-bcued projections ojjt1dges. hatJC 1101 beeu medfor the 
pmposes of this masterplatJ. We explained that filing data- a basic caseload indicator- are 
suspect for a variety of reasons and ·are not seen by the Court as a satisfactory 
representation of it true ((workload." In addition, caseload data ate only one of a wide 
range of criteria used by the Supreme Court in certifying the need for additional judges 
and even less a part of the decision of the Florida Legislature to actually authotize 
judgeships to the Eleventh Judicial Circuit in Miami-Dade County. 

In this master plan, projections of judgeships are based on the synthesis of two simple 
models that arise out of the historical judgeship data: (1) the avetage real number 
population growth per year and (2) the average number of judges per 100,000 population. 
The table below shows the history of judgeships in the Eleventh Judicial Circuit and the 
ratio of those judgeships to the Miami-Dade County population. It can be seen that over 
the long term, the ratio of judges to population has remained temarkably stable. 
Acquisition patterns have been variable and not as consistent as the average per year 
model would suggest, but the data still demonstrate a clear growth trend. 

These two historically-based models have been applieq to the target years to produce 
separate estimates of growth in the number of judges. The population projections are the 
latest available from the Miami-Dade County Planning Department and are based on the 
correcting influence of the 2000 Census. (This value is higher than that available in 1998 
and earlier repo.tted ln Section 1). The recoJJJmmded projeclioH of judgesbips for master platming 
pmposes is based 011 the average of tbe two. models. This methodology suggests that the Eleventh 
Judicial Circuit can expect seven additional judgeships by 2005, another seven by 2010> 
another seven by 2015, and a final seven by 2020 for a total of 28 new judges through 
2020. The distribution of these judges among Circuit and County Courts is based on the 
average ratio of County Court judges to total judges as shown over the last 20 years. 
Again, this balance has remained remarkably consistent. 
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1986-2002 Average per year 36.2% 5.1 

. 1\'lodel 2: Projection Based on Real Number Increase 
2005 2;402,165 74.44 42.31 116.75 36.24% 4.9· 
2010 2,551,284 78.43 44.57 123.00 36.24% 4.8 
2015 2,703,114 82.41 46.84 129.25 36.24% 4.8 
2020 2 858J8S 86 ... 40 .. .A9.10 . . 135.50 3!.).240/o 4.7. . . 

Model3: Recommended Projection Based on Average of Modell and Model2 
2005 2,402,105 76 44 120 36.67% 5.0 
2010 2,551,284 80 47 127 37.01% 5.0 
2015 2,703,114 85 49 134 36.57% 5.0 
2020 . 2,858,185 90 51 141 36.17% 4.9 

The extent of projected growth in judgeships will profoundly affect judicial facilities in 
Miami-Dade County. The projected scale and pace of growth mean tbat facility planning 
will be a constant and continuing issue. The provision of sufficient and suitable facilities 
for the Court and gil of the other related judicial system agencies will not diminish in 
importance or prio1'ity in the foreseeable future. 
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Just as caseload data cannot be used as a sound or reliable basis for the broad projections 
just provided, they also cannot (at least at this time) be used as a sound basis for the 
distribution of judges among present or future courthouses and, in particular, disttict 
courthouses. The first reason is that the district courthouses do not have f.DCed 
geographical venue lines for all case types. As we previously discussed, f01' example, 
County Civil cases can be filed and heard at any district courthouse and need not be 
handled at the closest one or the one serving the area in which one or another of the 
parties is located. The consequence of this is that while projections of caseload in the 
district courthouses in general can be made, the future distribution of that caseload (which 
would be the basis for assigning judges) cannot be predlcted with reasonable certainty 
since there is no way to restrict the filing activity within a specified area. We should note 
that one of our policy/procedure suggestions from Section II was that the Coutt move 
toward the creation of fum venue lines for all case types and begin the process of 
establishing a trend line of historical filing data from within the venues to serve as a future 
basis Jot the allocation of judicial officers. 

A second reason filing data cannot' be used in this master plan for the distribution of 
judges relates to Circuit Court case types. Circuit Court cases are concentrated in the core 
facilities at this time and there is no present and easy way · of separating them by 
prospective venue. Again, this is a step that should be taken to prepare for 
implementation of the "expanded regionalizatio!l" model. 

Since a projection of the distribution of judges to facilities is critical to the estimate of 
future space needs and no caseload-based projection is possible, we offer an alternative 
approach below. There are three steps to the proces9 and these are presented in a series of 
tables and commentary that follow. 

step #f 

Table 10 shows the present deployment of Circuit and County judges by location and the 
percentage each allocation represents in relation to the respective Circuit or County Court 
totals. The table also shows the relationship of the judges to the present and planned 
courtroom totals. 
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Cox~ Facilities 

• REG 25 34.7% 13 31.7% 38 46 46 
• DCCH 27 37.5% 6 14.6% 33. 25 25 

• CHC 12 16.7% 7 17.1% 19 18 7 25 

• JJC• 8 11.1% 0 0.0%. 8 9 5 14 
72 100% 26 63.4% 98 98 12 110 

Qi~tiict Ea!;iliti~::~ 

• Hialeah 0 0 0 0 2 2 

• North Dade 0 6 14.6% 6 5 5 
• Miami Beach 0 1 2.4% 1 1 1 

• Caleb 0 1 2.4% 1 0 2 2 

• Coral G.lbles 0 3 7.3% 3. 2 2 

• South Dade 0. 4 9.8% 4 3 2 5 
SUBTOTAL 0 15 36.6% 15 11 6 7 

TOTALS 72 100% 41 100% 113 109 18 127 

* Note: A new JJ Cis existing court:r:ooms and add courtrooms. 

At present, 100 percent of Citcuit Judges (n=72) are located in core facilities. Of the 41 
County Judges, about 36.5 percent (n=15) ate located in district courthouses. These 
percentages can be expected tC? change in the final plan. At a minimum, the percentage of 
County Judges in district courthouses could be expected to tise significantly. 

Eighteen (n=18) courtrooms a.re in some stage of planning or design and are the key 
ingredient of Priority 1 projects. These include (1) a 7-courtroom expansion at CHC, (2) a 
2-couttroom expansion at Soutl1 Dade, (3) a major renovation of 2 courtrooms at Caleb, 
and (4) a new 2-courtroom facility in Hialeah. The most significant project is the 
development of a new Juvenile Justice facility that will replace the 9 existing courtrooms 
and will add another 5 courttooms for a total of 14. 

Step #2 

This Step has tl1e following iliree elements: 

First, Taqle. ·11 shows the schedule of projected courtroom increases by court location and 
compares tl10se couttrooms to the growth in the number of judges we estimated above. 
This comparison (i.e., surplus/ shortfall) shows that the planned additions provide 
tempntary relief from the courtroom deficit, but that the deficit reappears in later years. 
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Courtrooms in development 
• Hialeah 
• Caleb 
• Courthouse Center 
• South Dade 

2 
2 
7 
2 

Second, Table 12 shows the distribution of gtowth in the number of judi.cial positions 
based on the existing pattern of deployment, as represented by the previously calculated 
percentages. This table shows how many more judges would have to be quartered at each 
facility if no operational changes or accommodating arrangements were made 

Cg~ Ea~i!iti~~ 

REG. 26 14 40 28 15. 43 30 16 46 31 16 47 

DCCH 28. 7 35 30 7 37 32 7 39 .>4 7 41 

• CHC 13 7 20 13 8 21 14 8 22 15 9 24 

JJC 9 0 9 9 0 9 9 0. 9 10 0 10 
SUBTOTALS 76 26 104 80. 30 110 85 31 116 122 

Q~tri~:t E•~i!itild 

• Hialem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• North Dade 0 6 6 0 7 7 0. 7 7 0 8 8 

Miami Beach 0 0 0 t. 0 1 1 
c~teb 0 1 0 I 0 1 0 I. 

• Coral Gables 0 3 3 0 3 3 0 4 4 0 4 4 

Sooth Dade o . 5 5 0 5 5 a 5. 5 0 5 5 

SUBTOTALS 0 16 16 0 17 17. 0. 18 18 0 19 

TOTALS 76 44 120 80 47 127 85 49 ·t34 90 51 141 
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Third, Table 13 shows the deficits or surpluses of courtrooms that would result if the 
present pattern of judge distribution were continued. The shaded areas show where the 
greatest deficits would emerge. We draw the following two conclusions from the data. 

• There is a critical deficit emerging in the Dade County Courthouse and specifically in 
terms of civil courtrooms. The provis~on of additional courtrooms at Courthouse 
Center helps in the short te1m, but does not meet the long-term demand. Civil cases 
(both Circuit and County) are prime candidates for reloc;ation to a new West Dade 
District Courthouse based on the opinions of participants who attended the strategic 
workshop. 

e The opening of the Hialeah district courthouse and the reopening of Caleb Center 
provide temporary relief to overcrowding at other district courthouses. 

CQt!: Eaciliti!::! 

• REG 40 46. 43 46 . 46 46 47 46. 

• DCCH* 35 25. 37 25 39 25 41 25 
• CHC 20 25 21 25 . 22 25 24. 25 . 
• JJC 9. 9. 9 14 9 14 10. 14 

104 105 110 110 116. 110. 122 110. 
District Faciliti~:§ 

• Hialeah 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 

• North Dade* 6. 5 7 5 7 5 8 5. 

• Miami Beach l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

• Caleb 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 
• Coral Gables 3 2 3 2 4 2 4 2 

• South Dade 5 5 5. 5 5 5 5 5. 
SUBTOTALS 16 17 17 17 18 17 19 17 

TOTALS 120 122 127 12·7 134 127 141 127 

* Prospective conditions. exist in these facilities. 

Siep #3 

Table 14 defines a proposed redeployment of judges based on the concept of "expanded 
regionalization." This redeployment proposes to shift a large portion of both the Citcuit 
and County civil caseload and judges to a proposed West Dade Regional District 
Courthouse as well as other common County Court matters arising in the new region. 
Over the long te1m, expanded facilities at Notth Dade and South Dade would also be 
anticipated. 
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Core Facilities 

• REG 40 43 45 47 
• DCCH 35 37 26 26 
• CHC 20 21 25 25 
• JJC 8 9 9 10 
SUBTOTALS ·103 110 105 108. 
Qistrict Facilities 

• West Dade 12 12 
Hialeah 2 2 2 2 

• North Dade 5 5 5 7 
• Miami Beach 1 1 1 1 

• Caleb 2 2 2 2 
• Coral Gables 2 2 2 2 
• South Dade 5 5 5 7 
SUBTOTAlS. 17 17 29. 33. 

TOTALS 120 127 134 141 

Table 15 shows the proposed couttroom development scenario under the new concept 
and the .impact of that development on the judge/ courtroom ratio at the other locations. 

CQre Facilities 

• REG 38 46 40 46 43 46 45 46 47 46 

• DCCH 33 . 25. 35 25 37 25 26 25 26 25 
• CHC 19 18 20 25 21 25 25. 25 25 25 
• JJC 8 9 8 9. ·9 14 9 14 10 14 
SUBTOTALS 98 98 103 105 110 110 105 110 108 110 
.Qj~trict Eacilitie~ 

• West Dade* 12 12 12 12 
• Hialeah fJ 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

• North Dade* 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 7 7 

• Miami Beach 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

• Caleb 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
• Coral Gables 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
• Sout11 Dade* 4 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 7 7 
SUBTOTALS 15. 11 17 17 17 17 29 29 33 33. 

TOTALS 113 109 120 122 127 127 134 139 ~41 143 

* Location of future construction projects 
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PART 4: PLANKING FORMULAS 

The implementation of the master plan concept - long term redeployment of judges and 
expansion of regional facilities - teduces to two factors: space and cost. The purpose of 
tllis part of the report ls to provide the tools for estimating both. 

Space Project~ on Formulas 

The first set of tools is related to t?e estimation of space needs generated by the planning 
concept. Understanding the tools requires familiarity with three space planning-related 
definitions. 

• ·Net Square Feet (l'ISF). This is the actual working space of an office, workstation ot 
piece of equipment. NSF is typically used in the presentation of basic space standards. 

• Departmental Gross Square Feet Q)GSF), NSF does not _usually provide for the 
thickness of interi01' walls or circulation among workspaces or equipment withln a 
department. These are, of course, very necessary so that the NSF spaces can be used 
and accommodated. To make these adjustments, a multiplication factor is typically 
applied to NSF. This factor varies by the type of space, but usually averages about 1.35 
to 1.4 times NSF in a judicial facility environment. DGSF can also be understood as 
"usable" square feet o.r the amount of space a department needs within the larger 
building framework to accommodate its staff and functions. Renovation costs are 
usually calculated against this value. 

• Building Gross Square Feet (BGSF or BGF). Once DGSF has been calculated, 
another multiplication fac tor is needed to account for the thickness of exterior walls, 
elevators, stairwells, major public circulation among departments, mechanical and 
electdcal spaces and various other functions not covered by cither of the other two 
measurements. In a judicial facility, this factor is usually between 1.35 and 1.4 times 
DGSF. New construction costs are calculated against thls value. 

Estimates of space rieeds for future judicial facilities ·can be made using the following 
steps. 

1. Establish a typical Judge-related DGSF planning module. This ls done by defining a 
typical net square feet program of judge-related spaces and multiplying by 1.4. The 
recommended module is as follows: 
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• Jury suite (with toilets) 440 

• Wailing area 250 

• Attorney/client conference room 120 

• Victim/witness waiting 120 

• Vestibule entry 80 

• Courtroom holding (or Mediation module in civil related 
courtrooms) 

200 ~ Cells 
V" Attorney/defendant conference 60 
~ Sound vestibule 35 

Judicial Office Set 725NSF 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Judge. office (with toilet) 350 
Judicial assistance office 160 
Bailiff 80 
Waiting area 40 

Copy/file/work space 60 

Service unit. 35 

The module proposes a 1 to 1 relationship of courtrooms to judges. While history in 
the Eleventh Judicial Circuit has shown that this ls not always necessary, it must be 
remembered that the cou.ttroom inventory must also setve Senior Judges on special 
assignment, and frequendy General Masters as well. Because these courtrooms also 
setve these additional purposes, it would be unwise to use any lowet assignment ratio. 

It is also recognized that not every judge will necessarily require the same space 
allocation (particularly courtroom size and holding requitements) in every 
circumstance. Grouping judges also yields some opportunities for economies in tenns 
of shared jury rooms. However, there are occasions when more space is required for 
special purpose courtrooms or fo.t specialized mediation units or other unique 
circumstances. As a result, we recommend that this Planning Module be the base of 
long r~nge facility needs estimates and let the actUal programming process related to 
the individual facility determine the potential economies (if any) at the time of design. 

2. Define an agency-specific DGSF planning module as a percentage of d1e J ud.icial 
Planning Module. Based on om expedence in Miami-Dade and around the countiy, 
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we propose using the following percentages and values speciflcaUyfor distn'ct court 
facilities. Core facilities would use other, higher planning modules. 

l,lOODGSF 

1 

30% 1,651 DGSF 

3. Define additional DGSF formulas for specific functional alternatives and special 
facility provisions. 

New judicial facility space esti.mMes can be developed using these planning formulas. 

Cost ProJecijon Formulas 

The development of new judicial facilities is a costly undertaking. Courthouses are special 
buildings in te1ms of their structure, their spatial organization, their security requi.tements, 
fP.eir technology requi.tements and their levels of durability and finish to name a few. 
There is a range of cost factors that need to be considered in relation to new judicial 
facilities. These include tl1e follo .... ving: 

• Construction costs. These are the costs associate.d with the basic construction of the 
building(s). 

PSI/Da11 L Wi/ry & Ar1ociattt, lnr 53 



365

+------
• Project costs. These ate additional costs associated with developing a new building ln 

addition to the basic costs. These typically include A/E (architectural/ engineering) 
fees (1%), site preparation (3%), FFE (Fu.tnitute, Flxtutes and Equipment - 10%), 
Technology (5% to 15%) and a design contingency (5%). P.roject costs run· from about 
30-40 percent of anticipated base construction costs. 

• Total pro.iect costs. This ls the combined construction and project cost total exclusive 
of a range of additional factors which would not usually be included, such as: 

./ Site Acquisition, 

./ GSA management fee, 

./ CM pre-construction fees, 

./ Financing costs, 

./ Infrastructure upgrades, 

./ Stteet:"improveme~ts, 

./ Impact fe<;s, 

./ Moving expenses, 

./ Hook-up or activation costs, 

./ Escalation to mid-point of construction, 

./ Interim accommodations, 

./ Hazardous materials remediation, and 

./ Program management fees. 

At this time, consUuction costs for new cou.tt-related facilities is about $225/BGSF 
(Building Gross Square Feet). The actual cost per square foot of any fuhU·e facilities 
(assuming equivalent design and quality) depends upon many factors .including: 

• The interim rate of inflation (if any), 

• Time (number of years) to mid-point of construction, 

• Bidding climate at the time, and 

• Real cost increases in materials and labor. 

PART 5: PRIORIYY PROJECTS 

The following projects and priorities are reconunended for the judicial facilities master 
plan. 
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Priority 1 (Short term) Pro~ects: Those. projects currently In prosress fCJr 
completion with~n 5 years 

• New Hialeah District Courthouse (2 courtrooms) 

• New Juvenile Justice Courthouse (up to 14 courtrooms) 

• Courtroom and Judicial office additions to Courthouse Center (Floors 28, 29 and 30-
7 courtrooms) 

• Courtroom and Judicial office expansion at the South Dade District Courthouse (2 
courtrooms) 

• Caleb Center renovation (2 courtrooms) 

• Various other modifications, renovations and repairs at REG, CHC and the DCCH 

Priority 2 (Intermediate term) Projects: Those projects needed to implement
the Expanded Resionalization concept 

· · . · Table 19 
· Priority 2 Project · 

· West Dade ·Regional Distric~ Court · 

Court and Agencies 114,051 DGSF 

• Court 5,502 12 

• Clerk 2,751 12 

• Court Administration 1,1 00 12 

• St~te Attorney 550 3 

• Public Defender 55 3 
Special Facility Provisions 26,850 DGSF 

• Jury assembly 50 75 

• Prisoner holding 1,100 1 

• General Masters 3,000 4 
• Food Service 50 40 

• Multi-pmpose 25 50 

• Child care so 15 

• Building maintenance & sup_l)_ort 500 12 

Total square feet 

• Total departmental gross square feet (DGSF) 140,901 

• Total building gross square feet (35% of DGSF)I 49,315 

• Total square feet 190,216 

Total costs (in 2002 dollars) 
• Base constmction costs @$225/square foot $42,798,679 
• Project costs @35% of base construction costs2 $14,979,538 
• Total costs $57,778,217 
1 Adjustment factor to account for such things as the thickness of exterior walls, elevators, stairwells; mechanical and 
electrical spaces. In a judicial facility, this fac tor is usually 35% to 40% ofDGSF. 
2 Project costs typically include architectural and engineering fees; technology; furniture, fixtures and equipment; etc. 
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Priority ll (Lons Term) ProJects: Those. proJects to expand Horth and South 
Dade Resional District Courthouses 

Court and A~ncies 
• Court 
• Clerk 
• Com"t Administration 
• State Attomey 
• Public Defender 
Special Facility Provisions 
• . Jur}' assembly 
• Prisoner holding 
• General Masters 
• Food Service 
• Multi-purpose 
• maintenance & 

Total square feet 
• Total departmental gross square feet (DGSF) 
• Total building gross square feet (35% of DGSF)' 
• Total feet 

Total costs (in 2Q02 dollars) 
• Base constmction costs @$225/square foot 
• Project costs @35% of base constmctiou costs2 

• Total costs 

19,256 DGSF 
5,502 2 
2,751 2 
1,100. 2 

550 . 1 

55 

9,425DGSF 
so 

1,100 0.5 
3,000 2 

so. 20 
25. 35 

500. 2 

28,681 
10,038 

719 

$8,711,854 
$3,049,149 

03 

1 Adjustment factor to. account for such tlungs as the tluckness of exterior walls, elevators, stairwells, mechanical aud 
electrical spaces. In a judicial facility, tlus factor is usually 35% to 40% ofDGSF. 
2 Project costs typically include architectural and engineering fees; technology; furniture, flXtures and equipment; etc. 
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- Priority 3-Project 
South Dade Regional District Court Expansion · 

Court and Agencie§ 19,256DGSF 
• Court 5,502 2 
• Clerk 2,751 2 
• Court Administration 1,100 2 
• State Attorney 550 1 
• Public Defender 55 
Special Facility Provisions 9,425DGSF 
• Jury assembly 50 
• Prisoner holding 1,100 0.5 
• General Masters 3,000 2 
• Food Service so 2Q_ 

• Multi-pu1pose 25 35 
it Buildin~ maintemmce & support 500 2 

Total square feet 
• Total departmental gross square feet (DGSF) 28,681 
• Total building gross square feet (35% ofDGSl:<Jl 10,038 
• Total ~uate feet 38,719 

Total costs (in 2002 dollars) 
• Base construction costs @$225/ square foot $8,711,854 
• Project costs @35% of base construction costs2 $3,049,149 
• Total costs $11,761,003 

1 Adjustment factor to account for such thlngs as the thickness of exterior walls, elevators, stairwells, mechanical and 
electrical spaces. In a judicial facility, this factor is usually 35% to 40% of DGSF. 
2 Project costs typically include architecl:\ual and engineering fees; technology; furniture, fixtures and equipment; etc. 
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SECTION Y 

CONCLUSION 

This is a Judicial Facilities Master Plan prepared for the Eleventh Judicial Circuit of 
Florida and Miami-Dade County. It is intended to provide a strategic vision fo.t judicial 
facilities in the Circuit and County and a long-term action plan for implementation of that 
vision. 

Facilities are a fundamental resource for judicial system services and se.tve both functional 
and symbolic purposes. To meet these purposes, facilities must have ·sufficient space ·to 
accommodate the people and processes of the judicial system, and they must have suitable 
space to meet their important symbolic purpose. 

The need for this facilities study is a result of several facto1·s, including: 

• Population growth. Estimates from the Miami-Dade County Department of Planning 
indicate that &om 1995 to 2015 the County's population will have increased by almost 
a million people. Historical patterns of growth suggest that the population will increase 
most in what is now the urban fringe. The conclusion from these estimates is that the 
size and strength of population growth and the direction of growth will have an 
impact on the Court and the increasing density of population will have an effect on the 
ease of public access to. existing court facilities. 

• Court caseloads. After several years of declining caseloads, total caseloads have begun 
to increase. Also, the historic mix of cases is changing with reductions in criminal 
cases, but increases in general civil and family-related cases. The caseload trends 
suggest greater service demands and greater pressure to meet those demands in the 
branch facilities since that is where the population is shifting. 

• Existing facilities are stressed and not far reaching. Although existing facility projects 
are expanding capacity at some of the core facilities, the added capacity will not be 
adequate to accommodate the increased service needs. Branch facilities suffer the same 
pressures, but offer more opportunities for expansion than do the core facilities. 

• Judicial staff increases. It is inevitable that the number of judicial pos1t1ons will 
increase over time (the tate of increase has been about 1.75 positions per year). With 
each increase, the number of other staff to support the judge and perform other 
services (e.g., Clerk of Court, Public Defender) will increase. 
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o Limited funding. Officials at the Budget Office suggest it is unlikely that future Court 

facility needs can be accommodated by anything other than a bond referendum. 
Existing revenue streams are already committed and no new revenue sources are in 
sight. As one result, it is critical that the Court have a plan that effectively prioritizes .its 
needs and makes a clear case for those needs in the competitive arena of public 
funding. 

SERVICE DELIVERY PATTERN 

What .is the service delivery plan that supports and frames the judkial facilities plan? This 
ls a fundamental question raised by the early analysis of the Court's facility situation. 
Different views of how the courts could or should deliver services to the citizens and 
communities of Miami-Dade County clearly produce different facility implications. Many 
"facility master plans" ate poss~ble unless there is a specific strategic vision upon which to 

. base d1e deployment and operational expectations of future buildings. 

It was the recognition of this reality that became the basis for a year-long process in which 
the Court (and ultimately related justice system agencies) considered the alternatives and 
reached a conclus.ion. The conclusion was mostly .reached in a strategic planning meeting 
attended by over 50 people from the Court, other justice system agencies, County 
Commissioners, other County officials, and members of the local bar. Participants were 
asked to identify their preferences for one of four set-vice delivery models. The clear 
choice among participants was for expanded regionalization of services and facilities. 

This choke has implications for facility planning and for operational planning, as listed 
below: 

Facility-related implications 

• Limited numbers of facilities. 

• Strategic geographic locations. 

• Coordination with major general government service centers. 

• Restriction on further development of limited service, localized district courts other 
than those now in design and consu-uction (Hialeah) or which must be replaced 
because of prior commitments (Caleb). 

o Immedhte attention to development of a new West Dade regional district court 
incorporating expanded setvices (Circuit Civil and Probate, County Court jury trials, 
etc.). 
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• Development of a new Juvenile Justice Center but limitation on long term expansion 

in favor of regional distcibtition of certain services. 

• Re-evaluation of existing district facilities in light of expanded regional facilities. 

• Re-evaluate core expansion scenarios in light o.f emphasis on regional development. 

Policy/rule related imP-lications 

• Begin consideration of best sequence of Circuit Court distribution (civil non-jury, 
uncontested domestic relations, etc.). 

• Begin consideration of potential regional venue lines (County civil fu:st and ultimately 
Circuit as well) and then begin to collect related caseload data. 

• Begin consideration of potential jury district boundaries (parallel with venue lines? 
Separate?). 

• Begin coordinated planning with County on participation in a West Dade Regional 
Service Center. 

FACILITY tiAS1ER PLAN 

Building on the recommended concept of "expanded regionalization," we developed a 
judicial officer projection and deployment model used to assign judicial officers to the 
various co-,.u:thouses. We then integrated this deployment model with a space allocation 
fotmula to define specific new construction projects over the 20 year time-frame of the 
plan and we outlined a model to estimate in present (2002) dollars the probable cost of 
new construction projects. We added these projects to the inventory of ongoing projects 
and arranged them into a priority implementation plan with cost estimates for new 
construction. 

The implementation of the expanded regionalization model divides facility planning into 
Priority 1, Ptiority 2 and Priority 3 projects. The estimated space needs and costs 
associated with these projects are made using the following fout steps: 

Step 1 Establish a typical judge-related DGSF (departtnental gross square feet) planning 
module. This is done by defining a typical net square feet program of judge-related 
spaces and multiplying by 1.4. 

Step 2 Define an agency-specific DGSF planning module as a percentage of the judicial 
planning module to account for the space needs of other groups (e.g., State 
Attorney, Public Defender). 
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Step 3 Define additional DGSF formulas for specific functional alternatives and special 

facility provisions, including, fot example, jury assembly, prisoner sally port and 
staging, food service, and building maintenance support. 

Step 4 Detetmine total square feet of space needs and multiply by the estimated costs for 
construction (curtently about $225/DGSF) and project costs (about 35% of base 
construction costs). 

Prjor•ty I (Short Jerm) Projects 

This includes those projects now in progress and those needed within the short term Q.e., 
within the next 5 years). 

• New Hialeah District Courthouse (2 courtrooms). 

• New Juvenile Justice Courthouse (up to 14 courtrooms). 

• Courtroom and J uclicial office additions to CHC (Floors 28, 29 and 30: 7 cow:trooms). 

• Courtroom and Judicial office expansion at the South Dade District Courthouse (2 
courtrooms). 

• Caleb Center renovation (2 courtrooms). 

• Various other modifications, renovations and repairs at REG, CHC and DCCH. 
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Pr~ority 2 (Intermediate 'erm) Pro~ects 

T~s includes those projects needed in the intermediate time range (i.e., 0-10 yeats) to 
implement the regional concept and ensure that expansion requirements at the core 
facilities are minimized. The projected costs of building a new West Dade Regional 
Coutthouse are $57 ;8 million (2002 dollars), as shown in the table below. 

Cow:t nnd Agencies 114,051 DGSF 

• Court 5,502 12 

• Clet:k 2,751 12 

• Court Administration 1,100 12 

• State Attorney 550 3 

• Public Defender 55 3 
Special &cility Pxov:isions 26,850DGSF 

• J uty '.lssembly 50 75 

• Prisoner holding 1,100 1 
• General Mastets 3,000 4 
• Food Service 50 40 

• Multi-purpose 25 50 

• Child care so 15 

• 12 

Total square feet 

• Total departmental gross square feet (DGSF) 140,901 

• Total building gross square feet (35% of DGSF)I 49,315 

• Total feet 

I otal costs (in 2002 dollars) 
• Base construction costs @$225/ square foot 
• Project costs @35% of base construction costs2 

• Total costs 

1 Adjustment factor to account for such things as the thickness of exterior walls, elevators, stainvells, mechanical a.nd 
electrical spaces. In a judicial facility, this f:tctor is usually 35% to 40% ofDGSF. 
Z Project costs typically include architectw:al and engineering fees; technology; furniture, fixtures and equipment; etc. 

PSI/Dan L lr/ilq & Auorial6.r, JJJ( 63 



374

+-~--~-
Prior~ty !I (Lona Term) Projects 

These are long range (i.e., 10-20 years) projects aimed at the long-term expansion of older 
core and regional facilities. The projected costs of expanding the North Dade and ·south 
Dade Regional District Courts are $23.6 million (2002 dollars), as shown in the two tables 
below. 

;,_· ·, : . . ·· · · o:· - ·. . Priority 3 ·Project ·. · ' · ._. - ~ 

· · - North Dade Regional District Court Expansion · ·· . .-

:~:~~~~~~g~~~P~t:~~?,;~N:·::~~j;.~(;~,·=:JW?;,~~,.~\~~~lx~;~~;i~t~~}~r~0~~?::~~ ~?!t~!v:~~1~1t~?: ~;:;~~·~:Jf~;~ ~!~~\:~~;ftH!tt:~~r~ 
Court and Agencies 19,256 DGSF 
• Court 5,502 2 
• Clerk 2,751 2 
• Court Administrlltion 1,100 2 
• Stllte Attorney 550 1 
• Public Defender 55 
Spec:;ial Facility Provisions 9,425DGSF 
• J uty assembly 50 
• Prisoner holding 1,100 0.5 
• General Masters 3,000 2 
• Food Se.rvice 50 20 
• 1viulti-pu.rpose 25. 35 
• Building maintenance & SUJ>POl't 500 2 

Total sqyare feet 
• Total departmental gross square feet (DGSF) 28,681 
• Total building gross square feet (35% ofDGSF)' 10,038 
• Total square feet 38,719 

Total costs (in 2002 dollar§) 
• Base construction costs @$225/square foot $8,711,854 
• Project costs @35% of base construction costs2 $3,049,149. 
• Total costs $11,761,003 

1 Adjustment factor to account foe such things as the thickness of exterior walls, elevators, stairwells, mechanical and 
electrical spaces. In a judicial facility, thls fllctor is usually 35% to 40% ofDGSF. 
2 Project costs rypically include architectural lind engineering fees; technology; furniture, fixnues and equipment; etc. 
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· · · · . ·: Priority 3 Project 

. South Dade Regional District Court Expansion 

Court and Agencies 19,256 DGSF 
• Court 5,502 2 
• Clerk 2,751 2 
• Court Administration 1,100 2 
• State Attomey 550 1 
• Public Defender 55 

. Special Facility Provisions 9,425 DGSF 
• Jury assembly 50 
• Prisonet holding . 1,100 0.5 
• General Masters 3,000 2 
•. Food Service so 20 
• Multi-purpose. 25 35 
• Building maintenance & support 500 2 

Total square feet 
• Total departmental gross square feet (DGSF) 28,681 
• Total building gmss square feet (35% ofDGSF)l 10,D38 
• Total square feet 38,719 

Total costs (in 2002 dollars) 
• Base construction costs @$225/square foot $8,711,854 
• Project costs @35% of base construction costs2 $3,049,149 
• Total costs $11,761,003 

1 Adjustment factor to account fot· sucl1 things as the thickness of exterior walls, elevators, stairwells, mechanical and 

electrical spaces. ~n a judicial facility, this factor is usually 35% to 40% of DGSF. 
2 Project costs typically include architectural and engineering fees; technology; futniture, fixtures and equipment; etc. 

CONCLUSION 

This Judicial Facilities Master Plan report should setve as a basis for impottant decisions 
regarding strategic deployment directions, capital funding and specific facility, .renovation 
and new construction projects. The report .is intended to provide the foundation for 
implementation of the next generation of court facilities in Miami-Dade County, facilities 
that will support the essential operations of the judicial system, meet the need for public 
access to justice and dispute resolution setvices, represent the respect and pride of the 
conununity in its basic institutions, and teflect the dignity of the County's judicial officers 
and justice system. 

PSI/ Dmt L Wi/~ & A trofiatn, luc 65 



376

... 

• 



377



378

EXHIBIT 9 



379



380



381



382



383

-: {. . : ' : . . . .' 

Table of Contents 
( " ·-. ~ •• -. • i "". · ! ,. .. 7: c~ :·_ 

Section 1 -Introduction, Growth Trends 

Section 2 - Facilities Inventory and Evaluation 

Section 3 - Perspectives, Policies and Priorities 

Section 4 - Appendix 



384

Phase I A Program Needs Investigation I Miami-Dade County GSA Project No. Z- 00019 

• • • 
Phase 1A- Report 

Program Needs Investigation 

Introduction 

This report covers Phase 1 A - Program Needs Investigation and represents the first portion of 
work required under GSA contract# Z00019- Master Plan for the Expansion of Courtrooms and 
Administrative Facilities,. The overall purposes of the Master Plan are: to define the 20 year 
space needs of the courts; to identify crucial court facility projects necessary to meet the expected 
space needs; to identify an appropriate implementation plan for those facilities and finally, to 
estimate the order of magnitude of expected costs associated with the facility requirements and 
implementation plan. 

The purpose of Phase 1A is to investigate and document the broad scope of court related space 
and facility needs that will provide the basis for subsequent detailed study of specific program 
requirements and ultimately the master planning direction. This needed background of 
information and preliminary analysis has involved several tasks including: 

review of previous planning documents, 

preliminary meetings with court system officials, 

collection of existing facility drawings and plans, 

tours of the existing court facilities and 

preparation of preliminary background data tables and forms. 

The intent and results of these efforts are reported in the following sections of this Phase 1A 
report: 

1. Section 1 - Growth Trends - to verify and refine as necessary previously defined growth 
trends impacting court space requirements; 

2. Section 2 - Facilities Inventory and Evaluation - to inventory and evaluate existing judicial 
facilities, sites and deployment patterns; and 

3. Section 3 - Perspectives, Policies and Priorities - to identify policy and strategic planning 
interests and to document potential projects and priorities associated with the development 
of a long term plan. 

Together these activities and the resultant data, analysis and preliminary strategic thinking provide 
the basis for the more detailed analysis to follow in Phase 1 B and will become a critical underlying 
part of the documentation for the entire master planning effort and implementation strategy. 
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Phase iA Program Needs Investigation I Miami-Dade County GSA Project No. Z- 000i9 

Section 1 - Growth Trends 

Overview 
This section reports the results of a review of previously developed growth trends in population, 
demographics, caseload and judicial officers developed in a 2002 master planning report an~. 

identifies important updates impacting this planning effort. The general finding is that growt: 
trends remain consistent (with some exceptions that will be reported) and that the overall rate c~ 
growth in the courts will remain strong over the planning period and the resulting scale of facilitv 
impact related to growth will be significant as well. 

Population 
Population growth is a significant factor underlying long term judicial system space needs 
Increases in population, especially when they are consistent over a long period of time, typical!: 
produce increases in demands for services (case filings), and as a result, increases in the neer 
for judicial officers, staff and ultimately space. 

Miami-Dade County resident population continues to grow. Official projections have beer. 
provided by the Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning. These are reported an< 
illustrated in the following table and figure. 

Md.mi-D1de County 
Popvlatioa. 

llhtorit•l Popvi:U[ort -> 

!997 ~.157,208 

!998 2,189,719 
1999 2,221,6]0 
2000 2,153,48~ 

2001 2,283,319 
2002 2,313,047 
2003 2,342,739 
2004 2,372.~18 

2005 2,402,105 
2006 2.431,819 

O.ongt (rom 1997 lo 2007 
AnngtChongel99?-1006 

ProJ<ctod Popul11ion -> 
2010 2,551,284 
2015 2,703,114 
2020 2,858,l8S 
20~5 

T.1ble 1 aiid Figure 1 

POPULATION ANALYSIS AND FORECASTS,1997 • 2025 
Mi.&m .. Dadr Caua.ty, llorida 

Numbec Puunt 
CbJU11!< Cbange 

Per Yur Per Yttu· 

32,511 uw. 
31,911 1.46% 
31,855 1.43% 
29,834 U2~~ 

29,728 130% 
29,692 1..28~1111 

29,679 1.27'/o 
29,687 US% 
29,714 1.24~-'. 

174,611 12.73% 
30,Sil l.J401/e 

23,893 0.9i\'. 
30,366 1.19'1. 
31,014 US% 
32,320 U3% 

~?.966 14~l&~. 

19,}93 l.ll% 

S«<rce: Miami-Dade County Dq>artmcnl of Planning and Zoning· http<//wv.w.miamidade gDv/planzooeAibruy _<:«\$US asp 
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These official projections 1 indicate that Miami-Dade County can expect to reach just over 3M 
population by 2025. With the existing (2006) population estimated at about 2.4M, this represents 
an increase of nearly 588,000 or about 24% higher than the present. The average annual 
increase is estimated at about 29,400/yr which is only slightly lower than the average 30,500/yr 
increase that has characterized the last 10 year period. This steady growth expectation is 
consistent with the findings of the 2002 master planning report. 2 

The team has also examined the patterns of growth in the County through a review of the census 
tract forecasts by minor statistical area displayed on the Miami-Dade County Planning and Zoning 
Department's web page. The areas that appear to be in line for the highest growth numbers are 
the downtown/costal areas and western/southern fringe areas. These growth patterns are 
expected to impact the long term strategy for court facilities or at least to impact the prioritization 
of court facility projects. 

Caseload 
A review of the official State of Florida Judicial System caseload data (Summary Reporting 
System) for the last ten years has been conducted. The recent data reflects overall trends 
consistent with those reported in the previous study, however, with some emerging sub-trends of 
special interest to this facilities planning effort. 

Circuit Court caseload is going through a period of relatively slow growth overall with the 
notable exception of Domestic Relations cases which continue to show strong increases. It 
should be recognized however, that a long term look at the Circuit Court caseloads in 
Miami-Dade County shows a patterns of peaks and valleys within a long term growth trend. 
There is nothing in the present data to suggest that the presently "slower than before" pace 
of growth will be a long term trend. The contrary is more likely, given the history, and that is 
that there will soon be another cycle of faster growth. 
County Court caseload is growing significantly and most substantially in the area of County 
Court Civil cases. These are the cases most commonly distributed to the Branch or District 
Courthouses. Traffic cases also are showing strong increases as welL 
The highest caseload filing pressures over the last thirteen years (for which data is 
available) are in the North Dade Branch Courthouse (+61.5%) and in the Coral Gables 
Branch Courthouse (+116%). 

These findings are expected to impact the prioritization of court facility projects. It makes sense 
that attention should focus on the areas and facilities that are seeing the most significant caseload 
increases (though of course not exclusively as there are other factors to consider as well). 

Judges 
The pattern of historical increases in the number of judges in Miami-Dade County (11 1

h Judicial 
Circuit of Florida) has been remarkably consistent. Table 2 illustrates that over a twenty year 
period, judges have been added to the County at an average rate of just about 1.5/year and that 
the allocation of judges has averaged just above 5/100,000 population. 

1 The planning team relies exclusively on official population projections typically those used as a basis for all of a county's 
· p1anning efforts. 

t Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida, Facilities Master Plan, Policy Studies Inc .. December 2002 
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Table 2 -Updated population and Judge Numbers 
Historical and Pro'ected Judgeshil)S 

%County Total Judges Total Judges 
Judges Judges per 100,000 Real #Near 

Year Population Circuit County Total to Total Population Increase 

1986 1,812,520 59 34 93 36.6% 5.13 
1987 1,843,690 59 35 94 37.2% 5.10 1.00 
1988 1,874,860 60 35 95 36.8% 5.07 1.00 
1989 1,906,030 62 36 98 36.7% 5.14 3.00 
1990 1,937,200 63 36 99 36.4% 5.11 1.00 
1991 1,969,847 65 36 101 35.6% 5.13 2.00 
1992 1,990,079 65 36 101 35.6% 5.08 0.00 
1993 1,961,196 65 36 101 35.6% 5.15 0.00 
1994 2,002,049 66 36 102 35.3% 5.09 1.00 
1995 2,046,928 70 38 108 35.2% 5.28 6.00 
1996 2,086,103 70 38 108 35.2% 5.18 0.00 
1997 2,157,208 70 40 110 36.4% 5.10 2.00 
1998 2,189,719 70 41 111 36.9% 5.07 1.00 
1999 2,221,630 70 41 111 36.9% 5.00 0.00 
2000 2,253,485 71 41 112 36.6% 4.97 1.00 
2001 2,283,319 71 41 112 36.6% 4.91 0.00 
2002 2,313,047 72 41 113 36.3% 4.89 1.00 
2003 2,342,739 74 41 115 35.7% 4.91 2.00 
2004 2,372,418 74 41 115 35.7°/G 4.85 0.00 
2005 2,402,105 76 41 117 35.0% 4.87 2.00 
2006 2,431,819 77 43 120 35.8% 4.93 3.00 
2007 2,461,577 80 44 124 35.5% 5.04 4.00 

1986 -2007 Averages per Year 36.08% 5.04 1.48 

Based on this information, the planning team has constructed two judgeship projection models, 
one based on the average rate of increase and the second based on the average judges/1 oo,oor 
population. The separate results are only marginally different and the average of the two modelf 
is recommended as the projection basis for additional judges. Based on this process, Miami
Dade County and the Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida can expect to gain an additional 2& 
judges by 2025. These projection results are displayed in Table 3. The total of judges in Miami· 
Dade County is expected to grow from 124 (present number) to 152 in 2025. This projectior 
methodology and the results are consistent with the previous master planning study and ar~ 
thought by the consulting team and the Court's representatives to be sufficiently accurate and 
compelling to avoid the need to project the number of judges on the basis of relationship to 
case load trends. 

The projected scale and rate of growth in the number of judges has a significant bearing on both 
the short and long term judicial system space needs. The addition of judges produces a "ripple' 
impact in the court system in terms of staff for Court Administration, the Clerk of Courts and (in the 
case of Criminal Judges), the State Attorney's and Public Defender's offices as well. One of the 
fundamental questions to be addressed by this study is the expected allocation of these additional 
judges by division of court and by location in the various court facilities (those that exist and those 
that might be developed in the future). 
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Table 3 
Model #1 -Projection Based on Population Average Ratio 5.04 per 100,000 

%County Total Judges Total Judges 
Judges Judges per 100,000 Real #!Year 

Year Population Circuit County Total to Total Population Increase 
2010 2,551,284 82.19 46.39 128.59 36.08% 5.04 1.53 
2015 2, 703,114 87.09 49.15 136.24 36.08% 5.04 1.53 
2020 2,858,185 92.08 51.97 144.06 36.08% 5.04 1.56 
2025 3.019,785 97.29 54.91 152.20 36.08% 5.04 1.63 

Model #2- Projection Based on Real #Increase 
%County Total Judges Total Judges 

Judges Judges per 100,000 Real #!Year 
Year Population Circuit County Total to Total Population Increase 
2010 2,551,284 82.09 46.34 128.43 36.08% 5.03 1.48 
2015 2,703,1 14 86.81 49.00 135.81 36.08% 5.02 1.48 
2020 2,858,185 91.53 51 .66 143.19 36.08% 5.01 1.48 
2025 3,019,785 96.25 54.32 150.57 36.08% 4.99 1.48 

Recommended Projection Based on Average of Models #1 and #2 
%County Total Judges Total Judges 

Judges Judges per 100,000 Real #!Year 
Year Population Circuit County Total to Total Population Increase 
2010 2,551,284 82 47 129 36.43% 5.06 1.67 
2015 2,703,114 87 49 136 36.03% 5.03 1.40 
2020 2,858,185 92 52 144 36.11% 5.04 1.60 
2025 3,019,785 97 55 152 36.18% 5.03 1.60 

The potential distribution of judges by division has been addressed in two ways. As a baseline, 
the team prepared a summary of the existing distribution of judges by division of court, calculated 
the existing percentages of the respective quantities of judges in each to the whole (either Circuit 
of County Court and then used those percentages to distribute the projected judges to the 
divisions in the future. What became immediately apparent was that the distribution of judges to 
divisions based on the existing percentages failed to take into account the differential growth of 
the caseloads and the shifting need for judges by division . So Table 4 reflects another approach 
as well in which the future distribution of judges was adjusted based on the shifting caseload 
trends and in particular on the significantly higher rate of growth in Circuit Court Domestic 
Relations cases over Circuit Civil cases. The projection of Judges by location will be discussed in 
Section 3 of this report. 
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Table 4- Alternative Projections (Judges by Division) 
Projection by Filing 

Existing Projection by % Pressure 

Ill 
., 

Ill 
., 

r:n r:n 
'0 

, 
:l :::1 ..., .., 

."!: ;:. 
::I c. 
~ ::l 

0 
iJ u 

Cll s s 
0 0 c ... ... .. 

i/) ... 0 0 ~ 0 It) 0 It) 0 It) 

Jj 
0 ,.. ,.. N N ,.. ..... N N 

Circuit Court :;,!! :;,!! .~. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2 2 
Chief Judge 1 1.3% 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Criminal 26 32.5% 27 28 30 31 27 28 30 31 
Civil 25 31.3% 26 27 29 30 25 26 27 28 
Probate 4 5.0% 4 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 
DR 14 17.5% 14 15 16 17 15 16 18 19 
UFC 2 2.5% 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 3 
Juvenile 8 10.0% 8 9 9 10 8 9 9 10 

Circuit Totals 80 82 87 92 97 82 87 92 97 

County Court 
Civil 20 45.5% 21 22 24 25 21 22 24 25 
Criminal 17 38.6% 18 19 20 21 18 19 20 21 
DV 7 15.9% 8 8 8 9 8 8 8 9 

County Totals 44 47 49 52 55 47 49 52 55 

TOTAL JUDGES 124 129 136 144 1521 129 136 144 152 
UFC = 1 DR, 1 Juvenile, & Chief Judge 

Summary and Conclusion 

Our review of the most recent population, caseload and judgeship acquisition data shows n< 
reason to alter the growth expectations outlined in the previous 2002 report. 

Population is growing and will continue to grow according to official sources. 

Caseload trends remain typical overall. The system is moving in a predictable way with 
sub-trends altering the particular balance of case types within the whole at any given time. 
For now, there is a strong surge in County Court case types, particularly Civil and Traffic. 

Judgeship growth has continued and will continue into the future in consistent way, though 
the actual increase in a given year may vary slightly from the average. 

Each of these factors impacts judicial facilities and facilities planning strategy. Both core anc' 
branch facilities are being and will be impacted though is somewhat different ways. The pattern~ 
of continuing growth offer no relief from the expectation that additional facilities will to be needed. 
Indeed, meeting the spatial needs related to these patterns of growth will present an ongoin~ 
challenge to both the Court and the County over the next 20 years. How this might be bes 
accomplished is the overall objective of this study. 
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Section 2- Facilities Inventory and Evaluation 

Overview 

An initial task in the master planning process is the inventory and evaluation of the existing court 
facilities in Miami-Dade County. If the objective of the overall study is to determine what court 
facilities are needed and to define a plan to provide them, then the starting point for the analysis 
must certainly be in the documentation of what already exists and through the evaluation process 
to identify its usefulness in meeting existing and projected need. In this section, we identify the 
existing facilities; provide summaries of the staff and space of each and a simple evaluation of 
critical functional, physical and spatial characteristics of each. Our analysis finds that: 

All of the court's existing facilities are full (except the Hialeah Branch Courthouse which just 
opened) and some are seriously overcrowded 

Two of the major core facilities (REG and DCCH) are potentially in need of replacement 

One of the major core facilities (Juvenile Justice Center) is in the process of being replaced 
now. 

Two of the court's branch facilities are closed for remodeling or replacement and at least 
one and possibly two of the largest, busiest remaining Branch Courthouses are in need of 
replacement or substantial addition. 

All the other Branch Courthouses (except Hialeah) are in need of expansion within the 20 
year planning window. 

Miami-Dade County has a large inventory of court space totaling above 1.1 M SF. Despite this 
large amount of space, the system appears to be in a catch-up or break even mode. The intensity 
of demand and the pace of growth together with the age, condition and functional deficiencies of a 
large portion of the existing inventory have created a situation that underscores the need for 
additional strategic initiatives and major new facilities projects in the coming years. 

Inventory and Evaluation 

For purposes of this study, we divide the court facilities in Miami-Dade County into two groups: 

Core Facilities - These are the major court facilities of the county that serve centralized 
caseloads and (at this time) all jury functions. The core facilities are: 

o Dade County Courthouse (DCCH) (1928) serving centralized Circuit Civil and 
Probate functions as well as a portion of the County Court civil caseload 

o Courthouse Center (CHC) ( 1 985 )- Serving the Circuit Court Domestic Relations and 
the Domestic Violence caseloads 

o Richard E. Gerstein Courthouse (REG) (1 960) - Serving the Circuit Criminal and 
County Criminal caseloads 

o Juvenile Justice Center (JJC) (1972) - Serving the Circuit Court Juvenile 
Delinquency and Dependency caseload (A replacement for this facility is in design) 

Carter Goble Lee Companies / Dan L. Wifey & Associates, Inc. I Six to Architect, Inc. 7 
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Branch (or District) Facilities- These are smaller facilities that serve distributed (non-jury, 
caseloads, primarily County Court Civil and Traffic caseloads as well as some othe. 
specialized case types. 

o North Dade (1987) 
o Miami Beach (1927) (closed~ 2006) 
o Caleb Center (1976) (closed- 2002) 
o Hialeah (2004) 
o Coral Gables ( 1951) (court occupied 1993) 
o South Dade (1992) 
o Bayfront (Serving Child Support Enforcement) 
o Homestead (closed since Hurricane Andrew) 

The following pages provide a functional and spatial summary of key facilities as well as 1 

preliminary evaluation and simple rating of each. No analysis is provided for closed facilities anr 
none is provided for the Juvenile Justice Center as its deficiencies have already been welt 
documented a major project to replace it is underway at this time. 

The evaluations of each facility are divided into four general areas with specific items addresse< 
within each. Selective comments have been provided in support of the ratings and it should bf 
recognized that these are not comprehensive but illustrative. The general areas are: 

Functional - Items under this heading address how the facility works and serves itb 
occupants and clients. For example: the "Public Access/Circulation/Accommodation" iten. 
addresses how well occupants and users of the facility can get into and around it am 
whether waiting spaces are adequate. Serious overcrowding leading to congested hallwayr 
and limited waiting areas would produce lower scores than open corridors and clearly 
defined and sufficiently sized waiting areas. 
Spatial - Items under this heading focus on spatial sufficiency (Is there enough space to. 
the staff and functions housed there?), on spatial adequacy (Is the space proper!~ 
dimensioned for its use?), whether there is any opportunity for internal expansion anr 
whether courtrooms and other required spaces generally conform to recognized space 
standards. 
Physical - Items under this heading address general appearance, maintenance (based or. 
available reports and the comments of Building Managers), systems conditions3

, an( 
compliance items such as ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) and general compliancE' 
with relevant codes. 
Site - Items under this heading address the opportunities for on site expansion, the 
availability of adequate parking (a system wide concern) and the suitability of the site fo1 
major public and judicial facil ities based on prominence and proximity to publk 
transportation 

.I The consulting team was not asked to conduct a full scale evaluation of building systems but simply to report general status 
based on nvai lable information and cursory survey. 
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Dade County Courthouse j73 West Flagler 1 Miami, Flj 33130 
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-
COURTHOUSE FACILITY EVALUATION MATRIX ; 

' 
Miami-Dade County, Florida· Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida l 

LOCATION: Dade County Courthouse Rating Scale i 
73 West Flagler Street Poor Average Excellent I 
Miami, Florida 1 -2 3-4 5 REMARKS 

EVALUATION ISSUES 

FUNCTIONAL: -
1. Public Access/Circulation/Accommodation 3 to~r floors very light public circulation - little to no wailing -
2. Security 3 lacl<s separate circulation for prisoners and judicial staff 
3. Prisoner Holding & Movement 1 None and if required lakes place through public spaces -
4. Contiguous Deployment 3 floor plates not conducive to large department blocks -
5. Technology Compatibility 2 challenging to accommodate - the building is 75 years old 
6. Woli<ing Environment 3 variable by floor and function 
7. Acoustics 3 

SPATIAL: 
1. Spatial Sufficiency {quantity) 4 There is vacant space but this is related to environmental issues 
2. Spatial Adequa<:y_(Dimensions, quality) 3 variable from very good (historic courtrooms) to terrible 
3. Internal expansion potential 2 limited by configuration 
4. Standards compliance 2 some courtrooms OK - rest are seriously sub-standard 

PHYSICAL: J 

1. Appearance 3 

2. Maintenance Status 3 -
3. Systems 3 
4. General Condition 2 perpetual water intrusion in basement and on exterior -6. ADA Compl!ance 3 -
7. Code compliance 1 

SITE: -
1. Expansion Potential 1 
2. Adequate Pali<ing 2 Public pali<ing structures are available within two block radius 
3. Prominence 5 Historic Building in downtown Miami 
4. Public Transportation 5 

= 
TOTALS 13 34 10 

Total Score= 57 
Out of possible 110 

51.8% 
Other Comments: 
Note 1: The Dade County Courthouse was opened in 1928 and is approaching its 80th year of occupancy. It is a historic 

building in downtown Miami. It has been repeatedly redeployed and subject to ongoing renovations both inside and out. After 

jail functions and general government functions moved out. civil courtrooms were forced into tower floors. These are completely 

inadequate and sub-standard both as to size and layout {many have large columns in the middle of the room) and the small foot-

print of the tower floors together with the narrow column spacings preclude improvement. Recent environmental testing has 

identified problems on the upper (and now unoccupied) floors and there is general concern among court employees about water 
intrusion and air quality. The facility no longer meets the spatial and functional requirements of modern court operations. 
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Courthouse Center 1175 NW 151 Ave I Miami, Fl133128 
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-COURTHOUSE FACILITY EVALUATION MATRIX 
Miami-Dade County, Florida. Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida 

ILOCA TJON: courthouse center Rating Scale 

175 N.W. 1st Avenue Poor Average Excellent 
Miami, Florida 1 • 2 3-4 5 REMARKS 

EVALUATlON ISSUES 

FUNCTIONAL: -
1. Public Access/CirculaUon/Accommodalion 5 Excellent except on Level 2 ..... 
2. Security 5 separate circulation paths good 

3. Prisoner Holding & Movement 4 limited to level 2 

4. Contiguous Deployment 5 ' ~ 
5. Technology Compatibility 5 i 
6. Wor1<ing Environment 5 Excellent ' .... 
7. Acoustics 5 ! 

-- ~ 
SPATIAL: 

.. 
i 

1. Spatial Sufficiency (quantity) 5 all functions appear well accommodated l 
2. Spatial Adequacy (Dimensions, quality) 4 some spatial complications related to shape of bldg. footprint i 

3. Internal expansion potential 4 : 

4. Standards compliance 5 l 
i 

PHYSICAL: - J 
1. Appearance 5 Modern office tower 

~ 

2. Maintenance Status 5 : 

3. Systems 5 -
4. General Condition 5 

~ 

6. ADA Compliance 5 
7. Code compliance 5 i 

... 
I 

-i 
SITE: 

1. Expansion Potential 1 no external expansion potential ..; 

2. Adequate Par1<ing 4 internal staff and judicial par1<ing ' ., 
3. Prominence 5 Excellent proximity to DCCH ' 
4. Public Transportation 5 ' -

..; 

TOTALS 1 16 80 -
Total Score " 97 
Out of possible 110 

88.2% 
-:: 

Other Comments: 
Note 1: This building was converted from a high rise office tower to a court facility primarily accommodating Domestic 
Relations cases. The conversion has been largely seen as successful in the context of spatial quality and layout within a 
very courtroom unfriendly floor shape and structural module. Associated office functions are very good and the overall 
footprint size allows contiguous deployment of large functional groupings. The facility has proven to be an excellent and 
important addition to the court's spatial inventory. 

. 
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Richard E. Gerstein Justice Building 1 1351 NW 12 ST 1 Miami, Fl 1 33125 
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-COURTHOUSE FACILITY EVALUATION MATRIX 
Miami-Dade County, Florida- Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida 

Richard E. Gerstein Justice Building Rating Scale 

1351 N.W. 12th Street Poor Average Excellent 
Miami, Florida 1-2 3 - 4 5 REMARKS 

EVALUATION ISSUES 

FUNCTIONAL: -
1. Public AccessJCirculation/Accommodalion 3 crowded throughout - inadequate vertical circulation -

limited entry screening space and overall security is compromis... JY 
2. Security 3 cross-public prisoner transport -
3. Prisoner Holding & Movement 3 inadequate on the south side of the building -
4. Contiguous Deployment 4 no longer possible for COC and AOC due to growth 

5. Technology Compatibility 3 wires everywhere and makeshift arrangements clearly visible -
6. Wor1<ing Environment 3 crowded, noisy, uncomfortable. shows effects of heavy wear -
7. Acoustics 3 very noisy 

-
SPATIAL: -
1. Spatial Sufficiency (quantity) 3 mixed on courtrooms & staff spaces- jury accommodations poo. 
2. Spatial Adequacy (Dimensions, quality) 3 workstations standards compromised by overcrowding -
3. Internal expansion potential 2 none - the facility is full -
4. Standards compliance 2 no courtrooms meet contemporary spatial or dimensional standc.. 

-
PHYSICAL: -
1. Appearance 2 appears dirty and very worn 

2. Maintenance Status 3 -
3. Systems 3 -
4. General Condition 2 
6. ADA Compliance 3 courtrooms not general compliant -
7. Code compliance 3 

' -

SITE: -
1. Expansion Potential 1 See Note 1 below --
2. Adequate Par1<ing 2 
3. Prominence 3 -
4. Public Transportation 5 -

: 

TOTALS 11 43 5 
" Total Score= 59 

Out of possible 110 
53.6% -

Other Comments: 

Note 1: the site across the street to the west was once deemed the appropriate expansion direction for the courts 

but is not currently being considered by the County as viable for this purpose. It is now seen as a location for a building 

to replace State Attorney facilities/site area now proposed for affordable housing development under a plan put forward by 

the Related Group. Courthouse expansion appears effectively precluded along with both present and future parking 
requirements. REG itself has been reconfigured repeatedly and all viable (as well as many non-viable) courtroom 

locations have been utilized. There is no further internal expansion without forcing out some existing functions. The 
entire building has become seriously overcrowded. 
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North Dade Justice Center 1 15555 Biscayne BLVD 1 Miami, Fl 1 33160 
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-COURTHOUSE FACILITY EVALUATION MATRIX 
Miami-Dade County, Florida- Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida 

LOCATION; North Dade Justice Center Rating Scale 

15555 Biscayne Blvd. Poor Average Excellent 
Miami, Florida 1 - 2 3-4 5 REMARKS ' 

EVALUATION ISSUES 

FUNCTIONAL: -
1. Public Access/Circulation/Accommodation 4 Level1 very crowded- Level 2 adequate -
2. Security 4 inadequate weapons screening space-separate circulation gooo 

3. Prisoner Holding & Movement 3 provisions available but no longer used due to staffing limits 
4. Contiguous Deployment 3 Some COC fragmentation occurring 

5. Technology Compatibility 4 

6. Wor1<ing Environment 4 some portions becoming very crowded 

7. Acoustics 4 

SPATIAL: 

1. Spatial Sufficiency (quantity) 3 departments are short of space 

2. Spatial Adequacy (Dimensions, quality) 4 courtrooms largely OK - lacks internal circulation for COC 

3. Internal expansion potential 2 full 

4. Standards compliance 3 compromised by overcrowding especially in COC spaces 

PHYSICAL; 

1. Appearance 5 

2. Maintenance Status 5 
3. Systems 5 
4. General CondiUon 5 
6. ADA Compliance 4 

7. Code compliance 5 

SITE: 

1. Expansion Potential 3 See Note 1 

2. Adequate Parking 1 

3. Prominence 3 

4. Public Transportation 3 

TOTALS 3 49 25 
Total Score = 77 
Out of possible 110 

70.0% 

Other Comments: 
Note 1: Limited expansion possibilities may exist toward the southeast end of the building without disturbing protected 
mangroves. The ground floor egg-shaped structure could be demolished and made larger and the second floor 
judicial expanded over that adjusted footprint. It is unclear how this could be accomplished and retain the court in 
operation throughout. This expansion would also impact already limited parking and site access roads. Even 
without expansion, it appears additional parking is needed in the form of a parking structure. A better solution might 
be to seek replacement of this now overcrowded and expansion challenged facility to a more spacious nearby site 
capable of accommodating both existing and future court requirements and necessary parking. 
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Hialeah Courthouse 111 East 6th ST [ Hialeah, Fl[ 3301 0 
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COURTHOUSE FACILITY EVALUATION MATRIX 
Miami-Dade County, Florida - Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida 

LOCAllON: Hialeah Courthouse Rating Scale 

11 East 6th Street Poor Average Excellent 
Hialeah, Florida 1 - 2 3-4 5 REMARKS 

EVALUATION ISSUES 

FUNCTlONAL: I 

1. Public Access/Circulalion!Accommodalion 5 excellent except for entl)' sequence I 
2. Security 4 Poor weapons screening setup - vel)' crowded I 

3. Prisoner Holding & Movement 5 

4. Contiguous Deployment 5 I 
5. Technology Compatibility 5 . I 

6. Working Environment 5 
?.Acoustics 5 I 

• 
SPATlAL: 
1. Spatial Sufficiency (quantity) 5 I 

2. Spatial Adequacy (Dimensions, quality) 5 
3. Internal expansion potential 5 could add another judge vmen necessa'Y 
4. Standards compliance 5 I 

PHYSICAL: 
I 

1. Appearance 5 I 
2. Maintenance Status 5 
3. Systems 5 
4. General Condition 5 I 
6. ADA Compliance 5 
7. Code compliance 5 

I 

SITE: 

1. Expansion Potential 3 limiled - See Note 1 
2. Adequate Parking 4 Public parking structure exists v.;thin 200 feet of site. I 

3. Prominence 5 Across from Hialeah City Hall 

4. Public Transportation 4 
I 

TOTALS 0 15 85 • 
Total Score = 100 
Out of possible 110 I 

90.9% I 

Other Comments: 
Note 1: Expansion potential may exist in the lot area immediately to the north. Expansion may be possible as a second 

I 

floor over the existing secured surface parking on this lot. At this time, hOwever, external expansion is not considered I 

likely based on strategic deployment considerations. I 
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Coral Gables District Court 1 31 00 Ponce de Leon 1 Coral Gables, Fl j 33134 
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COURTHOUSE FACILITY EVALUATION MATRIX 
Miami-Dade County, Florida- Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida 

LOCAnON: Coral Gables District Court Rating Scale 

3100 Ponce de Leon Poor Average Excellent 
Coral Gables, Florida 1 • 2 3-4 5 REMARKS 

EVALUATION ISSUES • 
FUNCTIONAL: 
1. Public Access/Circulation/Accommodation 1 Serious crowding & congestion, little waiting, narrow corridors I 
2. Security 3 Inadequate space for weapons screening I 

3. Prisoner Holding & Movement 1 None 

4. Contiguous Deployment 3 Fragmentation of COC functions I 
5. Technology Compatibility 4 j 

6. Working Environment 2 Very cramped and congested, storage in hallways 
. 

7. Acoustics 4 Noisy environment I 

SPATIAL: 
1. Spatial Sufficiency (quanlity) 1 inadequate for existing staff and functions, no growth space I 
2. Spatial Adequacy (Dimensions, quality) 2 poor quality due to overcrowding, poor dimensions 

3. Internal expansion potential 1 None 

4. Standards compliance 2 Courtrooms marginally adequate, workstations substandard I 

PHYSICAL: 
1. Appearance 2 improved finishes but generally very worn appearance I 

2. Maintenance Status 3 . 
3. Systems 2 
4. General Condition 2 I 

6. ADA Compliance 2 
7. Code compliance 1 

I 

SITE: 
1. Expansion Potential 1 See Note 1 in Other Comments below 

2. Adequate Parking 1 I 
3. Prominence 1 

4. Public Transportation 4 -..1. 

I 

TOTALS 22 21 0 

Total St:ore = 43 
Out of possible 110 I 

39.1% I 

Other Comments: 
I 

Note 1: This building was originally designed as a supermarket and converted into a branch courthouse facility. It has 

been overwhelmed by demand and has become seriously overcrowded. Parking is completely inadequate and local I 

limitations as well as spatial constraints preclude utilization for certain important case types. Staff areas are very tight I 
and public spaces crowded and inadequate for the daily volumes of customers. The overall condition of the building 

(despite recent upgraded in finishes) is poor and there is no internal expansion potential at all. Expansion at this site is 
I 

not recommended. I 

20 Carter Gohfe Lee Companies/ Dan L fblcy & Associate.\', Inc. /Six to A rchitel't, Inc. 



404

Phase i A Program Need1· investigation/ Miami-Dade Coun(v GSA Project No. Z- 00019 

South Dade Justice Center ]10710 SW 211 ST j Miami, Flj33189 
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COURTHOUSE FACILITY EVALUATION MATRIX 
Miami-Dade County, Florida- Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida 

LOCATION: South Dade Justice Center Rating Scale 

10710 S.W. 211 Street Poor Average Excellent 
Miami, Florida 1 -2 3-4 5 REMARKS 

EVALUATION ISSUES 

FUNCTIONAL: 

1. Public Access!Circulation/Acrommodation 5 Excellent except for entry sequence 

2. Security 4 cramped ent'Y but othervlise sound 

3. Prisoner Holding & Movement 5 appears adequate 

4. Contiguous Deployment 4 I 
5. Technology Compatibility 4 J 
6. Working Environment 5 I 

7. Acoustics 5 I 

SPATIAL: 

1. Spatial Sufficiency (quantity) 5 I 
2. Spalial Adequacy (Dimensions, quality) 4 generally good -some recent sub-standard litigation spaces 

3. Internal expansion potential 4 no vacant spaces but some reconfiguralion possible 

4. Standards compliance 5 I 

PHYSICAL: 
-1 

1. Appearance 5 - I 

2. Maintenance Status 5 
3. Systems 5 
4. General Condition 5 I 

6. ADA Compliance 5 
7. Code compliance 5 

I 
SITE: 

1. Expansion Potential 5 lots of available adjacent land 

2. Adequate Parking 4 I 
3. Prominence 2 

4. Public Transportation 4 ~ 

I 

TOTALS 2 28 65 
Total Score= 95 
Out of possible 110 I 

86.4% J 

Other Comments: 
Note 1: This court fadlity is part of a larger governmental complex that provides extensive parking and site area. It is .. I 

organizationally sound and though full offers both internal and external opportunity of increased usage, growth and I 
expansion. Most courtrooms are adequate, though some recently created litigation spaces (hearing rooms) are not as 

I large or configured as would be desirable. Working environment for staff appears excellent. 
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Summary and Conclusions 

At this time, Miami-Dade County and the Eleventh Judicial Circuit are operating in four (4) core 
facilities and in five (5) branch facilities for a total of nine (9) court locations. The core facilities are 
all located in close proximity to downtown Miami4, and the branch facilities are geographically 
distributed. Two additional branch locations are closed for remodel or replacement and one other 
former branch location has been closed for several years (Homestead). 

Two of the core facilities are quite old. The DCCH has been in use by the courts since 1928 
(nearly 80 years) and has been repeatedly reconfigured to meet court system growth and 
changing utilization patterns. It now serves as the seat of the civil courts (both Circuit and County), 
lhe central administrative offices of the Clerk of Courts, one of two jury assembly locations (the 
other is REG) and the symbol of the judicial system in the County and the Circuit. Its courtrooms, 
other than the original ones at the lower levels of the building are sub-standard both spatially and 
functionally and its floor plates are no longer compatible with either courtroom placement or the 
deployment of sizable contiguous office areas. 

REG was built in 1960 to house the criminal courts and related functions. Originally housing both 
:riminal courts and clerk as well as court partners, system growth has reduced its occupants to 
the courts (41 judges), the criminal clerk functions, AOC Criminal Operations and supporting 
police, program and Corrections spaces. The facility is now 47 years old and has been 
reconfigured numerous times. Courtrooms have been sandwiched into every available space 
{including former corridors). There are now 4 different courtroom configurations in the building, 
3ach offering different functional or spatial challenges. Prisoner delivery has become difficult. 
The elevators are oveiWhelmed at peak times and jury assembly is too small. Corridors are noisy 
and congested and security screening is cramped, frequently oveiWhelmed and potentially less 
secure than desirable. At a minimum, REG needs a major addition that would cover projected 
.;xpansion (up to 10 more judges by 2025) and would allow replacement of some of the more 
1ysfunctional courtrooms of the present facility. 

Both of these core facilities are functionally deficient (though for different reasons) and a strong 
case could be made for replacement of each. 

The branch facilities differ from one another: 
Hialeah is a new facility that opened in 2004 and still has a margin of internal growth. Apart 
from the cramped security screening space, the facility is well designed, functional and 
accommodating for both occupants and customers. 
North Dade is full and increasingly crowded. It is in need of expansion for both its parking 
and its actual functional spaces. This expansion need is frustrated by the odd shape of the 
building and in particular by the constraints of the site. The location was carved out of 
environmentally sensitive lands and the restrictions and rules that apply make further 
expansion on the site very difficult and costly if not completely problematic or impossible. 
This is a situation where demand on the facility should be reduced (a practical impossibility 
given its strategic location near the Broward County line), it should be expanded on site 

~While the existing Juvenile Justice Center is not downtown, its replacement is planned to be located within two blocks of the 
0CCH and CHC. 
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(seemingly very complicated, impractical or virtually impossible) or it should be relocater 
and replaced (perhaps to the nearby FlU campus) on ground sufficient to permit appropriatt:: 
expansion as demand increases. 
Caleb Center and Miami Beach, which are now closed should be replaced. 
Coral Gables is severely overcrowded as it stands, has very limited associated parkinL 
limitations (by the City) on its use (no Domestic Violence injunction cases which are part< 
other Branch Court caseloads), very congested public spaces and no further intern1' 
expansion (there is no other function that can be forced out of the building - all remarninn 
occupants are needed for essential court operations). On the other hand, the facility has Q 

very strategic location and is clearly the branch facility of choice for many attorneys an 
clients due to its central location. Of all the main branch facilities, this is the one most i 
need of attention and either expansion (though it is difficult to see how this could b
accommodated on site with proper parking) or replacement. 
Bayfront is used for Child Support Enforcement activity and houses only GenerBI 
Magistrates. Functions located here are already scheduled for redeployment within th~-. 
next few years to a county office building in downtown Miami that is being vacated. 
South Dade is the most accommodating of the branch facilities. Its last courtroom an 
judicial office set shell space have been filled and it is technically full, however, it remain 
the most spacious, accommodating and most functional of the branch facilities. Sta~ 
spaces are not overcrowded at this point and though the entry screening is cramped, the:: 
facility is very well organized and operationally sound. The site (being part of a larg..., 
government center) has sufficient space to accommodate both additional parking an. 
expanded facility when needed. This arrangement and collocation with other governmer · 
services is a model that should be considered for future court branches particularly jr 

western Miami-Dade County. 

Overall, our analysis finds that: 

All of the court's existing facilities are full (except the Hialeah Branch Courthouse which jus~ 
opened) and some are seriously overcrowded 

Two of the major core facilities (REG and DCCH) are potentially in need of replacement 

One of the major core facilities (Juvenile Justice Center) is in the process of being replace~. 
now. 
Two of the court's branch facilities are closed for remodeling or replacement and at lea~
one and possibly two of the largest, busiest remaining Branch Courthouses are in need of 
replacement or substantial addition. 
All the other Branch Courthouses (except Hialeah) are in need of expansion within the 2v 
year planning window. 

Miami-Dade County has a large inventory of court space totaling above 1.1 M SF. Despite thL 
large amount of space, the system appears to be in a catch-up or break even mode. The intensit_ 
of demand and the pace of growth together with the age, condition and functional deficiencies of r 
large portion of the existing inventory have created a situation that underscores the need for 
additional strategic initiatives and major new facilities projects in the coming years. 
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• • • • 
Section 3- Perspectives, Policies and Priorities 
Overview 
In Section 1 we confirmed the pressures and scale of growth facing Miami-Dade County and the 
Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida in connection with judicial facilities. In Section 2 we identified 
the existing facility resources and documented the pressures impacting them. We noted the rising 
reality that most will need expansion and that substantial replacements may be needed for those 
that no longer effectively accommodate modem court functional and spatial requirements. In this 
Section 3, we address a series of considerations impacting the development of a strategic plan. 
The focus of this section is not to propose a strategic plan but to outline the operational policy 
framework in which it must be set, to identify some of the expressed interests of system 
participants and to provide an initial summary of the potential projects to be considered as part of 
the planning effort. 

Preliminary Issues 
The master planning process begins with the discussion of several preliminary issues. These 
issues do not fall neatly into other categories of consideration but each has a relationship to the 
direction the plan will take or to the perspectives that will influence strategic decisions. 

Prospective judicial redeployment -We earlier noted that there is an expectation that 28 
more judges will be added to the courts in Miami-Dade County over the planning period and 
we identified recommendations regarding the allocation of those judges by division of court, 
based on caseload growth pressures. The next consideration though is where those 28 
more judges will be located or deployed across the system facilities. 

Table 5- Existing Deployment & Strategic Opportunities 
2007 2010 2016 2020 2025 

Clr '.4 Cty '.4 Tou Clr Cty Total Clr Cty Total Clr Cty Total Cir Cty Total 

Core 
FacUlties 

REG 26 3U% 14 JUII 40 27 15 42 28 16 44 30 17 47 32 18 50 

OCCH 29 36.3% 7 lUll 36 30 7 37 32 8 40 34 8 42 35 9 44 

CHC 16 10.0',1, 7 lUll 23 16 8 24 17 8 25 18 8 26 19 6 27 
JJ 9 U.3% 0 0.0% 9 9 0 9 10 0 10 10 0 10 11 0 11 

Subtotals 80 28 108 82 30 112 87 32 119 92 33 126 97 36 132 

District 
Facilities 

Hialeah 0 O,D\1 2 4.511 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 

NO 0 0.0'1. 6 U.l% 6 0 7 7 0 7 7 0 7 7 0 8 8 

MB 0 0.0',1, 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Caleb 0 0.0'.1. 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CG 0 O.O'J: 4 9.1'.4 4 0 4 4 0 4 4 0 5 5 0 5 5 

so 0 0.0% 4 ,.Ill 4 0 4 4 0 4 4 0 5 5 0 5 5 

Bayfront 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

other 0 O,O'J: 0 t.0\1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtollls 0 16 16 0 17 17 0 17 17 0 19 19 0 20 20 

Totals 80 44 124 82 47 129 87 49 136 92 62 144 97 65 162 

Excludes Se nlor Judges 

We have prepared Table 5 (above) which shows where the existing complement of judges 
is located and where they would be located if the present pattern of deployment was 
extended into the future. The table also shows the opportunities for strategic redeployment 
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based on the reality that branch courts that are presently closed will be reopened and that 
new facilities might be created. The table makes no attempt to finalize a redeployment pla1. 
as that is what the strategic planning process is intended to do and discussions with thL 
courts and with the court partners in Phases 1 8 and 1 C will accomplish. It only show. 
where the pressures would come under the existing deployment plan and where thr 
opportunities exist to relieve or transfer that pressure. 

Relief from overcrowding - It is very important to note at the outset that despite the: 
extensive efforts, project approvals and funding allocations that have· been made over thL 
last few years for court facility projects and despite the willingness of courts and cour 
partners to adapt operations to available space, that the overcrowding in some facilities ir 
so severe that it cannot be accepted as the status quo indefinitely. Conditions at the Corat 
Gables Branch, North Dade and at REG come immediately to mind in this regard. Relief o. 
these conditions must be part of the planning rather than just an accepted starting point. II . 
addition, this reality points to the fact that there is simply no room (with very limitet 
exception) in existing facilities to accommodate or to absorb the demands of growth. 

• Accommodation of growth - The point here is that it appears that growth will need to b€' 
accommodated almost entirely by new construction either in the form of facility additions (to 
include relief from overcrowding) or by replacements. There is simply no room in thE. 
present buildings to cover the projected increases. 

Strategic perspectives- On first consideration, the development of strategic priorities coulc' 
be seen from several perspectives: 

o Population growth and demographic trends - The priority of court facility projects 
could be determined by where the most growth in population appears to be takin~ 
place. 

o Caseload filing pressures- The priority of court facility projects could be determinec 
by the location of the highest demands in terms of case filings 

o Judgeship growth - The priority of court facility projects could be determined by the> 
locations expecting the largest increases in the numbers of judges. 

o Facility condition - The priority of court facility projects could be determined by the 
locations with the worst physical and/or functional conditions. 

o Targets of opportunity -The priority of court facility projects could be determined b~ 
emerging circumstances that might favor a particular project at a particular timE 
regardless of any other factor 

In reality, the master plan should offer projects and priorities that would represent a balance 
among these issues. The best projects and the ones that are most likely to succeed are those 
that appear to meet emerging demographic needs, respond to filing pressures and judgeship 
growth, address the worst of facility conditions and have favor at the time for political or economic 
reasons in addition to all the others. 

Policy Parameters 
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Strategic planning for court facilities plan must be cognizant of the court's service delivery 
objectives. The 2002 master plan noted that "facility planning should be the servant of policy and 
functional objectives rather than their master. Strategic service delivery interests should 
determine space allocations and deployment rather than being constrained by them." In this 
connection, the team has identified a preliminary set of policy parameters that must be 
accommodated in this planning effort 

• Jury cases will continue to be centralized in core facilities (absent the creation of sub-jury 
districts) but there will be selective instances of jury trials in branch facilities under specific 
guidelines determined by the Chief Judge. These guidelines will limit branch court jury 
trials to circumstances where the selected jurors (still chosen in the core facilities) are all 
from a geographically close area and unanimously agree to hear the case at the nearest 
branch facility. This concept is soon to be tested first at North Dade. 

• In-custody criminal cases will continue to be heard exclusively at REG. 
• Juvenile Delinquency and Dependency cases will continue to be hear exclusively at the 

Juvenile Justice Facility (whether old or new building) 
• UFC cases will be heard at the new Children's Court (the replacement for JJC) 
• The policy of not establishing venue boundaries for County Civil cases at Branch facilities 

will continue. It is recognized that this essentially prevents projection of growth by service 
area population. 

• The policy of limiting distribution of Circuit Court proceedings to Branch facilities will 
continue 

• Branch facilities (selectively) will now Include of COC Recording Services 

Strategic Interests 
In the early stages of the project, the planning team has met with the key representatives of the 
primary courthouse occupants (Courts and Clerk) to identify their strategic interests that must be 
accommodated by the study and the final plan. Here is what we have learned: 

Reopen closed Branch facilities particularly Caleb Center and Miami Beach. These re
openings are important to both the Court and the Clerk. Homestead may be a long term re
opening. More study will be needed to determine. 

• Take advantage of targets of opportunity- both the Court and Clerk recognize that they 
must be prepared to take advantage of any facility development opportunity whether it is 
exactly in the plan, in sequence or not. For example: both are committed to serious 
consideration of facilities opportunities that might be offered in which some other entity 
pays the costs of development. 

• Preference for larger branches to take advantage of economies of scale - In an ideal 
circumstance, larger branch court facilities are more efficient and more effective because 
they allow economies of scale. Two judges can accomplish more if they work together 
than if they work alone. Shared facilities offer the opportunity for resources (both staff and 
space) to be shared and to be utilized in a more complete way. 

• LEEDS certification for new facilities - There is a growing realization that the concepts of 
"green" design are important not just for their energy savings benefits standpoint but from 
the standpoint of responsible government as well 

• Insure technology compatibility of all construction projects - The key to modern 
courthouses in their adaptability to technological innovation and to the use of that 
technology to better process cases and serve clients. One of the key challenges of 
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renovation of the court's existing stock of older buildings is that of including anC1 
incorporating the latest in technological flexibility . 

• Calculation of future space needs for each location - it goes virtually without saying tha~ 
this project is intended to identify and provide a plan to meet the short and long term spaCt 
needs of the courts 

• COC needs calculation to include administration, Comptroller's Office, Technical Servicer 
and procurement unit as well as court related functions- The Clerk of Courts is seeking the 
inclusion of these functions in the overall calculation of space requirements. 

Potential Projects 
Based on the discussions that the team has had to date and the information that has beer 
gathered from system participants and from the plans provided by the county and the facility tours, 
we are providing a preliminary listing of potential projects for consideration. These are nol 
presented in any particular order, simply divided between Branch and Core Facilities and listed. 

Branch Facility Project Potentials Core Facility Project Potentials 
• Expand/replace Coral Gables 
• Expand/relocate/replace North Dade 
• Reopen Caleb 
• Reopen Miami Beach 
• Relocate Bayfront 
• Expand South Dade 
• Reopen Homestead 
• Develop new central traffic facility (to 

potentially relieve pressure on REG) 
• Develo new West Dade Branch 

• Complete new Chlldren's Courthouse 
• Expand/replace REG 
• Renovate/replace DCCH 
• Redeploy CHC 

Preliminary Priorities 
The final task in Phase 1A is to identify a preliminary sense of the priorities that might emerge in 
connection with the listed potential projects. These are not final or necessarily complete but are 
intended to give a sense of the direction that might emerge as the team goes forward into Phase 
1 B. The priorities are composite, that is, they reflect both Branch and Core Facility projects an~ 
are distributed together over 3 main blocks of time: 

Near term - 0-5 years 
Mid-term- 5-10 years and 10-15 years (in some cases to be seen as a single category) 
Long term - 15-20 years 

It is clear from this listing of potential projects and from the preliminary listing of priorities thai 
there is much work to do and that the provision of space for the courts in Miami-Dade will be 
ongoing and the occasion of considerable public expense. 
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Table 5 ·Preliminary Priorities for Consideration 

Near Mid ' . . Long ·.'·' ~ .· .. 

0-5 years 5-10 years ... 10-15 years 15-20 years ;· .. ·.:· 

Expand/Replace Coral 
Reopen Caleb Gables Expand South Dade New West Dade 

Reopen Miami Beach Expand or replace REG New Homestead 
Complete Child Cthse Replace DCCH 
Redeploy Bayfront 
Redeploy CHC 
Expand/replace Nor1h 
Dade 

Conclusion 
Miami-Dade County and the Eleventh Judicial Circuit have been growing and will continue to grow 
in years to come. This growth has produced increasing and changing demands for judicial system 
services and has resulted in the need for larger numbers of judges, judicial system staff and 
additional space. In addition, concern for public accessibility to the courts has led both county and 
court to expand beyond its major core courthouse facilities and to develop branch court facilities 
closer to the areas of highest growth and available as access points for judicial system services. 

This Phase 1A has found that continuing growth pressure, age, condition, functional deficiencies, 
spatial constraints and expansion limitations (among others); point to the need for an extensive 
and ongoing capital projects plan for court's facilities. Defining this plan, developing the 
dimensions of need by location and addressing the implementation timing and costs are the 
objectives of the subsequent phases and reports of this project. 
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Phase 1 8 - Report 

Program Analysis 

In the previous section, a strategy was presented to distribute the future judicial positions in Dade 
County by division of Court. This same information can be used to suggest a fut~re distribution of 
judicial resources by geographic location in the County. Table 11-1 disaggregates the projected 
17 4 judicial positions by division of Court as well as location and is the foundation for developing a 
strategy for the expansion of the judicial facilities. 

The table above indicates an anticipated growth of 32 additional judicial positions over the next 17 
years with an increase of 21 judicial positions in the County's four core facilities (assuming the 
replacement of the Juvenile Justice Center with the new Children's Courthouse) and an additional 
11 positions in the district (satellite) facilities. While Miami-Dade County currently has one of the 
largest court systems in America, the addition of 32 additional courts will only increase the 
County's position amongst the largest systems. 
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The Basis for Facility Planning 

Meeting this level of need will place an untenable strain on the current facilities taxing the 
capability of the core facilities (the Richard E. Gerstein Courthouse (REG), the Dade County 
Courthouse (DCCH), the Courthouse Center (CHC), and the Juvenile Justice Center (JJC) 
beyond the point of a safe and efficient operation. The JJC is already scheduled for replacement 
by 2012 with the construction of a new 18 courtroom courthouse that will meet the needs of 
juvenile dependency and delinquency for the next 20 years. The REG has now reached the 
maximum capability for criminal courtrooms at 39 and is incapable of providing an adequate 
separation of public, private, and prison circulation patterns due the era of the design and the 
current density of use. While an important historical icon for Miami-Dade County, the DCCH is a 
very poorly organized and configured building for a contemporary civil/probate court operation. 
The last, and newest cote court facility, the CHC operates relatively efficiently, but is an office 
building that has been retrofitted for a domestic relations court function. Only the proposed 
Children's Courthouse has been designed to be ''fit-for-purpose". 

The County faces a serious challenge with the judicial system. Of the existing 142 courtrooms, 
perhaps as few as 40 were designed according to contemporary courtroom standards (and that is 
giving a greater than deserved credit to the CHC domestic relations court configurations). The 
remaining approximately 1 00 courtrooms are universally under-sized according to current 
standards of design and often configured in ways that are inefficient and even unsafe from an 
operational perspective. While all of the existing 142 (with the exception of the 10 juvenile 
courtrooms) could remain a part of the required 174 courtrooms, the operation of the judicial 
system wiiJ be less efficient due to the high cost to operate, secure, and maintain. 

As noted earfier, of the 142 existing courtrooms, 23 are included in the district courthouses in 
eight different geographic locations. Of the 23, the Coral Gables and Bayfront facil ities (8) are in 
questionable condition. On-site expansion capability at all eight facilities is severely limited with 
lack of parking being a major impediment to expansion. 

Conservatively, less than 15% of the existing courtrooms are reasonably fit for purpose~ yet the 
County faces the need for 32 additional courtrooms to meet the increasing caseload in all 
divisions of the Court, and especially those associated with family relations and children. The new 
Children's Courthouse will significantly improve the supply of appropriately designed courtrooms, 
but will not improve the high density conditions in the civil and criminal divisions. 

Given the combination of increased need for additional judicial positions and the spatial and 
operational limitations of existing core and district courthouses, the County faces the need for 
additional courtrooms. At a master planning stage, the focus is defining an aggregate amount of 
space to meet the projected need. In later steps the specific space needs are defined through the 
preparation of an architectural program. At the master planning stage, space needs are projected 
by assigning a square footage allocation for the major components of the facility using the Judicial 
Fulltime Equivalent (JFE) of staff (e.g., Assistant State Attorney) as a basis of assigning a space 
allocation. The process used to define an estimated space requirement for the projected 17 4 
courtrooms includes the following steps: 
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1. Using historical information. project the future number of staff by components of the Court. 

2. Develop a ratio of current staff to JFE's. 

3. Compute the current departmental gross square footage-DGSF (assignable area) allocated 
to each component of the Court through an analysis of floor plans and assigned areas. 

4. Develop the current ratio of departmental square footage per staff in each component of 
the Court by dividing the number of staff occupying a space into the assigned square 
footage. 

5. Using experience from recently planned and constructed court facilities, compare the 
current DGSF per staff position or JFE to industry benchmarks and select a ratio to be 
used for master planning. 

6. Multiply the projected JFE's or staff times the proposed space guideline and determine the 
approximate DGSF required for a component of Court. 

7. If a new structure is required , multiply the estimated DGSF times a factor (e.g., 30%} to 
convert assignable area to a total building size including elevator shafts, fire stairs, 
mechanical rooms, exterior wall thickness, etc. 

An example of this approach for the Miami-Dade courts is shown In Table 11 .. 2. Some historical 
and current staffing figures were provided through the individual components of the Court. A ratio 
of current staff to fulltime judicial positions (JFE's) was established based on the assumption that 
the "driver" of future staff is largely attributed to the number of courts that a jurisdiction operates. 
While this approach is acceptable and usual for master planning, for greater accuracy in the 
identification of space, a detailed assessment of the factors that drive staff requirements within 
each component of the Court will be required. 

Using these ratios as reasonable indicators of future component staffing needs, the estimated 
future JFE's are multiplied times the ratios shown in Table 11-2 to define an estimate of future 
staffing levels. Of note is that the staff of some components of the Court are not influenced by 
total JFE's, but, for example, the number of criminal division JFE's, such as the State Attorney 
and Public Defender. 
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Table 11-2 
Current Staff to Judicial Position Guidelines 
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6.68 
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198 3.41 
92 0.74 

1. Based upon rurrent staff (742) less judges, JA's, and bailiffs divided by total existing JFEs (124}. 
2. Based upon rurrent staff divided by tOial existing JFE's (124). 
3 Ba$00 upon current staff divided by totaJ existing JFE's that are assigned to a div1sioo invdving 

criminal defendants (58). 
4. Space guideline (04' $taff 'NOll< afrea in c.our1housa based oo 2 SA or POIJFE 
S. Ratio based on GAL srafl p(oposoo I« 100 new Ch!ldrcns ()xlrthousc. 

Using the table above, the number of total staff that is generated by a new judicial position can 
range from a low of 16 to a high of 55 depending upon the type of position created. Criminal 
judges generate the greatest number of new staff due to the requirements for State Attorney, 
Public Defender, Corrections, and Security staff, in addition to the Clerk of Court, Court 
Administration, and other positions that range across all courts. The next step is to estimate the 
potential number of total staff using the ratio method and then apply a space guideline to the 
number of courtrooms and staff. 

The existing departmental gross square footage, discussed in Section I, was derived from an 
analysis of the floor plans provided by the County General Services Administration and the Office 
of Court Administration. Using a combination of the current staffing by component of the Court 
and the existing space allocation, a departmental square footage per JFE or staff was developed. 
While helpful in defining the current space allocation per position, this analysis is not the basis for 
projecting future space requirements since using current space allocation figures would assume 
that whatever exists is appropriate for the future. 

Defining appropriate space planning guidelines for master planning is a combination of: 1) an 
assessment of current allocations; 2) review of national guidelines from GSA, the national Center 
for State Courts; 3) national and local building codes: and 4) Florida and national experience of 
the consultants in the planning for judicial facilities. The most complex aspect of developing space 

4 



493

guidelines is the ~judicial set" which for this exercise includes a range of spaces from the public 
waiting area, courtroom, jury rooms, chambers, and many supporting spaces. In Appendix A, a 
complete spatial program has been developed for the following types of courtrooms: 1) Typical 
Circuit Criminal; 2) large Criminal Circuit; 3) Typical Circuit Civil; 4) Large Circuit Civil; 5) Probate; 
6) Standard Juvenile Delinquency and Dependency; 7) Unified Family; 8) Typical County Criminal; 
9) Typical County Civil; 10) Standard Magistrates; and 11) Domestic Relations Hearing Room. 
Table 11-3 presents the proposed planning guidelines for estimating aggregate space needs of the 
Court by the various components and types of courtrooms. 

Table 11-3 
Proposed Space Planning Guidelines . - . 
' -
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The planning guidelines above include two figures for the State Attorney and the Public Defender. 
One is the allocation on a per staff basis for a "central headquarters" function and the second, an 
allocation for space within a courthouse for those staff directly involved in trials or hearings before 
a judge. Since this study is a plan for the needs of those functions that must be included in a 
courthouse, Table 11-4 uses the data from the two previous tables and reduces this to a space 
allocation per judicial position. All of the supporting spaces that are generated by the staff to 
support a JFE are aggregated into a planning guideline. For projecting future space needs, the 
number of projected JFE's by division of Court (see Table 11~1) can be multiplied times the space 
allocation per JFE shown in Table 11-4. 

Table 11-4 
Proposed Space Planning Guidelines per Judicial Fulltime Equivalency (JFE) 
Court SupportC~nents _ _ Plan_rnng Space · 
• - _ __- _. Ra~ AUocatfon 
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Coort Socurily (Mcml tiJti3 &n~sf --- ------- .. .. .. ... 

1.00 
1.00 

6, 3~2 
6,540 

---.. ----,-----c+ ------ ·s:s28 
5.365 
3,679 
4,280 
1,190 

Table 11-4 becomes the basis for comparing the future space requirements of the judicial system 
to the current available space. The challenge always arises in justifying the application of space 
guidelines that are significantly different from those currently in use. However, the current 
allocation of space per JFE or staff is simply mathematics; i.e. , dividing the current number of staff 
into the current available space and does not reflect an allocation of space to efficiently perform 
the responsible tasks. 

In Table llw5, the 2025 Miami~Dade judicial system needs are projected using the staffing ratios 
and space planning guidelines previously discussed. The estimated space needs is based on a 
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departmental gross square footage (DGSF) calculation. A brief explanation of this terminology is 
necessary to understand what is included in the calculation. 

Table 11-5 
Estimate of Future Total Space Needs for the M.iami-Dade County Judicial System 

. ·-

. ComponentofCoutt . 

Nunter 
OQSfJ oJStaffor Tot<~JSquare 
-~Staff Units Footage . 

Ctinlnal COtJrtroom Sets 
!~~~!_~~~-~ -~-r.~!~.a.t9~rt(l)o_m, ~~s- . 
large Circoit Criminal Coortroom Sets 
ty~cal County crilllhial eouttroood>ets 
large County Crimin~ CourtfOan Sets 
Civil Courtroom Sets 

6,352 
7.~87 
6.540 
8.4~ 

~y~~~ C!.~!_Ci~I -~~O~!fl-~~~----- __ . 5,5~-

52 340,086 
29 184,197 

·--····------------ - ···-·-··--····-----·--··-----
2 14.773 

19 .. - - f2(256 ' 
2 16.800 

59 318,368 

l.arge Ciret.~it Civa Cou-.-oom Sets 6,401 2 12,802 
TypO!Tcounty ciViic-ooitiooolsels __________ ----- - -- . 5,365 . ---- 2'3 .. 123.402 

~rge C~un~y Ci~il--~rt!O?fl1 Sets . _" -"···· --"· .. 7 ~?.5:5. 2 14,511 
Prcba~ Courtoom Sets 3,679 5 18,394 
Specialty Courtroom Sets 63 267,506 

1 ~ni<:( J~~s:_s_et .. . .......... __ -"......... ?95. 2 . _ J,5.~ 
Typa11 ~~..,~~~ C{)':ft_(X)rnSet_s _ .. ____ ................................... {~~ ....... . ~ 1 o 48,263 
TY~~-'--Y.~!~9~a.~!ly_g_IX!rtro_orn~t. . .. ,.. ___ ____ __ ____ _ ___ __ __ ??_ ........... ~-~-~_1( 

1 ~1a9.strate. C~rtrocm Se_ls .. . .. _. ... __ ......... ..... _ .. ____ - ---· -- -~~~~ _______ ?.Q --------~-M-~-
Danestic Violellce/Drug Courts/M«ltal Health Courtroom Sets 4,394 9 39,548 

Q~JL~~~~~-~!.~.2.~-~t_s_______ __ ~·~~- . ________________________________ _ 
Mental Health Courtroom Sets 4,394 Hearin9 Rooms------ ----- -----4J9f --------- --- ·-·- ·· 
tOTAL COURTROOM COMP0:NetNt_ -___ - - - - -1 1741 925,900 _ 
Court Support components 10,358 1,444,098 
&lilding Slured S4>aces {Lcbtft, Me:harlca, IT.l.a,I{Ub.) 25 5,119 127,971 ·- - •r.. •• ~-· ~-- ••••• ·- ·-"·-~_. . .. _, __ _ 

400 518 207. 116 Court Aaninistation 
Clerk ot Court · · · ·: --:----:·----- --------------------- ----- ------ --- --Is_o ·· · -_1 .t~o_· -- .. ~3 5~~-~ _ 

250 1,553 388,200 State Att'lmey Offt<;e 
PUbiiC be~-nder- · ··· ··· · ·· ·- --- ·------·- -----·---------------- ---------256- ----- -----·aaa· · 222JJ·ro·' 

GJardiM ad Litem 180 120 21.600 
···· ·•· . 

180 79 14,145 
Court Setvices Bureau ~.!ani Da:.lePoke) ..... -... . ....... ---~- ., - ....... , ____________ _______ ___ _________________ _____ , ,., ............ , _____ ,,_ ------· 
Court Security ~.li<ni Oa1e Ca~ecfm;) 

60 226 13,572 
fi5 I - 115 .. . 1(J75-

TOtAL~STIMATEDDGSFS~ACEREQUISEMENT . - - ' I 10~~01 2,370,051 
SoU'~ Ca1erGotlel~ JinJ..y'll, <008 

Notes 

I. etlsed upon flo ;:stimaEd nuni>er of slaf pmjec~ b' a pancular COfi1K"leol of Ccurt support. 

2. Slse<J vpoo flees(ma~ nurrberof sta# assigned b the blrilding. 
3. B:lsed upon lhe number of courtroool$ that io\Qive in·ti.I~Y defel'ldants . 
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Space planning begins with a net assignment of space that is occupied by a "unit'', which can be 
an individual workstation, office, or courtroom. The net space is measured by the inside 
dimensions of the space (wall-to-wall measurements of length times width). To this net figure, a 
factor is applied that attempts to allocate a percentage of support spaces, corridors, internal wall 
thicknesses, etc. to the base net space assigned to the work space. This departmental grossing 
factor can range from 100 to more than 300% times the net allocation. For example, the Federal 
General Services Administration uses 230 DGSF per person for the planning of office buildings 
which means that the average work space is 100 NSF or less. 

If an existing building is involved, then the DGSF calculation is sufficient since the elevator shafts, 
mechanical rooms, exterior walls, fire stairs, etc. are already in place. However, If a new structure 
is required, then an additional factor (called building gross factor) must be added to the DGSF to 
account for the items mentioned in the previous sentence. At this stage of planning, typically 20-
30% is added to the DGSF to estimate the total building size. 

Interpretation of the table above indicates that the judiciary will need approximately 2.4 million 
square feet (DGSF) by 2025 which includes not only the courthouse related functions but an 
estimate of the central office needs of the State Attomey and Public Defender. In Table 11-6 that 
follows, the existing square footage in all of the Court-related buildings is shown. The difference 
between the current available square footage for the Courts (including the proposed new 
Children's Courthouse) and the projected need is shown. 

Development Options 

Table 11-6 demonstrates that the County currently has approximately 1. 7 million square feet of 
space for the judiciary including the proposed new Children's Courthouse, the State Attomey 
building, and the Public Defender building. Excluding these three facilities, the Court system has 
1.1 million square feet to operate 142 courtrooms which is an average of approximately 7, 750 
total square feet per judicial position. As shown in Table 11-4, the proposed average courtroom 
size should be 8,000 - 10,700 square feet per judicial position. Thus, any new additions to the 
current inventory of courtrooms should follow the new space planning guidelines that reflect 
improvements in space allocations from when the existing courtrooms were constructed. 

The consideration of options retums to the findings from Section 3 of the Phase lA report where 
potential projects were identified. The existing courts are reaching or have exceeded the point 
beyond which they are able to function efficiently. This is especially true at the historic Dade 
County Courthouse where the size of courtrooms; the footprint per court floor; the volume of daily 
use; and the inadequacy of support spaces have rendered the building highly questionable as 
continuing to serve as the epicenter for civil matters in the County. 

Again, as noted in Section 3 of Phase lA, Coral Gables, North Dade, and REG are severely 
crowded and currently account for 35% of all the courtrooms in the system. If the Dade County 
Courthouse and Juvenile Justice Center are added to the mix, more than 65% of the courtrooms 
in operation today are in marginally efficient facilities. 
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Leaving aside the new Children's Courthouse that has been years in the planning and will not be 
occupied until 2011, the newest courtrooms have been literally ucreated" out of space that was 
intended as an office building. With the growth pressures of an expending, multi&cultural 
community as Miami&Dade County, the judicial system will continue to experience the challenges 
of growth before many other mandatory services of government. 

The needs of the judiciary must be considered with equal priority to those of corrections, 
education, public safety, education, public health, welfare, housing, and the myriad of other 
responsibil~ies of government. Without a judiciary that is accommodated in safe, accessible, 
efficient facilities, many other aspects of a functioning community will deteriorate, if not fail. To this 
end, two basic options have been developed to improve the opportunity for the fair, balanced, and 
equitable administration of justice in Miami& Dade County. 

The basis of options for improving and expanding the Court is to maintain a group of core facilities 
that will manage the majority of the cases filed and in particular those proceedings that require 
jury trials. The Core Facilities and the current predominant use include; 

• The Richard E. Gerstein Courthouse-39 courtrooms- (REG) for criminal matters. 
• The Dade County Courthouse-35 courtrooms- (DCCH) for civil and probate matters. 
• The Courthouse Center-22 courtrooms- (CHC) for domestic relations and unified family 

court matters. 
• The Juvenile Justice Center-1 0 courtrooms- (JJC) for juvenile dependency and 

delinquency matters. The JJC will be replaced by the Children's Courthouse~18 
courtrooms& (CCH) by 2011. 

These core facilities are all located in the urban center of Miami with the exception of the REG 
that is located in the Jackson Memorial Hospital complex and the current JJC that is located well 
outside of the urban center. However, the new Children's Courthouse will be located in a triangle 
comprised of the DCCH and the CHC in the Government Center District of Downtown. Currently, 
these Core Facilities accommodate 84% the courtrooms. 

Justice in Miami-Dade County would be much less expedient if the branch courthouses were not 
in operation. Many of the ''consumer-based" matters are resolved in the Branch Facilities which 
significantly reduces the strain on space, security, and personnel. At the core of the 
recommendation for the 2025 needs is a recommendation that the existing branch courthouses 
remain a significant part of the court infrastructure. The Branch Facilities and predominant current 
uses include: 

• Hialeah Courthouse-2 courtrooms- (HC) 
• North Dade Justice Center-6 courtrooms- (NO) 
• Miami Beach Branch Court-1 courtroom- (MB) 

Caleb Center~2 courtrooms- (CC) 
Coral GablesA courtrooms-(CG) 

• South Dade Justice Center-4 courtrooms-(SD) 
Bayfront Center-4 hearing rooms)-(BF) 
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The 23 litigation spaces in the Branch Facilities are critical to the operation of the Court, but have 
limited capability of expansion. Internal expansion is virtually impossible, and site expansion, to 
include parking, will also be difficult in all cases. Therefore, in the discussion of future roles of the 
Branch Facilities in the options, the need is identified geographically by the current branch facility 
name, but the actual location may be different from the current site. 

Option 1: Least New-Build 

Option 1 represents an attempt to achieve the projected need for 17 4 litigations spaces through 
the expansion of existing courthouses and the increase of courtrooms in the Branch Facilities from 
the current 23 to 34 through expansions, replacements, and renovations; an addition of nine (9) 
new criminal courtrooms at the REG; and internal renovations at the OCCH and CHC that would 
yield a total of nine (9) new courtrooms. The only new courthouses would be the already 
authorized Children's Courthouse (18 courtrooms) and a replacement facility for Coral Gables (10 
courtrooms). 

While this option is attractive from the perspective of a lower capital cost, any addition to the REG 
must be considered in the context of the future of the Pretrial Detention Center (PDC), the 
Affordable Housing Scheme, and the Master Plan for the Jackson Hospital Complex. Each of 
these oni)oing planning efforts is competing for the same space that would be required to expand 
REG for nine additional courtrooms. 

In addition, while not a direct component of this master plan, the future needs of the State 
Attorney and the Public Defender must be considered at the REG Complex. Based upon the 
block programming that was illustrated in Tables 11~5 and 6 of this study, the projected 2025 space 
need for the two critical components of the criminal justice system is approximately 610l000 
BGSF while the buildings currently occupied by the State Attorney and Public Defender total 
approximately 260,000 BGSF. In total, assuming that site area in the REG Complex is available, 
the new additional square footage required for the Courts, SA, and PO exceeds 475,000, 
exclusive of parking. If the existing buildings housing the State Attorney and Public Defender are 
demolished to accommodate other needs (e.g., a new Pretrial Detention Center), the total new 
space required would exceed 735,000 square feet, exclusive of parking. 

Another space requirement at the REG that is not included in the estimate of Court-related needs 
is an offender interview and court~holding area. At the present time the Public Defender 
interviews as many as 500 offenders a day that are transported to the PDC that is physically 
connected to the REG. In addition, offenders that are appearing in court are temporarily held at 
the PDC. Replacing this function (if the PDC is demolished) could add another 50,000 square feet 
to the projected Court space requirements for the REG Complex. 

Considering the many unknown factors surrounding the competition for space at the REG 
Complex, this Courts Master Plan addresses only the needs of the judiciary (courtrooms and 
directly related space) and not those of the judicial system. AS noted in the previous paragraphs, 
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if all of the other components of the criminal justice system are included, under Option 1 , the total 
additional space needs, excluding parking could exceed 775,000 square feet. 

Table 11-7 illustrates the proposed approach to achieving the additional 32 courtrooms through the 
combination of expansions, internal renovations, and new construction. 

Table 11-7 
Approach to Achieving 32 Additional Courtrooms with Minimal New Construction 
:§{i~COti!tJ;~~,·~ , ·" ~·. ': ·.· ·-'c 
~~;~;": -'-:: v / ~:~ ~~~f ) ~~< >d ~ ~, ~ ~ ~ 

Coul11'ouse 
·£'·····~-··,·Juvenile JustiCe center 

uJ. 

Nov: NI'!W CMd11J1'1 CQI.!rt.IJ:w~ Oll~ood for 18 cc:~~lroQms; 2D25 pco)ee•U'I was ~r 13 ~taljwenlle courtrooms. 

!;ollce- C,UJrGotte Loo; J<'lf.J<T(ll. <W8 
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Table 11-7 demonstrates that the existing 1.15 million square feet available to the judiciary would 
need to be increased to 1.8 million by 2025. This estimate does not include the needs for offender 
interview and court holding at the REG nor the additional parking spaces required at any location. 
Using a very broad rule-of-thumb that is incorporated in many zoning ordinances, the additional 
660,000 square feet could generate the need for at least 2,000 parking spaces (3/1000 SF), most 
of which would have to be structured parking due to site limitations at all existing court locations. 

Option 1 is a wworst case~ option in that new courtrooms are created in spaces that are already 
crowded (DCCH and CHC) and at Branch FaciJity locations that have serious problems 
associated with any external expansion. 

Option 2: Most New~Build 

The assessment of existing facilities in Phase lA determined that while the Court operates all of 
the existing 142 courtrooms as efficiently as feasible, some of the current locations are crowded 
and border-line unsafe. Notable among these are the Coral Gables District Court, the Dade 
County Courthouse, and the Richard E. Gerstein Courthouse. These courthouses represent 71 
(exactly 50%) of the total courtrooms, but practically all of the trial courtrooms. Option 2, 
represented in Table 11-8, is a bold step at replacing all of the major trial court facilities with new 
facilities designed to accommodate the spatial, functional, security, and technological 
requirements of contemporary courtrooms and support spaces. 

Option 2 requires 1.3 million square feet in new courthouse construction, excluding the 350,000 
square feet already authorized for the Children's Courthouse. This estrmate doe-s not include the 
610,000 SF to replace the State Attorney and Public Defenders' buildings or parking structures to 
accommodate 6,000 or more parking spaces throughout the court locations. At the REG alone, 
the need under Option 2 would be for 1.3 million square feet for a new 48~courtroom criminal 
courthouse and the replacement of the State Attorney and Public Defender buildings. Parking for 
just these three functions would be at least 4,000 spaces. 

Option 2 also recommends the replacement of the existing historic Dade County Courthouse with 
a new 40~courtroom civil courthouse, preferably in the Downtown area. While the future use of 
the existing OCCH is beyond the scope of this study, one possible use would be the housing of 
the many court-related functions (e.g., Court Administration, Child Support Enforcement, and 
various other Court partners) and/or other County agencies. The County is currently facing the 
expenditure of more than $24 million just to maintain this historic building without the creation of 
any new litigation space. 

A final new courthouse under both Options 1 and 2 is a replacement courthouse in Coral Gables. 
The existing courthouse was designed as a supermarket and simply cannot accommodate the 
requirements of a courthouse designed to meet the 2025 needs. In replacing this four courtroom 
branch court with a new contemporary 10-courtroom facility, a number of opportunities (e.g., 
location of the major probate functions) would arise. A new 10~courtroom facility will require a new 
site location that can also accommodate as many as 400 or more parking spaces. 
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Table 11·8 
New Construction Approach to Meeti 
~~~~ ~ourthouns _ 

crd E. Gerstein - ... ---------~~------------··--·-· 

Coorthoose Ce1let' 
Miami-Oooe Courtoouse 

. - --·· ... .. -·----·'····'··· ... , .......... , . 
Current Juvenoo Justice Center 

.... ·-·- - ""··--··--·-··--·----··· 
Soun Dade Justice Center 
Ncrth oalie Justce Center-·---- ·· 
Hialeah Dislrlct Colli 
C<xal Gat~es District Coutt 
~~ani aeacll-ofsiricl eoort 
Caleb Corns 

New Criminal C<lurthouse 
N~ Civil cour.f1ouse ........ ·· 

. ........ ................. · ..... 
New Cc:ral Ga~es Satellite CoorthOJse 

O'rcuit Ovil 

2025 . 
Courtrooms Ourenl DGSF CuiTent BGSF. 

Holld{tw Olildttn's Courltcluse OedgnCid ror18 CO\f~; 2025 projectm wn tor 13 ~al)wer~lle cour1rooms. 

&lu-cc: C COJ r Goti~ l «l: J<nHry Z1, :i;I:)J 6 
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Conclusion 

Miami-Dade County faces many challenges in just keeping pace with the space demands for the 
court system. little room exists for an incremental approach to meeting this need by simply 
adding courtrooms within existing facilities. Virtually all of the space required to add 32 more 
courtrooms to the system by 2025 will have to be accomplished through new construction. A 
major problem is that expansion at existing sites (REG, DCCH, CG, NO, and others) is simply not 
possible without the demolition of something else. 

While the costs of meeting the 2025 need will be addressed in the next Phase of study, just from 
the assessment of the space needs, the capital requirements can be expected to be in the 
hundreds of millions of dollars, even for Option 1. 
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Phase 1C 

Introduction to the Phase 1 C Report 

This is Phase 1 C of the Master Plan for the Expansion of Courtrooms and Admiriistraiive Facilities 
for Miain1-Dade County and the Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida. 

Phase 1A updated the inventory of existing court facilities, defihed the pace of court system 
growth to 2025 in terms of judicial officers· and staJf, identified potential facility projects and 
proposed a general strategic planning framework in terms· of phases and possible project 
priorities, 
Phase 18 translated the estimales of judicial system personnel growth into projections of 
ove"rall space need .and identified the disttibution of those space needs by court location 
based on preferred operational interests·. A preliminary assessment· of construction options 
(least build and most build) was atso defined. 

This Phase 1 C report combines the previous findings of growth, space need, deployment interest 
and construction scale into th(l3e (3) implementation optioris (least build.- most build and blended), 
explains each option and describes the potential sequence, schedule and estimated costs· of 
each. 

01 This report is organized in five {5) sections: 

...... 

.):>. 1. Planning f=ramework- This seCtion reviews important baokgr.ound data, projection trends 
and planning assumptions detailed tn other phases of the projeol These form the·p!anning 
context, or framewOrk, for the projects and the prion1ies to be described in the. next section. 

2. Projects and Priorities.- Thls section describes the various options, the potehtial projects 
within eaCh, the priorities that suggest one project aver another and the variables for 
consideration. 

3. Plans and Prices - This section ·dor:;:umen.ts each option in tabular form as to project 
·sequence, schedUle and estimated costs. 

4. Option Illustrations -This· section illustrates project sites and development concepts on 
t~ose sites as tested during the study. 

5. Summary and Conclusions- ThiS section reports the principal findings and conclusions 
of this master planning study. 

This report together with those of its previous phases represents the culmination and conclusion 
of the. Master Plan far Courtr9oms and Administrative Facilities for the Courts in Miami-Dade 
County and the Eleventh Judicial Circuit oT FlOrida. 
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Section 1 - Planning Framework 

Introduction 
Providihg -sufficient and suitable judicial facilities is a responsibility of Miami-Dade County that has 
long been taken very seriously. Since the early 1980s, the county has funded a series of court 
and judiclal system master planning and judicial facility development projects. The County 
purchased and converted a downtown high rise office building into Courthouse Center serving the 
Family Courts. Extensive renovations and upgrades have been cOmpleted on the Richard E. 
Gerstein Justice Center (Criminal Courthouse), a new Hialeah District (Branch) Courthouse has 
been constructed and opened, renovations are nearly completed at the South Dade District 
(Branch) Courthouse, a new Children's Courthouse (a replacement facility for the aging and 
dysfunctional Juvenile Justice Center) has been designed and is awaiting construction and a new 
Caleb Center District (Branch) courthouse is in planning and design. These and a host of smaller 
renovations, upgrades, fixes and restorations have served to address the ongoing spatial needs of 
the court and Its partner agencies and offices. Meetmg these ongoing spatial needs for such a 
large judicial system has not been easy for the county in the face of many competing financial 
demands. This report can offer no expectation that any end is in sight. Indeed, much more needs 
to Qe done. 

This master plan update looks ahead 20 years and identifies the ongoing growth and change 
0'1 taking place in the judicial system and the conUnuing requirement for expanded and in some 
....l. cases replacement facilities. The projects and priorities identified later in this section of the overall 
0'1 report are set against the backdrop of what has already been accomplished, the continuing 

pressures of growth in Miami·Dade County and a number of important operational, strategic and 
planning assumplions. 

Growth Profile 
The need for expanded judicial facilities is set against ongoing population gro'-IVI.h of Miami·Dade 
County and the Eleventh Judicial Ctrcuit of Florida. In earlier phases, the team Identified several 
key areas to remember: 

Resident papulation is projected to increase 24.18% to 2025. Total resident population is 
expected to exceed 3 million. 
Court caseloads will increase. Projections of case load growth developed just a couple of 
years ago in connection with another study appear to be holding true. 

• Twenty eight (28) additional Judges will be added by 2025. 
Approximately 827,000 GSF of additional space will be required to meet justice system 
growth to 2025 (not including repla~rnent calculations), 

Planning Assumptions 
The projects and priorities outlined later in this section are intended to be responsive to a 
framework of planning assumptions includtng: existing buildings and building categories, 
functional and spatial realities related to those buildings (see Phase 1A report for building 
evaluations), policy directions set by the courts and implementation increments (near, mid and 
long te:rm). -
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Core Facilities are: 
o Children's Court (replacing the Juvenile Justice Center) 
o REG (Richard- E. Gerstein Criminal Justice Center) 
c DCCH (Dade County Courthouse) 
o CHC (Court House Center) 

Branch Court Facilities are: 
o Caleb Center 
o Central Miami-Dade (now known as Coral Gables) 
o North Dade 
o South Dade 
o Hialeah 
o B:Syfrorit (present location for Child Support Enforcement actions) 
o Miami Beach (open for Clerk functions but not the Court) 

Existing judicial facilities are full and several are functionally obsolete and should be 
replaced. 

• Jury cases will contiriue to be centralized in core facilities. 
Adult in-custody cases will be heard exclusively at REG (or its rep-lacement). 
The policy of limiting Circuit Court proceedings in the Branch Courts will continue_ 

• The court will not r.eopen judicial proceedings at Mlami Beach absent operational funding 
from that City. 
Planning preferences and priorities wfll not preclude taking ·advantage of "targets .of 
opportunity". 

• There js a preference for larger rather than more Branch Courthouses. 
Newiacilities should be LEED certified. 
All court projects should inc_lude the latest technology. 
Planning Periods (for purposes of identifying project completion targets) 

o Ne·arterm- 0'-5 years 
o Midterm--6-10yearsand11-15years 
o Long term- 16 to 20 years 
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Section 2- Projects and Priorities 

lntroduc:tion 
There is much work needed In connection with judicial facilities in Miami-Dade County over the 
next tv.,renty years. This section identifies judicial facility projects identified and evaluated by the 
team during this study and provides a tabular inventory and brief description of the various 
projects. The project discussions are divided into two groups of facilities: 

Core facilities- Table 1 These are the four large centralized facilities that serve the Circuit 
Court in Miami-Dade County as well as some County Court functions Uury related 
proceedings in particular). This group includes the new Children's Court, the Richard E. 
Gerstein Justice Center {REG), the Dade County Courthouse and the Courthouse Center. 
Branch facUlties - Table 2 - This group includes the seven smaller outlying regionally 
located facilities hand!ing primarily County Court related cases including traffic cases, 
smaller civil cases and to a limited degree, the non-jury proceedings of criminal 
misdemeanors. This group includes the Caleb Center (now closed but in planning and 
design for a replacement), the Central Dade facility {now located in Coral Gables), North 
Dade, South Dade, Hialeah, Bayfront and Miami Beach. 

Each table is organized in columns as follows; 
Priority R~nk - This column shows the relative importance of projects related to this 
facility to the court. While as a practical matter, it may not be possible to strictly observe 
this order in terms of funding and implementation, this column is Intended to give a 
preliminary sense of urgency from the standpoint of the court's interests. 
Faclllty - This column Identifies the facllity being discussed. As previously noted, the 
facilities are grouped by Core facilities and Branch facilities. 
Alternative # and Action - These columns number {for subsequent identification 
purposes) and describe in simple terms the objective of what needs to be done and in 
some cases describe the alternative objectives possible or considered by the team. These 
alternatives cover a range of actions from relatively easy remodels to complete 
teplacements and ultimately become lhe basis for implementation costing in later tables. 
Alternatives- These columns describe in more detail the exact action contemplated under 
each alternative listed. These actions are sub--divided into the Least Build and Most Build 
categories introduced in the Phase 18 report and represent opposite ends of the action 
continuum. 
Building - These qoJumns identify square footage requirements (if any) under the 
respective alternatives. Two categories of space are listed. DGSF (DepartmMial Gross 
Square Feet) Is a designation or "usable spacen and describes spatial need for any 
renovation or remodel project whete that need wfll be met witl1in an existing structure. GSF 
{Gross Square Feet) is a designation of ~buildable space". It is based on the multiplication 
of a DGSF requirement by a factor intended to cover the exterior walls of a building, 
elevators, stairwells, mechanical and electrical spaces, lobbies and major public circulation 
among departments. This designation covers the entire structure needed to provide for a 
calculated usable space requirement. In simple terms, these two columns identify how 
much space is-needed for the respective project descriptions. 
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~ Parking - These two columns identify how many parking spaces are identified wtth the 
designated project's area requirement and the square footage impact of those spaces. 
These will subsequently be a cost factor. The formula used to define parking is 4 
spaces/1,000 GSF of building or additional buncting in the case of a facility expansion 
project where parking already exists 
Priority Sc-he.dule - ThiS set of columns is different from but elaborates on the Priority 
Rank Column that began the table. While the Priority Rank column- showed the importance 
of action regarding the facility to 1he court, this set of columns begins to define the priority 
of project implementation, taking into account both the fa-cility's rank of importance, the 
press. of need and the realities of project delivery. These. cotumns define implementation 
periods or windows of opportunity during whir::h the facility needs attention. It ls possible to 
look at all the core and branch projects in relation to one another and see when they are 
needed. 

Core Projects 
The Core facilities are the· major judicial buildings of the county. They represent the largest 
past and future. investments and in some cases are historical icons. These facilities are in 
various stages of useful life and a wide range of work is needt;!d (See Phases 1 A and 1 B for 
evaluation details and discussion). 

1, Children's Court- The existing ~uvenile Justice Center has long been in need of 
replacement. This new Children's ·Courthouse has been planned, programmed and 
almost completely designed. The table indicates that cor'npleting the project is of the 
highest priority both from the standpoint of need and the standpoint of schedule. Work
should be expedited, Square footage details and prices are not provided in these tables 
since the project is- already designed and funded. (This master plan deals essentially 
with unmet needs or needs not already covered.) 

2, REG~ Assuming the ongoing _process of completing the new Children's Courth_ouse· 
continues, U-,e Richard E. Gerstein Criminal Justice Facility (REG) is the highest priority 
for attention and action. The facility is full (there is only one unoccupied judicial 
chamber at this writing) and _there iS a need for additional criminal division fudges in the 
very near future. Desp_ite the r_ecent renovations to the t-acmty, there is a need for a 
substantlal_expansion to the buifdlng in the very near future. There is a!so'a case to be 
made that the facility should be entirely replaced. Earlier phase reports described the 
crowded conditioris, the sub-stand.;ud courtrooms spaces, the ina,dequate holding 
facilities and the security problems facing the building as well as a wide rang_e of other 
functional_ and spatial pro.blerns. 

At a minfmum, REG mu-st be expanded. Our calculation of the expansion need is about 
126,000 GSF' for the cou_rts·, court administration and the clerk and excluding any 
replacement of cOurt related prisoner tlolding capacity that might result from the later 
demolition of the Adult Detention Ce-nter on the si1e. (Replacing that would add 
approximately 50,000 GSF to the estimate.} The team has ex:arriined a range of 
expansion alternaUves (see Wustrations Section later in this report)< Of these, two stand 
out for discussion. 

The best alternative (2.4) is an addition to REG to the west. This has long been 
identified as the most logical expansiol1 site f~?r the courts as it ke~ps streets 
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open, provides the most functional and shortest linkage to the existing building 
(any expansion should be connected to form a functionally integrated complex) 
and the detentlon center and leaves the most parking intact during development 
as weH as leaving the sites closest to the interstate highway for future parking 
structures. The problem with this concept is that it appears to conflict at this time 
with a suggested new State Attorney and Public Defender Buildlllg needed to 
replace their present facilities if a proposed new affordable housiilg project 
actually goes foMard. 
The other main alternative for discussion is to expand REG to the south (2.2). 
This is certainly feasible and the present parking sites can be combined to permit 
the development of an adequate footprint (see Illustrations Section) but the 
functional linkages to the existing REG will prove challenging as well as the 
development of adequate parking for the complex. 
The potential development of an expansion of REG to the north has not been 
given realistic consideration because of the- extensive preconditions that would 
delay provision of the court's spatial needs. Expansion to the north would have 
to wait till a replacement for the Adult Detention Center would occur (This may 
take years as at present this is only one of several aptians under consideration in 
an update to the Detention Master Plan) and then wait untll the existing Adult 
Detention Center would be demolished and the site cleaned up (hazardous 
waste conditions are suspected) and then a new REG planned, programmed, 
designed and built. It all takes too long. The court's need for addltlonal space 
occurs within 5 years and provision for its calculated needs cannot wait for 10 
years, or 15 years or even longer before being provided. 

In the alternative, REG could be replaced. This would require the development of about 
801,000 GSF (exclusive of the State Attorney and Public Defender requirements) and 
differing amounts of parking depending on whether the replacement is located on the 
present site or somewhere entirely different. If, ultimately, the Adult Detention Center 
(located to the north of REG) is demollshed. then this would be the ideal site for the 
REG replacement (Alternative 2. 7). It should be noted again; that if the Adult Detention 
Center is. no longer on this site that the REG replacement requirement would increase 
by about 50,000 GSF for on site prisoner delivery and holding. 
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3. Dade Countv Courthouse CDCCHJ ~ The Dade County Courthouse should be 
replaced (3.4). All the other options are stopgap at best and only intended to buy time to 
the best·solution. The reasons why this replacement is necessary have been detailed 
In Phases 1A and 1B but in short, the building was constructed in the 1920s and despite 
extensive repurposing and renovations and restorations (all very important and none of 
them wasted), the facility no longer meets the functional and spatial requirements of a 
modern courthouse. Most of its courtrooms are sub-standard. The facility lacks 
appropriate sec.urity separatlon. Vertical transport is challenging and technology 
integration is increasingly complicated. The building has become· dysft.mctional for 
courts and needs to be replaced. The team calculates that this replacement would be 
about 494,000 GSF and would also require attention to a parking demand of nearly 
2,000 cars. 

4, Courthouse Center- Courthouse Center ·Is a converted office building located very 
close to the OCCH that now houses judges and proceedings related to Domestic 
Relations, Domestic Violence and Family related matters. The facility also selVeS to 
provide important office space for the State Attorney, Public Defender, Clerk of Courts 
and Court Administration. The suggested projects essentially relate to ongoing 
adjustments to support additional courtrooms or to reutilize space vacated by transfer of 
some office fUnction to another building. This 1's the least urgent of the facility projects 
and is more process related than identifiable as a major capital project in its own right. 

~ Branch Projects 
~ The Branch facilities are in need of attention as well though not all of them. Hialeah is a brand 

new facility, recently opened and not in need of any attention in this set of estimates. Miami 
Beach has been renovated by the City of Miami Beach and is reopenln·g for Clerk of Courts 
functions but the court itself will not return unless the City funds the ongoing operational costs. 
The remaining Branch facilities bear some discussion. 

1. Caleb Center- This facility was closed for court operations because of very crowded and 
poor conditions, pending construction of a new building. Plans have bf!:en made· and the 
project approved and underway. The ·new court will be located (with associated ·parking) 
across the street from its previous location. The estimated size is about 37,144 GSF 
including its tong term expansion {the initial program is about 25,000 to 30,000 GSF). 
Completing this replacement is a very high priority with the court and should be done as 
soon as possible. 

2. Central Dade fCoraf Gabfesl- This is one of the most significant and needed projects fn 
the entire-array of court facilities. The existlng Coral Gables Branch facility is very popular 
{central location, nearby attorney offices, etc.) and it is perhaps the most severely 
overcrowded and over taxed bunding In the judicial system. 1t must be replaced and soan 
and the only questions are, "where and at what scale?" The differing sizes describe 
differing operational assumptions: 

a, 2.1 - replace as a County Court Branch only. This would replicate its existing 
services but at appropriate space standards and with projected expansion. This 
option is estimated at about 61,000 GSF with a 240 car parking requirement to 
accompany it. 

b. 2.2 replaces the County Court function but enlarges the se·rvice delivery pattern of 
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the facility to includ-e Circuit Court Probate case, judges and clerks. This would help 
to reli-eve some of the pressure on the DCCH while its replacement is being 
strategized and developed. Probate is essentiaOy a non~jury function of the Circuit 
Court (with very limited exception) and could be moved as a unit without undo 
operational complication to the· rest of the Circuit Courts. This replacement is 
estimated at about 122;501 GSF with a parkihg demand of nearly 500. 

c. 2.3 would be the most ambitious option and in conjunction with core facility 
alternative 2.5 would include County Court Traffic/Misdemeanor from REG, County 
Court branch operations (as it does now)· and Probate from the DCCH. This option 
would need to include extensive prisoner holding, jury accotnmodations and 
extensive parking (nearly 1,000 spaces). The bullding is est1mated at 24-8',500 GSF 
and has as a corollary impact- the negation of any REG exoansion in the near term 
if it (the new Central Branch} ls promptly developed (within 5 years). 

It is clear that norie of these options can or should be accommodated on the existing Coral 
Gables Branch fadlity site. It is too small both as to area and as to dimensions for any of 
the options. A- new site will be needed either in Coral Gables, if available and unfettered by 
City restrictions on case types, or in nearby adequate county owned or purchased land. 
This facility, if devel9ped. should be located as close to the Metro as possible or certainly 
on a rnajor public transportation route. The development of this facirrty pushes the n~ed for 
a West Dade Branch Courthouse- that was previously contemplated, beyond the planning 
Window of this study. 

3. Norlh Dade This facility can b-e either exPanded or replaced. The expansion option (3.1} 
is very limtted and is constrained by the irregular shape of the existing building and by 
severe site constraints related to environmentally sensitive lands. We show in .lhe 
lllustr:atlons Section of this report how a two- (2)· courtroom addition could be. ma:de but we 
do not recommend it as it {in our opinion) throws,good money after bad: expending limited 
resources on what wlll be. _a prob!Amatic S:.oh.rtion as bes~ ohe which does_ little or nothing to 
improVe eXfsfing dysfunction, further constrams site circulation and parking and which wm 
end any subsequent expansion on the site, regardless of need. 

The· )Jetter option is replacement (3.~}. though in Hght of the priofity of the Central Dade 
Branch Courthouse project Ibis option may find itself pushed into a much longer. term 
implementation window. It has been suggested that. some arrangement might be worked 
with a nearby un.fvers1'ty campus for adequate land and that the existing buj)ding might be 
reused· by the county for other needs perhaps related to fire department or police needs. 

4. South Dade·- Recent renovations have: taken place at the South Dade Branch facility that 
should prove ade'quate for some time to come. Ultimately a further addition will be required 
of about 12,000 GSF together with another 48 parking spaces but this appears to be- ea_sily 
accomplished an the present site and in functional linKage to th-e existing building (See 
IUustr-atlo-ns Sectfon of this report}. 
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Section 3- Plans and Prices 

Introduction 
This section presents til~e options for consideration by tile court and the county and a series of 
tables detailing each. Together these descnbe tile projects included and summarize scheduling 
and estimated costs. 

Options 
1. Most BuUd rTable. Ser;es 3)- As previously noted, this option assumes the most new 

construction inclu_ding various additions and, most significantly including major 
replacements of both core fac11ities (REG and· OCCH) and branch faCilities (Central Dade 
and North Dade). The associated Table Series (described below) is r~peated for each· of 
the options. 

a. Table 3A- Identifies-the affected building within a plannlhg timeframe and further 
identfffes the selected construction att~mative by a number taken from either Table 1 
or Table 2. This table serves tO show the spedfrc projec~s con.templated by this 
option in the· broad context of the planning pen"ods (near -term, mfd term or long 
_term). · 

b. Table 38- ShOws a preSumptiVe project schedule for each ·version indicating the 
relative ·length of the needed planning and design periOd, the estimated construction 
lerigth and the desired -occupanCy· target year. This p~Sumptive schedule is 
necessary so that 1he· niid-point of construction can be identified for subsequent 
costing porpos_e-s. This table shows both Core and Branch projects on the- same 
time!ine. 

c. Table 3C.1 ...:. transt~tes each project into a set of costs based on the following 
assumptions and formulas: · 

L Renovation DGSF or small new GSF constructlon projects are priced at 
$:2.75/SF for present constri..Jctlon. 

ii.LSrge new GSF projects are- priced at $350/SF for present Construction. 
iii. P<;~-rl<ing is priced at-$65/SF assuming structu[ed parkfng 
iv. Ea.ch- projeCt is multiplied by 1,35 to cover such project related 

expenses as fees, permits, inspections, FF&E, technology, security and basic 
site preparation 

v. These project related costs do not include land acquisition, off-site infrastructure upgrades 
(if needed), hazardou~ waste assessment and clean-up. financing charges, construction manager 
pre-design services, intertm exPenses, moving expenses· or GSA charge-backs for Its servtces. 
This list is extensive but not comprehensive. · 
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vL Once project totals are determined. a midpoint of construction is 
estimated and an escalated value of the project is calculated and displayed 
first including and second, not including parking. 

vii. The escalation rate is given at 6%/yr compounded to the estimated 
midpoint of construction. 

d. Table 3C.2 - displays an escalation matrix that can be used by the court and the 
county to identify the cost impacts of delayed implementation for the listed projeCts 
without park;ng. Projects are valued all the way to the. end and the additfonal cost of 
additional years can be determined by simply tracking along the relevant pl'oject 
row. 

e. Table 3C.3 - provides the same information aS the previous table only including 
parking. 

f. Table 30 - redisplays the project identification and schedule and completes the 
picture by identifying the expected costs of listed projects by planning increment 
(near, mid and long term). 

"Based on this set of projects and assumpt!ons about timing and cost1 the Most Bulld option 
could be expeCted to total nearly $1.2 Billion if implemented to completion. including 
parkinQ. 

2. Least Build fTable Sedes 41 The same sequence of tables is provided for the Least 
Build option. The following important notes should be recognized: 

a. This· is essentially a stop gap option. 
b. This Option does not provide for the full calculated needs of the courts to the 

planning target year of 2025. 
c. Implementation of this option would increase the scale, scope and cost of any 

subsequent projects because they would be incorporating unmet shortfall needs. 

Based on this set of projects and assumptions about timing and cost, the Least Build 
options could be expected to total about $297 Million if implemented to completion 
including. parking. 
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3. Blended Ootlon (Table SerieS 51-~ Thls option seeks to. balance interests be1ween the 
most build and least build extremes. Based on the listed projects and the assumptions 
about timing and cost. the Blended Cption could be expected 1o cost· about $863 Mfllion if 
implemented to completion including parking. 

Table SA 

Nate: NumQers abay., fl1ieren<;:e prQjecl desaipUon prollided a_" Tablos 1 aod"2; 
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Section 4 -Option Site Illustrations 

Introduction 
This section provides graphic illustrations of some of lhe key project. siles and or the building 
expansion options tested during the study. A brief narrative precedes each site iUustratlon. The 
key sites studied are organized as follows (alphabetical order of sch.emes does not suggest 
preference of one scheme over another); 

Richard E. Gerstein Justice B"uilding 
Scheme A~ Possible Expansion 
Scheme 8 - Possib(e Expansion 
Scheme C-- Possible E~pansion 
New Criminal Courthouse _Building 

South Dade _Justice Center Possible Expansion 

NQrth Dade Courthouse Possible Elepansion 
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Richard E. Gerstein (REG) Justice Bulldlng 
• Scheme A ~ Possible Expansion 

This scheme ·shown in Figure 32-A proposes a ffve story 126,000 square foot expansion to the 
south of the existing REG Justice Building. The building floor plata dimensions can accommodate 
four courtrooms per floor. A bridge above N.W. t21h Street conrtects the existing REG Building to 
the new .expansion. A five story parking structure is proposed west of the new expansion. Secufe 
and .public suriace parking is possible to the south and east of the proposed expansion. This 
scheme proposes to close N.W. 13111 Court in order to unify into one parcel the two existing 
parcels east and west of N.W. 131

h Court A 100 foot setback to the building from SR 836 is 
proposed as suggested by U.S. Department of Homeland Security guidelines. 
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Richard Gerstein Justice Building 
1351 NW 12th St, Miami, FL 33125 

SCHEME A 
POSSIBLE EXPANSION 
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Richard E. Gerstein (REG) Justice Building 
• Scheme 8 ~ Possible Expansion 

This scheme shown in Figure 33-B proposes a four story 126,000 square foot expansion to the 
soul11 of ~he existing REG Justice Building. A bridge above N. W, 12111 Street connects the existing 
REG Building to the new expansion A five story parking structure is proposed west of the new 
expansion. Secure surface parking is possible to the south of the proposed expansion. This 
scheme proposes to close N.W. 121

h Street in order to unify into one pa(cel the two existing 
parcels north and south of N.W. 12111 Street. Doing so provides a longer and more efficient floor 
plate dimension for the new expansion which can accommodate six courtrooms per floor. A new 
street is proposed parallel to SA 836. Significant and expensive changes to below-street utility 
infrastructure would need to be accommodated (excluded from the cost estimates presented with 
this report). A 1 DO foot setback to the building from SR 836 is proposed as suggested by U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security security guidelines. 
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SCHEME B 
POSSIBLE EXPANSION 
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Richard E. Gerstein (REG) Justice Building 
Scheme C • Possible Expansion 

This scheme shown in Figure 34-C proposes a five story 126,000 square foot expansion 
west of the existing REG Justice Building. The floor plate dimensions are capable of 
accommodating four courtrooms per floor. A bridge above N.W. 13th Court connects the existing 
REG Building to t)le new e)(pansion. The scheme proposes sharing the parcel with the proposed 
new State Attorney/Public Defender's building. A six story parking structure is proposed south of 
the new expansion which would serve as public parking tor the lwo new buildings {the 1796 total 
number of parking spaces depicted could be reduced if a formula tor dense urban settings of 2.5 
spaces/1 000 is used instead of 4 spaces11 000). 
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1351 NW 12th St, Miami, FL 33125 
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POSSIBLE EXPANSION 
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Richard E. Gerstein (REG) Justice Building 
• New Criminal Courthouse Building 

This scheme shown in Figure 35 proposes a new eighteen story 668,000 square foot building 
north of the existing REG Justice Building. The scheme is dependent on demolition of the existing 
Dade County Detention Center facility to occur before the new REG building can be built. The 
flo6r plate dimension for the new building is capable of accommodating six courtrooms per floor. 

The existing REG building would be demolished and its site occupied by a new five story parking 
garage With approximately 920 parking spaces. The number of parking spaces falls short of the 
1670 spaces normally required for a building of this size (using a formula of 2.5 spaces/1000 s.f.
customary for a dense urban site). Additional levels of parking could be added, but the optimum of 
five levels for a parking structure would be exceeded. The County may wish to consider a second 
parking structure south of NW 12th Street, or have one large parking structure south of NW 12 
Street and no parking a! all at the current REG site. This would have the added benefil of leaving 
the parcel currently occupied by REG as a paten Hal urban plaza for the new building comlex- an 
urban amenity which lends a dignified presence to an important community civic center. 
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South Dade Justice Center Possible Expansion 

This scheme shown in Figure 36 proposes a two story expansion to the south side of the existing 
building. The floor plate dimension is capable accommodating the one courtroom growth 
projection on the second floor plus additional support spaces on first and second floors, Sufficient 
on-site surface parking exists, 
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North Dade Courthouse Possible Expansion 

This scheme shown in Figure 37 proposes an expansion to the existing Hegg shape" of the ground 
floor. A two .courtroom expansion on the second floor south building in the area of existing 
courtrooms is proposed. Additionally, another expansion is proposed on the second floor at the 
north end of the building. This expansion, in an area more or less adjacent to the existing judge's 
chambers, could serve as the judge's chambers lor the future courtrooms. 

A new four level par.i<ing structure tor approximately 300 cars is depicted at the north end. The 
new parking at the site will. be difficult to accomm·odate on the restricted site. The expansion 
scheme shown is not the recommended option as mentioned elsewhere in this study. 
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Section 5- Summary and Conclusions 

For the past three decades, the County has regularly prepared or updated a master plan for the 
criminal justice system with resulting capital projects including the North and South Dade 
Courthouses, the Children's Courthouse (in design), the TGK and Metro West correctional 
facilities, among others. While not all master plans produce new capital projects, the priorities for 
meeting the documented need is established in a manner that decision-makers can weigh this 
need against other capital priorities. The periodic process of defining the need based upon an 
evidence~based analysis of the "drivers" is an essential role of government. 

This report has examined the drivers from the perspective of the judicial system to offer a series of 
improvements that are critical to maintaining balance in the justice system. As has beeri noted 
through the proposed schedule of implementation, some projects are needed within the next five 
years In order to maintain a reasonable annual rate of case disposal While other projects can be 
delayed_ as much as 10 years before implementation. The key to successful master planning Is a 
careful calculation of matched priorities, resources, and need. 

Each of the -projects identified in this master plan has an evidential basis and if all could be 
implemented in the next five years, a better and more efficient system would result. Given the 
magnitude of the capital need for improved and expanded court facilities, in concert with a list of 

ciither criminal justice system needs, a longer period for implementation has been contemplated. 

~hile this section of the report, in particular, has offered a phased approach to concentrating the 
~~pita! expenditures on projects that have already been approved (e.g., Children's Courthouse 

and -Caleb Center, both of which are currently in design), the plan also acknowledges the basic 
need of replacing the core criminal and civil cour!houses as the cornerstone of a 20~year strategic 
plan. An alternative strategy for expanding the REG has been offered, but as a lesser efficient 
solution than actual replacement. The County has lacked appropriately designed felony trial 
criminal courtrooms for decades, and the REG has long passed any hope of being an efficient 
criminal courthouse. 

The alternative proposal (nine courtrooms) for expanding, rather than replacing, REG will "buy 
time" bul does little to improve the efficiency of the criminal division that is so important to 
maintain- a balance in the correctional system. Without an efficient criminal division, the average 
length of confinement will increase, resulting in the need for additional bedspaces. In essence, the 
alternative proposal for an addition to REG could exacerbate an already crowded, unsafe, and 
inefficient courthouse. The real need is to develop a new criminal courthouse, and in doing so, re~ 
examine the location and relationship with the Miami-Dade County Detention Center. 

A second, but slightly less time sensitive, strategic need is the replacemenl of the Dade County 
Courthouse. While an icon within lhe Miami cityscape, the building as a civil courthouse has also 
long passed a stage of efficiency. The floor plate is simply too small to accommodate an efficient 
grouping of courtrooms and related support spaces. The courtroom sizes, elevators, floor 
circulation, and s-upport spaces are all inadequate to funCtion for an additional 20 years under the 
current stress of daily traffic. 
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Focusing on the de-canting of some DCCH divisions (e.g., probate) to the branches (especially 
the proposed new Central Miami-Dade civil branch) will reduce tile daily volume. However, this 
important addition to the facility base will not resolve the myriad of issues associated with an SO
year old courthouse with an infrastructure that cannot keep pace with advancing technological 
changes. This historic icon need not be losl, but the use could be dramatically altered through the 
development of a new central civil courthouse. 

Finally, the opening of the new purpose-built Children's Courthouse in the early part of the next 
decade will offer, for a short while, relief in the domestic relations courts in the Court House 
Center (CHC) and, most importantly, replace the unsafe and inadequate Juvenile Justice Center. 
This project that is attracting national attention as a remarkable step for children's justice will 
provide several new courtrooms for 5 to I 0 years that will allow the shifting of courtrooms from the 
CHC and potentially the DCCH into the Children's Courthouse. 

Over -the past three decades, the County has added more than 3,000 bedspaces to the 
correctional system which have been necessary to create a safe and constitutionally acceptable 
system. However, during this same timeframe, less than 20 new courtrooms have been added 
while County population has increased by appro;o;imately a million. 

Simply stating the need is hardly enough. This report has outlined a short and long-term strategy 
Ia raise the spatial standards of the courts more equivalent to that of other Florida counties. While 

Ulhe short-term steps are essential to provide immediate relief to crowded and inefficient 
Olonditions, the County must keep lhe strategic view of replacing the cornerstone criminal and civil 
OOourthouses if the court system is to be fair, swift, and just. 
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From: Maria Luisa Castellanos [mailto:MariaLuisaCastellanos@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 5:44 PM 
To: Regula, Pamela (lSD) 
Subject: Picking up documents + paper on filing fees 

Thanks, Pam. 

Please see the attached paper on filing fees that was assigned to me. Please make copies for 
distribution to the task force members on Monday. 

Best regards, 

Maria Luisa 

Maria Luisa Castellanos, R.A. , LEED AP 
President 
United Architects, Inc. 
Office: 305-552-5465 
Cell Phone: 305-439-7898 
Email: : MLC@UnttedArchs com 
Website: www UnitedArchitectslnc.corn 

f"'nd u, a1 
Facebook View profile 
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The raising of court filing fees 

It has come to the attention of this task force that Miami-Dade County is a "donor" county in that it 
sends more fees to the state than it receives back to run the county courthouse operations. 

It is our opinion that a mechanism must be found to stop this practice immediately. This county, 
the most populous county in the state, has courthouse needs which need to be adequately funded. 
At this time they are not. There are not enough judges, support personnel, or administrators to 
handle the case load for this county. In addition, the courtrooms and support spaces are 
insufficient for the needs of this community. So again, this practice of sending more money to the 
state of Florida than the county gets back must be stopped. 

Another item which could help in the development of new or remodeled court facilities is the 
collection of adequate filing fees. The state of Florida does not have an income tax or an 
intangible tax. So other user fees must be developed to adequately fund the third arm of 
government, the judicial system. 

We propose that the entire filing fee structure be reviewed. Filing fees for small claims should not 
be raised as access to the court system is important. Any fees related to the criminal courts should 
not be raised either. Neither should fees for family court or moving/parking violations. 

Mortgage foreclosure fees should be raised. Civil county filing fees for cases over $2,500 should 
be raised. They are presently at $300.00 for the complaint and $295.00 for the cross-complaint. 
This means, for example, a case in which the parties are fighting over $2,000,000, a case which 
could go on for a couple of weeks, and costing the courts thousands of dollars would only pay 
$595.00 to the courts, while paying the attorneys $400 or more an hour. There should be 
additional tiers, say above $10,000, above $50,000, above $100,000, and then above each 
$100,000 after that, where additional fees are due. 

There should also be a cancellation fees for courtrooms. There is absolutely no reason to wait 
until the last minute to settle a case. If the parties are going to settle, then they should settle so 
that there is enough time to reschedule the courtroom for someone else. If not, there should be a 
cancellation fee of several thousand dollars for waiting until the last minute. There is absolutely no 
reason the taxpayers of Miami-Dade County should be paying to build new courtroom spaces 
because courtrooms are going empty. Court cases can be scheduled in the empty courtrooms, if 
the parties settle a week earlier and notify the court staff. 

Very similar to roadway tolls, people who use the courts and use them regularly should be forced 
to pay more. 

Most people never access the courts. In their lifetime they may get a divorce or two, contest a few 
parking tickets or moving violations, go to jury duty, maybe go back to court to file changes to child 
custody issues, or possibly file a small claims case. They could never afford to take a really large 
or complicated case to court because they wouldn't have the wherewithal to pay the $400 per hour 
or more for an attorney to represent them. 

So it is only fair that the people who take advantage of their access to the legal system to pay 
more. There is no reason why those who can afford to pay $400 per hour to an attorney cannot 
afford to pay more for the use of this county's court facilities. The middle class should not be 
forced to pay for these facilities when there are so many other more pressing county needs, i.e., 
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transit projects, affordable housing, road improvement projects, better 911 services, better garbage 
pickup, medical care for the indigent, etc., that really impact the middle and working classes. 

If the Supreme Court of Florida were really interested in having access to the courts by everyone, 
then there should be a mechanism in place for middle class people to have access to attorneys 
who would represent them in court in civil as well as criminal cases. This representation is now 
very limited. 

The raising of filing fees will take a concerted effort by the county commission, the Dade County 
Bar Association, the Miami-Dade Delegation, and other interested parties to impress upon the 
Florida Legislature that the present system is not raising enough fees to sustain the 3rct branch of 
government in Florida- the judicial system. Something must be done. 
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DISTRIBUTION SCHEDULE OF COURT-RELATED FILING FEES, SERVICE 
CHARGES, COSTS AND FINES, INCLUDING A RECORDING SCHEDULE 

Effective July 1, 2015 

Circuit Civil 
Dissolution 
Foreclosure and Real Prope1·ty 

County C ivil 

Probate 

Civil Traffic Violations 
Bicycle/Pedestrian 

Non-Moving . 
Non-Moving- School Election 

Moving 

Moving - School Election 
Failure to Stop at A Traffic Signal 
Red Light Camera 

Speeding 
Speeding Schooi/Constmction Zones 

Toll Violations 

Late Fee (D6) 

INDEX 

Failure to Complete Defensive Driving School 

Motorcycle/Moped 
Excessive Speed -- 50 mph and Over 

Circuit C riminal 
Driving Under the Influence 

Recldess Driving 

Leaving the Scene 
Aggravated Animal C ruelty 

County Criminal (Misdemeanm·) 

NonCriminal Violations 

Littering 
Sexting 

Tobacco 
Underground Utility 

State Parks 

Criminal Traffic Violations 

DUI 
Recldcss Driving 

Leaving the Scene 
Racing on the Highway 

Criminal Tag/DL 

PAGE 

9 
9 
10 

14 
16 

19 
19 
20 
21 
21 
22 
23 
24 
27 

32 
36 
36 
37 
38 

40 
41 
42 
43 
46 

49 
54 
54 
54 
54 
56 
56 

58 

59 

62 
61 
62 
64 
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INDEX -- cont'd 

Boating, Fishing, Wildlife and Hunting Violations -- Civil and Criminal 

llUI 
Civil Boating Violations 
Navigational Rules 
Seagrass Scarring 
379 Violations 

Endangered or Threatened Species 
Noncriminal Violations 
Criminal Violations 

Fishing or Hunting While License Revoked 
Commerical Harvester Violations 
Nonnative and Captive Wildlife Penalties 

Juvenile Delinquency and Dependency 
Delinquency 
Dependency 

Court-Related Service Charges 
Copies 
Foreclosure Sales 
Partial Payment Fee 
Driver License Records 

Recording Fees 
Copies 
Postage 
Affadavit 
Deed 
Lien 
Mortgage 
Plat 

66 
67 
69 
69 
70 
70 
70 
70 
71 
73 
74 
81 

84 
88 

89 
90 
90 
90 

91 
91 
91 
92 
93 
93 
94 
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Executive Summary 

Once every twenty years, Florida's Constitution provides for the creation of a thirty-seven 
member revision commission for the purpose of reviewing Florida's Constit ution and 
proposing changes for voter consideration. The Commission meets for app roximately one 
year, traveling the State of Florida, identifying issues, performing research, and possibly 
recommending changes to the Constitution. The Commission last met in 1998 and, among 
many other suggestions, proposed shifting the funding of the court system from the 
counties to the state. As such, section 14 of Article V of the State Constitution was created 
and ratified by the voters to read: 

SECTION 14. Funding.-
(b) All funding for the offices of the clerks of the circuit and county courts 
performing court-related functions, except as otherwise provided in this 
subsection and subsection (c), shall be provided by adequate and appropriate 
filing fees for judicial proceedings and service charges and costs for performing 
court-related functions as required by genera/law. Selected salaries, costs, and 
expenses of the state courts system may be funded from appropriate filing 

fees for judicial proceedings and service charges and costs fo r perform ing 
court-related functions, as provided by general law. Where the requirements 
of either the United States Constitution or the Constitution of the State of 
Florida preclude the imposition of filing fees for judicial proceedings and 

service charges and costs for performing court-related funct ions sufficient to 
fund the court-related functions of the offices of the clerks of the circuit and 
county courts, the state shall provide, as determined by the legislature, 
adequate and appropriate supplemental funding from state revenues 

appropriated by general law. (emphasis added) 

The fundamental shift from county funding to being a self-funded office was a major 
change to how the state, and the local governments, did business. Through a newly 

formed Florida Clerks of Court Operations Corporation, Clerks were required to send all 
collections from the court-side operations to the state in order to get their share returned 

to cover the costs of their offices. 

The 2004laws enacted to codify the changes made to Article V of the State Constitution, 
not only raised filing fees and associated charges, but were drafted to provide flexibil ity 
for Clerks in setting amounts adequate to cover the cost of running their office. 

Prior to that time, the statutes had been written similar to this passage showing a typical 

circuit civil filing fee: 
28.241 (1)(a) The party instituting any civil action, suit, or proceeding in the 

circuit court shall pay to the clerk of that court a service charge of $40 in all 

cases in which there are not more than five defendants and an additional 

service charge of $2 for each defendant in excess of five. An additional service 
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charge of $10 shall be paid by the party seeking each severance that is 
granted. An additional service charge of $35 shall be paid to the clerk for all 
proceedings of garnishment, attachment, replevin, and distress. An additional 
service charge of $8 shall be paid to the clerk for each civi l action filed, $7 of 
such charge to be remitted by the clerk to the Department of Revenue for 
deposit into the General Revenue Fund unallocated. An additional charge of 
$2.50 shall be paid to the clerk for each civil action brought in circuit or county 
court, to be remitted by the clerk to the Department of Revenue for deposit 
into the Court Education Trust Fund. {2003) 

The cost of filing a circuit civil action in 2003, and before, was $40 with additional service 
charges of $8, mostly for General Revenue, and $2.50 for Court Education. 
Statutes were amended by the 2004 Legislature to read as seen in the following passage: 

28.241{1)(a)1.a .... the party instituting any civil action, suit, or proceeding in 
the circuit court shall pay to the clerk of that court a filing fee of up to $395 in 
all cases in which there are not more than five defendants and an additional 
filing fee of up to $2.50 for each defendant in excess of five. Of the first $200 
in filing fees, $195 must be remitted to the Department of Revenue for 
deposit into the State Courts Revenue Trust Fund, $4 must be remitted to the 
Department of Revenue for deposit into the Administrative Trust Fund within 
the Department of Financial Services and used to fund the contract with the 
Florida Clerks of Court Operations Corporation created in s. 28.35, and $1 
must be remitted to the Department of Revenue for deposit into the 
Administrative Trust Fund within the Department of Financial Services to fund 
audits of individual clerks' court-related expenditures conducted by the 
Department of Financial Services. By the 10th of each month, the clerk shall 
submit that portion of the filing fees collected in the previous month which is 
in excess of one-twelfth of the clerk's total budget to the Department of 
Revenue for deposit into the Clerks of the Court Trust Fund. {2004) 

The circuit civil filing fee was increased to $395, $195 of which would be used to fund the 
state courts system and $195 retained to fund the office of the Clerk. The court education 
fees were moved in another section of law and increased to $3.50. 

The words "up to" were added in many places, overall the fees were greatly increased, 
and, as can be seen in the above two sections, many of the portions of the fees were sent 
to other places, not just retained by the Clerk. Along with the new fees, came a need for a 
statewide manual to provide guidance on what was going to be charged by each Clerk's 

office. 

Clerks struggled with what should be charged in each county but that dilemma was solved 
by the Clerks, collectively/ at a conference of Florida1

S Clerks of the Court held in 2004. 
They agreed that the fees charged in all counties should be the same amounts. They felt it 
would help the users of the court system avoid confusion from 
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county to county and help the Florida Clerks of Court Operations Corporation better 
budget for anticipated statewide revenue and need. I 

I 
The Distribution Schedule of Court-Related Filing Fees, Service Charges, Costs and Fines I 
was created in 2004 to address this need and better put together all the new fees, service I 
charges and costs, showing where all they should be sent. Having one manual for the I 
state was beneficial in order to better clarify what Clerks were charging for all filings fees, I 
service charges, costs and fines, but moreso, to provide a uniform, statewide guide for 
Clerks. 

A workgroup of Clerks' staff, specialists in the various court areas, was assembled in the 
later fall of 2004 and the Distribution Schedule of Court-Related Filing Fees, Service 
Charges, Costs and Fines was created. The workgroup used the remittance forms provided 
by the Florida Department of Revenue (DOR), in part, to assist with their task. 

In 2001, a new law required DOR to develop a website for the Clerks' transmission of all 
monies due to the state. The remittance site, called the Clerk of Court Revenue 
Remittance System (CCRRS), was implemented the following year and was immediately a 
success. Clerks adapted to it readily and were able to accurately remit funds-no more 
checkwriting to the various state agencies. The law is shown below. 

28.245 Transmittal of funds to Department of Revenue; uniform 
remittance form required.-Notwithstanding any other provision of law, all 
moneys collected by the clerks of the court as part of the clerk's court
related functions for subsequent distribution to any state entity must be 
transmitted electronically, by the 10th day of the month immediately after 
the month in which the moneys are collected, to the Department of Revenue 
for appropriate distribution. A uniform remittance form provided by the 
Department of Revenue detailing the specific amounts due each fund must 
accompany such submittal. All moneys collected by the clerks of court for 
remittance to any entity must be distributed pursuant to the law in effect at 
the time of collection. (2013) (emphasis added) 

The CCRRS worksheets constitute the "uniform remittance form" and seemed to dovetail 
into the need for a "uniform" fee schedule so that the amount of monies due each fund 
was much easier to determine in the local systems. 
In the mid-2000s, codes linking the Florida Department of Revenue CCRRS worksheets 
were added, such as FF51 or AC2. These allow Clerks to also code their financial systems 
in a similar manner to match up the line of the remittance worksheet that the money 
should be placed on, providing closer accuracy in remitting and an audit trail. Section 
28.246{5}, F.S., was added to require that fees collected were to be prioritized, so that 
monies were sent to the State General Revenue first, before those due to other court 

system stakeholders, or to local programs. 
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The priority numbers were included in the schedule at the head of each section, as seen 
below, and beside each line. 

CODE: 28.246(5)(a)
PARTIAL PAYMENT 
PRIORITY 
1. DOR/GEN FUND 
2. CLERK OF COURT 
3. STATE TRUST 
4. LOCAL 

348 COURT-RELATED REVENUES F=FILING FEE 
400 CIRCUIT CIVIl S=SERV CHRG/OTHER FEE 
410 FILING FEES P= FINE/PENALTY 
420 SERVICE CHARGES C=COURT COST 
430 COURT COST M=MANDA TORY 

D=DISCRETIONARY 
480 FEE & SERVICE CHARGES-SUPPORT 

It is worthwhile to note that the "F/M" seen to the right of each fine or fee in the 
Distribution Schedule has meaning. So, a penalty that has "P/D" to the right of the 
amount, implies that the fine is discretionary. For some time, the association has done a 
manual, called the "Mandatory/Discretionary Form Matrix" showing what monetary 
assessments must be imposed by the court, those that are denoted by the statutes as 
"Mandatory," and which ones could be handled by the court as a "Discretionary" 
assessment. This "P/D" or "F/M" and such help link the Distribution Schedule and the 
Mandatory /Discretionary Matrix. 

Letters to the immediate left of each line denoting local revenue (lr), court-related 
revenue (cr) and core court (cc) revenue were added to allow the court system 
stakeholders a better idea of what monies directly funded the court system. 

Although not required by law, a section was added to the manual in 2011 to document 
recording fees for Clerks. 

The most major change to the chart came, however, with chapter 2008-111, laws of 
Florida, wherein the Legislature again increased a number of fees and charges. The 
intention was to create more revenue, but not for the Clerks, for State General Revenue. 
To make sure the Clerks could not retain or otherwise account for any of the monies, the 
final section was added to the bill directing its usage: 

Section 47. Notwithstanding s. 28.36, Florida Statutes, the Florida 
Clerks of Court Operations Corporation may not approve increases to the 
clerks' budgets based on increased revenue generated under this act. The 
corporation may increase the clerks' budgets in the aggregate by $1,188,184 
for the period from July 1, 2008, through September 30, 2008, and 
$3,564,551 for the period from October 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009, for 
the increased duties related to paying jurors and juror meals and lodging 
expenses as provided in this act. These budget increases shall be considered 
as part of the recurring base budget of the clerks for future budgets 

approved pursuant to s. 28.36, Florida Statutes. (emphasis added) 

The Clerk had to collect the new fee totals, but could only retain and account for the 
previous amounts in his or her budget; the additional portion had to be sent to 
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the state. As such, the Distribution Schedule had to show these fees in two parts, 

one that stayed with the Clerk and one that went to the State General Revenue 
Fund. Throughout the schedule lines can be seen like this: 

SEVERANCE 
cc 2 410 SEVERANCE/CLERK 
cr 1 CLERK OF COURT T.F/DOR/GEN FUND 

$15.00 F/M FF51 28.241(1)(a)1.c., 2.e. 
$3.00 F/M FFSO 28.241(1){a)1.c., 2.e. 

$18.00 

In conclusion, the Distribution Schedule is a living document. It has withstood the test of 
time and the base document has changed little, although many fines, fee areas and other 

breakouts have been added, along with changes to reflect yearly revisions to the laws. 
Every now and then, it seems as though Clerk's staff may suggest an area that should be 
changed or revised. Many times, the change is suggested to an area that has been 

unchanged since 2004, but over the last decade or so, the workflow or business practice 
may have changed, slightly necessitating the tweak. 

The Association staff coordinates with the Department of Revenue st aff to make 
sure that all lines tie to the remittance worksheets. The department revises the 
Clerk of Court Revenue Remittance System website to match. The Distribution 

Schedule is compared with the Mandatory/Discretionary Form Matrix, and so on. 

The Distribution Schedule has been widely recognized and accepted by the Legislature, 
the trial courts, and local offices. Please use this document as a guide for setting up 
financial systems, fee calculations and implementing the laws of Florida. 
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i A B c 

CODE ACCOUNT 
10 

ll.7 
118 
11 9 cr I LIABILITY 
120 
121 
122 
123 
1£4 cr 1 LIABILITY 
125 
126 
127 
128 cc 2 410 
129 cr l LIABILITY 
130 
131 
132 
133 cc 2 410 
134 cr 1 LIABILITY 
135 
136 
137 
138 cc 2 410 
139 cr l 
140 
141 
142 
143 cr I LIABILITY 
144 
145 
146 cr I LIABILITY 
147 cr I LIABILITY 
148 
149 
150 
151 cr I LIABILITY 
152 ce 3 LIABILITY 

153 2 410 
154 
155 
156 cc 2 410 
157 cr I LIABILITY 
158 
159 
160 
161 cr l LIABILITY 
162 
163 
i 1M er l LIABILITY 
165 
1bb 
167 cc 2 410 
168 cr I LIABILITY 
169 
170 
171 cc 2 410 
172 

D E F G H 

FINV ~~{~ DESCR1PTr0N AMOUNT 
CST/ /"""" . 

AUTHORITY 
SRV/ 

MAN/ -
ffiRECLO_SLIRE CROSS CLAIM, COUNTER CLAII\f, COUI\TER PETr 'ION. THIRll PARTY COMPLAINT 
C'LAIM VALUE: SS0.001 TO S250.000 
DOR/GENERAL REV. $900.00 FIM - FF33: 28.241(1Xc)2. 

$900.00 1- I 
I 

FORECLOSURE CROSS CLAIM, COUNTER CLAIM C:C UNTER PETITIC N THIRD PARTY COMPLAIN" 
CLAIM VALUE: 5250.001 OR MORE 
DORIGENERAL REV. $1,900.00 

$1,900.00 

GARI'!JSHMENT 
GARNISHMENT FEE/CLERK S75.00 
CLERK OF COURT T.F./DORI GEN FUND SlO.OO 

$85.00 

A TTACHME!fr, REPLEVINS, & QI~TRES:i 
GARNISHMENT/CLERK $75.00 
CLERK OF COURT T.F.IDORIGEN FUND SIO.OO 

S85.00 

SEVERANCE 
SEVERANCE/CLERK $15.00 
CLERK OF COURT T.F/DORIGEN FUND S3.00 

Sl8.00 

SUMMONS 
CLERK OF COURT T.F.IDORIGEN FUND $10.00 

APPEALFR<JM me T C:<JURT T DCA S400.00 
DOR-GENERAL FUND sso.oo 
CLERK OF COURT T.F.IDORIGEN FUND S20.00 
SEPARATE CHECK TO DCA S300.00 

APPEAL FROM COUNTY TO CIRCUIT COURT 
DOR-GENERAL FUND $80.00 
STATE COURTS REVENUE TRUST FUND Sl.OO 

APPEAL FILING COUNTY TO CIRCUIT S200.00 
S281.00 

E6!;;H DEF~OANT QVER 5 
DEFENDANT OVER 5/CLERK $2.00 
CLERK OF COURT T.F .IDORJGEN FUND S0 .50 

$2.50 

NOTICE OF JOINDER OR MOTION TO INTERVENE AS APPELLANT CROSS 
DORIGENERAL REV. S295.00 

6 TTORNEY APPEARING PRQ HAC Vl!;;!l (Ueou dlll!enrnn,~l 
OORIGENERAL FUND ~0.00 

1\IA PRACTICE 90 DAY EXTENSION 
MALPRACTICE 90 DAY EXTENSION/CLERK $37.50 
CLERK OF COURT T.F ./DO RIG EN FUND $4.50 

S42.00 

REOP,!;!:! FEE $50.00 

I 
F/M - FF33_: 28.241(1Xc)2. 

FIM ~~ 28.241(1Xa)l.c., 2.e. 
F/M : ~f?g_: 28.241(1Xa)l.c., 2.e. 

F/M ll~ 28.241{1Xa)l.c., 2.e. 
F/M .. ~~:j 28.241(1Xa)l.c., 2.e. 

F/M l'l:lm 28.241(1Xa)l.c., 2.e. 
FIM , ~Jo;.: 28.241(1Xa)l.c., 2.e. 

I 

S/M 
__ _ I 

. FF.SO·i 28.241(1 Xdl 
I I 

j _ L 28.241(2) 
F/M .ms.; 28.241(21 
FIM , fi;sb i 28.241{2) 
FIM 28.241(2YJ5.22(3) 

F/M . ms.; 28.241{2) 
FIM - . 44.108(1) 

F/M 28.241(2) 

I 
FIM ~ 28.241(1)(a)l.a. 
FIM ·. FF'so! 28.241(1)(a)J.a. 

34.041 (!Xc) 
F/M . £!4} : 34.041(1Xc) 

I I 
I I 

FIM . FF36: 28.241(6) 

L 
I 

F/M lfmMi 766.104{2) 
FIM . ~s~ ·; 

F/M ~,mli! 

766.104{2) 

28.24l(l)(b) 

CIRCUIT CIVIL 

11 
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A B c D E F G H 1 

CODE ACCOUNT DESCil.IPTION AMOUNT AUTHORITY 

10 
17: JUDlCIAL SALE (Foreclosurt..Sl 

174icc 2 420 lllnlriA' .<:A J:/rJ:RI( $60.00 SIM ~ 45.035(1) 

~1:!._.75~~cr---!l~~LI~A!lli~I L!'IT....!.__Y.t,ll{.JQI~~CIA~L~~: A~~r;Jrr"'l~o:R~IC. O~F' C~OUR~T'T.~· 'f'~tnr~rw~>1~.nr.~""·~ FUN~Dc:-=:;::;--+-S~II~IO.OO~-~S/M_ 1 ''----:-:-: 4?~=-0:(.1;~1)_--+----f 
2 420 !JUDICIAL SA' .F.IELECTRONIC/ ADDITIONAL SERVICE CHARGE up to S70 S/M 45.035(3) 

176Jcc 1EFFECT'VEJULY l 2009 

1ZZ Icc 2 420 ;.~~CATINO PUBLIC Ke~p in separate account, not subject to distriburiooto S2&.00 S/M 45_035(2Xa) 

1781cc 2 420 ~~~ 11r JN~e SURPLUS TRUSTEE SIO.OO ~{ 45.03512llb\ 
1791cr I LIABILITY Nl Ill' JNli!CLERK OF COURTT.F.IOORJGENFUND SS.OO S/M 45.035(l){b) 
18C .cc 2 420 m~RIIJU>EMENT SURPLUS FU_NDS S!O.OO S/M ~ 45 OH 'lie 

[_!; I~ 2 _QO I~NT!NQ_g!&LUS TRl)STEE S!O.OO S/M 45.035 '2)(d) 

1; cr I ~TY m~Rlll!.~l MFl 1T/CLERKQf'COURTT. :JT)()rHn'f'N FUND S5.00 S/M ~ 45.035[1Xc) 

L! Jcr _l LIABILITY JAPrvJN urlG_I~LERK OF COURT T. 'lrll'lll/1' ~'1\1 FUND $5.00 S/M ,: . -~ 41:5;:,:i .. 0~35T~Xd~l)-f----l 
L! I I 
L! Jcc 2 410 I EACHTIM"~~ IO'f'ESTATEJOINEDFILINGFEE $5.00 F/M ~ 721.83(3) 

L!!!!l MEt IATION FEF; (Peo Person pee Scheduled Session) 
1189 Family· income > S50k but< SIOOk pee year 
1190 cc 2 420 Mediation Process Fu 
J1~.J. cc J LIAillLII Y ~IA'll:.CUUKJS IKUST~UND 

1192 
193 
194 cc 2 

1195 cc 3 

[1_9§ 
1197 
1198 
199Jcc 2 

200 Jcr l 
1_01 
202 
203 

L205 cc 2 
!20§ cr I 

~7 
208 

209Jcc 2 

210 Jcr I 
[211 
1212 
1213 cc 2 
J2 14 Jcr l 

' 2~ 
'216 

2!7 
121_8 
1219 cc 
I 22C 

223 
224 

226 
227 
228 

.229 Jcc 2 
23( 

!family ·· income< S50k pee year 
420 !Mediation Process Fee 

LIABILITY JSTATE COURTS REVENUE TRUST FUND 

FOREIGN .nmr.MF.NTS 
420 J FOREIGN JUwMce .FI!K 

LIABILITY [FOREIGN JUDGMENT/CLERK OF COURT . F IJ)()R/GFN FUND 

• $42.00 plus the . ' filing fee when action is filed 

EMINENT DOMAIN 
420 EMINENT D~ REGISTRY DEPO_i!l 

LIABILITY CLERKOFC()U_g-f '/1)()1!/11 'N FUND 

TRANSFER IF .rr lENS 

420 TRANSFER OF LIENff'LERK 

LIABILITY TRANSFER OF i .II':Nf'LERK OF COURTT.F Jl)ORIGEN F(JND 

420 ]AUUI . tui'IAL TRANSFER OF J.IEN 
LIABILITY 'TR~NSFE~ OF ""'r"'r •I? I( OF COURT T IYlRfnFN FUND 

.. QPTIONAL~ 
COUR' DOCKE' . FUN[ 

LIABILITY JDOCKJ;T FEE_ 
J(IF ESTNH 1<:1-l~ 1 ADDITIO!'!_AL FEE WQlJI._D BE 
!ASSESSED FOR ALL CIRCUIT CIVIL ACTIONS, 

'SUIT, OR '"" 

SUPPORT/FAMILY 
348 CO(IhTJ)J;'/ ITED IUH'l>NU~ 
40.Q_ CIRC UIT CIVIL 
480 CHILQ_S_lJPPQRT 

480 SUPPORT FEES 

Sl.OO 
s: 19.00 

Sl20.00 

Sl.OO 
S59.00 

S60.00 

S37.50 
$4.50 

$42.00. 

$150.00 
$20.00 

$170.00 

S_l5.00 
ss.oo 

S20.00 

S7.50 
S2.50 

SIO.OO 

Sl.OO 

4%up to 
S5.25, but 
_not <Sl 

Florida Court Clerks & Comptrollers 

This document is intended to be used as a guide 

for Clerks to assist them in implementing 

Chapter laws of Florida 

S/M ~ 44.1 08(2Xa) 
f~ ;,~1,.~~ ~.--4_4 .. ~11110~8(.(2~1 .X~a)-+----~ 

S/M ~ 44.108(2)(b) 
FIM . :f£4_~;. 44.1 08(2Xb) 

I 
I 

S/M ~ 55.505(3) 

S/M ~fFSO~,+· _5_5.505..:....;(31:)'-----t---f 

S/M ~ 2&.24(10Xb) 

7 !3,24(1){b) 
SIM FF50 713.24(1Xb) 

SIM ~ 713.24(1Xb) 
SIM FF50 713.24(l)(b) 

nla ~ 50.0711 

s~~r-~6I~.I~SI~(2J __ ~-----; 

CIRCUIT CIVIl 

12 
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' ~ B c D E 

CODE ACCOUNT DESCRIPTION AMOUNT 
10 

[23 
1232 @TICE OF •n FEES 

m cc 2 480 [LATE FEEirl 1'~11' $7.50 

~ [cr l LIABILITY [LATE FEEICJ..E_Rf< OF COURT T.F !FUND SJ7.50 

m S25.00 

lli 
Lm OOCUI\1£NT PREPARATION 
123_8_ cc 2 480 DOC! IMENT PREPARATION S6.00 
[239 lcr I J..IABILITY DOC P~FP/CI.FRI<( OF COURT T.F JOORIGEN FUND SI.OO 

~ S7.00 

-~ 
242 JUDGMENT FEE 
~ IfNCf_ Llr t>:>IS AND JUDGE DENIES /1101 •N 

[244 cc 2 I CONTEST FFFJ('[ F RK S?.SO 
[N:> cr I LIABIJ..ITY 1'1 '1( I FRI<( OF COURT T FUND Sl7.50 

L~ S25.00 
124 ~ QB 
1248 IfNCP FAILS T ANI: FA ..STC PAY 
1249 icc 2 480 JUDGMENT FEE /CLERK S?.SO 
.!!:>U lcr I J..IABIJ..ITY [JUDGMENT >Fr:ir l 1'~1( OF COURT T. F. •cr-IFUND Sl7.SO 

251 S25.00 
[252 nOf'UMENT PREPARATION 
[253 cc 2 480 IQQQJMENT PREPARATION (JUDQ_MENT)'CL.ggl< ~()() 

~254 [cr I LIABILITY [DOCUMENT PREPARATION/CLERK OF COURT T.F.IDORIGEN FUND Sl.OO 

255 S7.00 

.~ 
25/ Icc 480 nor! IMFNT PREPARATION (SATISFACIIUNYLLERK S6.00 
258 ~ l LIABIUTY nOCII}.fENT PREP ARATlON/ClERK OF _(:_OU~T T F J[){)R/Cii'N FUND SLQQ_ 
259 57.00 

IZbU RECORDING FEE 
261 Icc 2 480 iFEEITI ss.oo 
26: Icc 2 480 11r:r r RnltJfi FEE (SATISFACTION) ss.oo 
~ 
~ PAYOFF STATEMENT 
265 (Crealed 011ly when the NCP needs 10 know how much ro~isljl judgment) 
266 ·cc 2 480 PAYOFF :>lA 11:-Mt.N I . s~ 
I2~X ,cr l LIABILITY PA YOFF/CLFR I<QF COURT T.F .IDOR GEN FUND Sl7.50 

~ $25.00 

1269 NON !Y-D DRIVERLICENSE SU.Sl'ENSION 
!270 cc 2 480 I DRIVER LICI'N~r:NnN PA Th-!ENT CHilD SUPPORT SJO.OO 
271 [cr I LIABILITY [CLERK OF COURT T.F.IDOR GEN FUND SlS.OO 

272 S2S.OO 

Florida Cour t Clerks & Comptrollers 

This document is intended to be used as a guide 

for Clerks to assist them in implementing 

Chapter l aws of Florida 

F G 
FIN£/ 

l i (Sf/ 

SRV/ 
MAN/ 

SIM ~~ 
SIM : _Ff'SP ·-; 

S/M !i.~ 
S/M , .J:lisb 

SIM. 
SIM .Fl .. 

S/M ~~ 
SIM . f!-~P._ 

I 
S/M !!ltE£1! 

)f~(;: S/M . . 
,.: . . · -i 

I 
J 

SIM ~ 
s/M .m.o · 

I 

~~-
SIM ~~ 
S/M .,'ff.:50 

S/M ~ 
S/M . ffSO 

H 

AUTHORITY 

61.14(6)(b)l.b. 
61.14(6XbJ!.b. 

28.24(8) 
28.24(8) 

61.14(6XdJ 

61.14(6)(d) 

6l.l4(6){e) 
6l.l4(6)(e) 

28]4(8)_ 

28.24(8) 

_2.!11{~ 
28.24(8) 

28.24(12) 
28.24 (12) 

6l.l 4(6Xt}l 
61.14(6)(f)I. 

322.245(2) 
2451 

CIRCUIT CIVIL 

13 

}_ 
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CODE: 28.246(5)(R)

PARTIAL PAYMENT 
PRIORITY 
1. DOR!GEN FUND 
2. CLERK OF COURT 
3. STATE TRUST 
4. LOCAL 

CODE ACCOUNT 

Florida Court Clerks & Comptrollers 

34~ COURT-RELATEDREVENUES 
300 COUNTY CIVIL 
310 FlLING FEES 
320 SERVICE CHARGES 

330 COURT COST 

DESCRIPTION 

This document is intended to be used as a guide 

for Clerks to assist them in implementing 

Chapter Laws of Florida. 

AMOUNT 

F=FILING FEE 
S=SERV CHRG/OTHER FEE 
P= FINE/PENALTY 
C=COURT COST 
M=MANDATORY 
D=DISCRETIONARY 

AUTHORITY 

COUNTY CIVIl 

14 
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A B c D E F G H 

CODE ACCOUNT OESCRJPTJON AUTHORITY 
10 
60 EACH DEFENDANT OVER 5 (34.04l(l)(b}) 
61 cc 2 3 10 DEFENDANTOVER5/CLERK $2.00 F/M I PH+ 28.24I( l)(a) 

~6;2~~c=r~==~~ ==~~U~A~B~IL~ITY~~~C~L~E~RK~~O~F~C~O~U~RT:~T~F.~/DO~~RtG~E~N~F~UN~~D==================~==$~0~.5~0=~~~F~/M~~f-·_.FF_~~~~~~- =~2:8~.24=1:(1:)(~a)~=~ 
~ g~ 

64 
65 cc 2 310 REOPEN FEE CLAIMS < SSOO $25.00 FfM ~ 34.041 (2) 
66 cc 2 310 REOPEN FEE CLAIMS > SSOO S50.00 FfM ~ 34.041(2) 
67 

68 CIVIL CROSS CLAIM. COUNTER CLAIM, COUNTER PETITION, THIRD PARTY COJMPLAJNT 

69 
(assessed against the person filing a cross-claim in a case filed for $2500 or more, .QI when a claim in another case where the 
rei i ef sought is in excess of $2500 ) 

70 cr 

71 

72 

73 cr 
74 

LIABILITY DORIGENERAL REV. 

SUl\·fMONS 

LIABILITY CLERK OF COURT T.F JDOR GEN FUND 

75 GARNISHMENT 

' . ··.'· .. i 
$295.00 FIM : Jf~J..:',...: --=3_4;,;,.04_1_,_(1-"}('--'c)'---1 

SIO.OO 34.041(1 )(d) 

76 cc 2 310 GARNISHMENTFEEICLERK $75.00 FfM ~ 28.24 1(1 ){a)c. 
77 cr I LIABILITY GARNISHMENT FEE/CLERK OF COURT T.F./DORIGEN FUND $10.00 F/M ::FF50'· l 28.24 1(1 ){a)c. 

l-:;-;::-l--!-___:_-t-=:.:.:.::..:.::.:.:~c.::...:.~:_____:____:_ ___ .:__.:..:..::.::..:.:.:.::..:.:.--=-:...:..:..:~..:...:..-~--+==:;:;=:=:=::==f---+-'~--.:. .• -·r-----'-..:.0..:'----J 
n s~~ 

79 
80 ATTORNEY APPEARING PRO HAC VICE CUoo11 Appearmrcel 

~81ttc:.:.r+__:I_+L:::l:.:A.=.B::::lL:.:.ITY:..:...-fD:.:O::RI.:..G::::.EN::.:.:.:E:::RAL::.:::::.:.:f..:UND:.:.:.::~----------~---+.:..S.:.:10:.:.0:.:.00-=--..t---=F:.::IM~J - ~££{34_ : _..:.2:.:.8=-. 2-'-'412(6::..)_-l 
82 
83 FOREIGN JUDGMENTS 
84 cc 2 320 FOREIGN JUDGMENTS/CLERK $37.50 SfM ~ 55.505(3} 
85 cr I LIABILITY FOREIGNJUDGMENT/CLERKOFCOURTT.F./DORGENFUND $4.50 SfM .·-FFSO 1 55.505(3) 
~~+~-~::.:::.:::::.:~~:.:::::::::::.:.:.-:=.::.:.:.::=-:..::.:=.=.:::.::.:...:::::.::.::::...:::..::.:::.:.::.::..::=:.:..:.==-----l==:=¥:§~~~~--" ,, .. ..: i-' -----'--"----i 

86 $42.00. 
87 • $42.00 plus the appropriate filing fee when action is filed 
88 
89 COURT ORDERED MEDTATION SERVICE (COUNTY CIVIL CASES ONLY) 
90 PER PERSON PER SCHEDULED SESSION 
91 cc 2 320 MEDIATION PROCESS FEE SI.OO S!M ~ 44.108(2Xc) 

~92~c=c~~3-~L~I~A~B~IL~ITY~fS~T~A~TE~C=O=U~RTS~~RE~V~E=NU~E~T~R~U~S~T~FU~N=D-------~-----~~S~59~.~00~:~F~IM~i~~~~f~..:.6_·,! _4_4_.1_08~(2~X~c~)_, 
93 $60.00 
94 
95 
96 

Florida Court Clerks & Comptrollers 

This document is intended to be used as a guide 

for Clerks to assist them in impl ementing 

Chapte r l aws of Florida. 

COUNTY CIVIL 

15 
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10 

11 

CODE: 28.246(S)(a}· 

PARTIAL PAYMENT 
PRIORITY 
I, llORIGEN FUND 
2. CLERK OF COURT 
J.STATETRUST 
4. LOCAL 

CODE ACCOUNT 

Florida Court Clerks & Comptrollers 

348 COURT-RELATED REVENUES 
700 PRODATE 
710 FILING FEES 
720 SERVICE CHARGES 
730 COURT COST 

DESCRIPTION 

This document is intended to be used as a guide 

for Clerks to assist them in implementing 

Chapter Laws of Florida. 

Al\lOUNT 

F=F!LING FEE 
s~SERV CHRG/OTHER FEE 
p,. FfNFJPENALTY 
O=COURT COST 
M~MANDATOR\' 

D~DISCRETIONARY 

FL"fr.JCSff 
AUTHORITY 

PROBATE 

16 
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A B c D E F G H 

10 
CODE ACCOUNT DESCRIPTION AMOUNT FL"fVCST/ 

S~Yn.J.Ar<IOIS DOR CODI. AUTHORITY 

58- SUMI'IiARY ADMINISTRATION SJOGG or more 
59 cc 2 710 FILINGFEE $200.00 FIM ~ 28.2401(1)(e) 
60 cc 3 LIABILITY STATE COURTS REVENUE TRUST FUND $115.00 FIM "-FFll. · 28.2401(1) 

t76:i-1fc:.:'r+-71-J----:L~IA~BIL~IT~Y~frC~L;:oERK~~O~F:;iC;;;:O;.;UR;;cT~T.~FJD~O~R!;-;G~B~N::;-FUND~:;:,:.::::.._~~~~~~~+--.:",;S'::'-25~.00~--+~~FIM~~~: ,FF50 · ,_r ~2=-'s'-".2=4-;.01::-c("'l):.t_(ec-) ---l 
t£"62:;-t:c:::-c-t---;;-3 ---i-;L~IAB~IL;;:;:;1T~Y~r.:C;;;O:;=;UR~T~E';:;:D~U~C-7:AT;:;I;;;07-,N;-=;;Tc;;R:;cUCi;S~T =-'-'-'=:.......~~------+-.::=S;::3:..:;_57o :___+---"c"FIM~--ii • FFli 28.2401 (3) 

t763~c:::-c+~3 -J----:L~IAB~IL~JT;iY,-f,;DO~R~-D~E;;;P::;,T,;;O~F;;i,F:.;IN~Oi;;F~SR;:;V~AD~M~T;",F~(C~1';;:er'?-k.._E"!d):___ _____ -+_-.:;S~0~.5~0 --J-~FIM~~( J<F13 28.2401(3) 
64 cc 3 LIABILITY STATECOURTSREVENUETRUSTFUND SI.OO FIM 1' ;f!45: '---4-o-4o-:.1~0~8(~I)c'----l 
r6~5~-+--_,~~==~-r~~~~~~~~~~~~-------------F=7S3~4~5.~00==+-~~~~-~ 

66 FORMAL ADMINISTRATION 
67 cc 2 710 FILINGFEE S250.00 F/M 28.2401{1Xg) 
68 cc 3 LIABILITY STATECOURTSREVENUETRUSTFUND $115.00 FIM , 28.2401(1) 
69 cr I LIABILITY CLERK OF COURT T.FJDOR/GEN FUND $30.00 FIM 1 :fi,so. :' 28.2401(1)(g) 

l"""'i:i~;;i-:-'-j-:;-~ ---i-;~;=;~:.;-B~~;;=-;;;~~~~r.:~;;;O~~O;;-D':;;TE~;';:;:~~~~~A-7:::;::;~;;;07-,~;-:;;;c;;:R':CUVCi;ST~AD=M..:..T:...:f:..:(C..::1:...er_k_E_d)-------+--":i~~~:~~b ~+---"c"~~~--i~ /~{~s;'---=-::;"C~2-;.2:':-:6~:~'=;"'~ '---1 

72 cc 3 LIABILITY STATECOURTSREVENUETRUSTFUND $1.00 FfM ! E'F45 ' i 44.108(1) 
~7~3>r-t----r---------r---------------------------------------r~s~4~oo~.oo~~-----~ ,_ r-' ------~---~ 

74 
GUARDIANSHIP ANCILLARY, CURATORSHIP, AND 

CONSERVATORSHIP 
75 cc 2 710 FILINGFEE $250.00 FIM ~ 28.2401(1Xg) 

Gi~::;--t~cc.r -t---;-~ ----i---'~;=;~~B~;;=-;;;~~~;-t-;~;;-~~~=C~O 0;:-F UR';:;C';::OT;;!"'~~T"!"-;;F JDO:.;;NUE~R/~TG~RE~UN:;-S~;,;FUND=:::;:o=---------+-~SS1~31o:'-'5 oo~OO-__+---"c"~~~--jt·::;~- ;c---:2:-:~-=~·-c~~::-:~-cfle:-\{o-g)):----1 

t-~"'
7

~,-t--r-:+--3.:-~--t---'~=.:;~:c:B;::c~;:=:::if"'~:--F.=~-=::A~~=-~::-=T~::,~~oURc:::~:=:;T::-:7.::~-=::,;::t:::i=:frm::.:uv::.--ST.:::~~RU~Ms~i:=:FFUND=-"(C~I~er~k-=Ed"").__ _____ -+_..::~~f~L.:-6 -+-~~E;.co..--ff~i!k~i --=;=4~4=:;1-=:~:;8!("~1~~~--l 
81 S400.oo 1 

82 GUARDIANSHIP PERSON ONLY ) 
83 cc 2 710 FILING FEE $100.00 F/M R\'_~ 28.2401(1)(h) 

~84;:--t-c_c-+---:-3--I--,L:-:IAB:-:-::-IL:::-:::IT:::-Y::--t-;S:o-To:A::-:TE=CO=UR=T,S"'RE=-=VE=-=NUE=-=:-:T:::R=U-:-ST=FUNDc='::::::'------~---+~-'::SI':'-I:-'5.:':00-+---:::FIM-.:-:----;C~_ll, ·:-I -::-:2:-:8:-:.2.,.,40,..,1-:-,(1.,_)-:---i 
85 cr 1 LIABILITY CLERK OF COURT T.FJDOR/GEN FUND Sl5.00 FIM l '}~50 ; 28.240l(l)(h) 

...,_86,-t-cc--t--:-3 --I--,L=-:IAB=-:-:=,IL;:=:::IT::=Y::--I-:CC::O,;::UR:=:T,::E-::,D~U,::C-=-AT::::f"=:O~N:::,T:::R'::'U:.;:S:::-T==-=:::=----------+---"S:=:3-=:.5=::.0-+---:::FIM~--fj -~1~ ·. J'-, _::..:2:.::8=-o.2-':-400':1'-!:(Jc:') :L_-J 

r8~7i:-fc:.::.c+--73--1--;L;:;IAB~fL~IT~Y;--F.;DO~R::,:·D:;.:E:;:,P,;,T,.;:O:::,F;:.;FIN~"'O;;;F~SR~V~AD~M;,;TF~(.:;::C1';';erO"k.._E""d).__ _____ -+--';S~0.:;;.5~0-+---;..;FIM,;.:;---j[ Ffqc..i _..::2:;:8;.:.2,.;;40'i1i'i-(3f-)-~ 
88 cc 3 LIABfL!TY STATECOURTSREVENUETRUSTFUND S!.OO FIM !-~4-~.'-· ·:,'-__ 44-'-.1_0_8.:..(1:....) __ --1 
89 S23s.oo I 
90 VETERANS GUARDIANSHIP I I 
91 cc 2 710 I'ILINGFEE S!OO.OO FIM ~ 28.240!(1Xi) 

~9932~ccc=,-t---:-3--1~L;:::IA~BIL:=c=IT::'Yo--ES:7T:=ATE=-:7.0:CO::-UR:::::=T7:S:::RE~VEC:::::NUE~:-':T:::R;::V:;-ST=FUND'::'::o=----------t-~SSI:,:115:'-'5.0.::,000.__-t-~FIM~~-~~ · _FFFF ..... ·
5
1···
0
l '-;!,___--c=2:.::,8.=24..:..;0:._:1.>,:(1":-),---! 

1 LIABILITY CLERKOFCOURTT.FJDOR!GENFUND F/M 28.2401(1Xi) 
94 cc 3 LIABILITY COURT EDUCATION TRUST $3.50 FIM l: FFii i 28.2401(3) 

!-~~~;i+~=~-t--7;--1--;~;:;~:,:B::-~;:;:::;:~~~o--t::~:C:TA:;::RT";_~::':~::=;PT::;UR,:;O:=;~:...::;;~~~';:F';;-~;::V:=;-::-~-;::R-;--~;-;Si;:;FFUND:-;(-;::Cl:-erk-;-_-;::E:-;,d):--------t-_..;~o;;~~:~-;;-~--t---;o~~;;'fo----1j;~i;~:;.. --:2:-::484-'-:_21
7~0::-:i('-::\3:7-;--i 

97 S235.00 j 
98 DETERMINATION OF INCOMPETENCY I I 
99 cc 2 710 FILING FEE SIOO.OO FIM fll~ 28.2401(1Xk) 

100 cc 3 LIABILITY STATECOURTSREVENUETRUSTFUND $115.00 F/M f. FF.l_l. ·,_: -~2=8=.2:...:40:..;:1:':'(1":-):---1 
l-:1~0:71fc'::.r +-71 --i~L~IA~BIL;;:;:IT;.;Y;.-+;:C';;-L~ERK~':;';O~F~C~O~UR~T~T.~F'-';;JD:;:;O~R/~G=E~N~FUND~~--------+-"rsc;-I5~.oo:i"n'-----i~-;,F/M~---1f FF5~ ;,__• ___.:2::8:;:.2;..:.;40;:.;:1:;:(1';;-XkP-l --1 

~11~00~23fc=c+~3--i--L=Uill~IL~IT~Y:___FS~T~AT~E~CO~UR~T~S~RE~VE~NUE==~T~R=U~ST~FUND~~---------------{==~S~l~.O~O~~-~F/M~-4j ~4~-- -- ··'r-1 ___ 44_._10_8(~1)~--1 
$231.00 

~ I 
105 cc 2 710 REOPEN FEE $50.00 FIM "!ffit~J 28.241 (I )(b) 

W6 I 
APPEAL FROM CIRCUIT COURT TO DCA OR FL SUPREME I 

107 COURT S400,00 
108 cr 1 LIABILITY DOR/GENERALFUND S80.00 F/M l FFJ5 .. ) 28.241(2) 

!-;1;:.;0:.;:9fc~r+~1--II-L~IAB~~IL~!T~Y:,__r;c2LE~RK~O~f~C:;::O~UR~T~T~.F:-:JD::-:O:c;R/:-:G""E"'Nc;-;:::;FUND==o---------+--;s~20~.0~0;--+~FIM~---!i . FFSO · ,'-. ---,-2=8:.:c.2:...:4-"1('""2J~---l 
110 SEPARATE CHECK TO OCA $300.00 FIM J. . ·- ·~ 28.241(2)/35.22(3) 

111 I 

Florida Court Clerks & Comptrollers 

This document is intended to be used as a guide 

for Clerks to assist them in implementing 

Chapter Laws of Florida. 

PROBATE 

17 
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A B c D 

10 
CODE ACCOUNT DESCRIPTION 

Tf2 GUARDIANSHIP AUDIT FEES 
113 cc 2 720 VERIFJED ll'-'VENTOR Y > S25,000fClERK 
114 cc I LIABILITY VERIFIED JNVTh'TORY > S25,000fCLK OF CTT.f JDORIGEN FUND 

115 
116 
117 cc 2 720 ESTATES< $25,000 
118 cr 1 LIABILITY CLERK OF COURT T.F.JDORfGEN FUND 

119 
120 
121 cc 2 720 ESTATES> S25,000 <- S1 00,000 
122 cr I LIABILITY CLERK OF COURT T.F ./DORfGEN FUND 
123 
124 
125 cc 2 720 ESTATES> $100,000 <=$500,000 
126 cr I LIABILITY CLERK OF COURT T.F ./DORfGEN FUND 

127 
128 
129 cc 2 720 ESTATES> $500,000 
130 cr 1 LIABILITY CLERK OF COURT T.F JDORfGEN FUND 
131 
132 
133 cc 2 720 ~!All\'TAIN PROFESSIONAL GUARDIAN FILE 
134 
135 ATIORNEY APPEARING PRO HAC VICE (Upo11 Appearauce) 
136cr I LIABILITY OORfGENERAL FUND 
137 
138 
139 ••OPTIONAL•• 
140 COURT DOCKET FUND 
141 
142 lr LIABILITY DOCKET FEE 
143 (IF EST ABLlSHED ADDITIONAL FEE WOULD BE 
144 ASSESSED FOR ALL CIRCUIT CIVIL ACTIONS, 
145 SUlT, OR PROCEEDING) 
146 

Florida Court Clerks & Comptrollers 

This document is intended to be used as a guide 

for Clerks to assist them in implementing 

Chapter Laws of Florida. 

E 

AMOUNT 

$15.00 
SlO.OO 

S85.00 

Sl5.00 
ss.oo 

$20.00 

$75.00 
SIO.OO 

S85.00 

SJSO.OO 
$20.00 

S170.00 

$225.00 
525.00 

$250.00 

S7.50 

$100.00 

$1.00 

F G 

Tll<£/CSTI 
DORCOOt S'RVI)UNJ1HS 

SIM ~ 
SIM l :FJ'~ci 

. 
I 

I 
I 

SIM ~ 
SIM !'~5~.: I 

I 
SIM ~ 
SIM f' ry_;so:: 

SIM ~ 
SIM f::_FfSI!,~ 

I 
SIM ~11 
Sh>i ! ~f!S~ .J 

SIM ~ 

FIM 
·-
r:m6< 

nla 

H 

AUTHORITY 

744.365(6){al_ 
744.365(6Xa) 

744.3678(4Xa) 
744.3678(4Xa) 

744.3678(4)(b) 
744.3678(4Xbl 

744.3678(4Xc) 
744.3678(4Xc) 

744.3678(4Xdl 
744.3678(4Xd) 

744.3135 

28.241(6) 

50.0711 

PROBATE 
18 
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EXHIBIT 14 
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Miami-Dade Court Ga;pi!'aE lntrasttucture Taslr. Forte 
August 24,2015 - 1:00 ;>lin 

Dade County Courthouse. 73 West Ragler Stree1 
AGENDA 

l .00 - 1.05 Meet in Lobby 
Dade County Courthouse 
73 West Aagler 

1.05 - 1.50 Co1.1rthouse Tour 1-kmGr.mte Jennifer Bailey 
Admlnistllative Judge 
Beveliltl:l Judicial Circuit 

20•ll Task Force Meeting Convenes TaskForce 
Courtroom 4-2 . RollCal l c rel!k of Courts 

2.05- 2 10 Approval of Minutes T asl'l Fo:ce 

2.11i)- 3.11) r'Aasler Plan Presentation & Dan L lf~>Ui?J 
Frna[JZ.ation of Needs Statement Dan L 1,tViley & Assotiates, Inc. 

3.10 - 4.10 Project Alternatives Task Force 

4.10 - 4.40 Funding Recommendations Office of Management & Budget 

Neoa Mee:t:ng 
- September 15, 2015 at 10:00 a.m. (location lilotcoo1inned) 

Review Ora1t Task Force Report 
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PEREZ & PEREZ 
ARCHITECTS PLANNERS 

• Daniel Perez-Zarraga1 AlA and Ben Melendez 
• Multidiscipl inary Architectura l and Planning firm: 

Justice1 Transportation1 Planning1 Education1 

Aviation1 Housing 
• 30 +year practice in Miami-Dade County and 

internationally. 
• Designer of the Miami-Dade Children's Courthouse 
• Miami-Dade CountyTARC Committee chairman 

• Dan Wiley and Chuck Short 
• Former Court Administrators 
• Nationa l and International Court Facility Planning 
• Dan Wiley- ~o years Court Administrator 

29 years Consulting 
• Chuck Short- ~s yea rs Court Adm inistrator 

5 years Consulting 
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Courts Master Plan Update 
Scope 

• Update 2007 Master Plan 
• Phase~ 

Phase ~A-Civil Court 
Program and Guidelines- September 30 

Phase ~B- Site Options 

• Phase 2 

Remaining Judicial Facilities 
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~-What we have 
(existing conditions) 

2. What we need 
(projections, guidelines, needs) 

3· What we can do 
(planning considerations and options) 

4· What should we do 
(recommendations) 
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~- DCCH Existing Conditions 

Spatial Deficiencies 

Environmental Conditions/ 

Concerns 

Structure/Systems 

Jury Assembly 

Courtrooms 
Jury Deliberation 
Public Waiting 
Work stations/storage 
Public Toilets 

Water Intrusion 

Mold 
Air Quality 
Temperature Control 

Exterior Skin 

Columns 
Plumbing 
Electrical 
HVAC 
Elevators 
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~- DCCH Existing Conditions 

Security/Safety 

Access to Ju stice 

Exiting/Egress 

Multiple Entrances 
Public Corridors (overcrowding) 

Lack of Restricted Ci:-culation 

Incomplete Alarm System 

ADA Issues 

Technology Integration 
Accommodation for Growth 
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The building does not have separate and secure 
judicial/st aff elevators. Judges and staff must use 
the public elevators t hereby compromising 
securit y. 

Som e Judge's chambers and support staff 
receiving the public are not equipped with 
security alarms. 

In some courtrooms t he Judge must enter 
through the public door and cross in front one of 
t he parti es and t heir attorney(s) creating t he 
potential for discussion and an appearance of 
impropriety. 
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ADA access to the building is limited to one entrance 
and the ramp may not satisfy current st andards. 
Effectively, anyone needing ramp access approaching 
the building must know that on ly one of the two 
public entrances is ADA accessib le. 

The civil public counters on the east and west sides of 
the building are too high and are not ADA compliant. 

Some court floors do not have public restrooms 
forcing the public to use st airs or elevators to locate a 
floor with restrooms. 

Not all public restrooms are ADA accessib le forcing 
those with a disability to locate the ADA accessible 
restrooms floors. 
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Overcrowded Public Areas 

Approximat ely 3 ,500 people a day, or 7o,ooo per month, 
enter the Miam1-Dade County Courthouse. 

The entrance lobbies on both the north and south sides 
of the building are small with minimal queuing areas. 
Some people entering the building queue qutaoor?. Each 
entrance lobby accommodates two screenmg stat1on 
which causes long lines at each entrance dunng peak 
period s. On a typ1ca l morning it !}lay tak.e 10 mmutes to 
get throug h the entrance screenmg stat1ons. 

The courtrooms on floors four and higher are similarly 
configured. The public corridors are narrow and do not 
previae waiting areas for the number of jurors, plaintiffs, 
defendants ana/or victim(s), and witnesses appearing for 
these trials. 

Witnesses, plaintiffs and defendants share the same 
waiting areas as jurors. Because space is so limited, they 
frequently st and right next to each other. Coming ling of 
jurors and other trial participants in undersized hallways 
h as caused mistrials when jurors have inadvertently 
overheard comments mac:fe by a party to the case. 

The occasion lines to enter the building cause delays in 
commencing jury trials and other court hearings. 
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Inadequat e Number of Public Elevators 

The court has on ly four public elevators and the pub lic 
and staff shares them and must cross over to a separate 
set to access and any f loor higher than floor six. 

The four elevators are used to move freight1 staff, judges, 
fi les1 exh ibits, and the public. On average/ 3,500 vi sitors a 
day compete for elevator usage. In addition to creating 
overcrowded conditions in the public elevator lobbies, 
during peak usage times1 it can t ake on average 6-10 
m inutes to cat ch an elevator causing signifi cant 
inefficiencies, inconvenience1 and a great dea l of 
frustration for all court users and staff. 

Courtrooms 

Approximately 40 Circuit and County Judges share 23 
courtrooms. The need to stagger a Judge's availabi lity to 
the courtroom t ime ava ilable delays civ il case processing 
and resolution. This situation forces many civi l case law 
and motion matters to be heard at small conference 
tables in a Judge's chamber. in commencing jury tria ls 
and other court hearings. 
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Courtrooms 

Approximately 40 Circuit and County Jud~es share 23 
courtrooms. The need to stagger a Judges avai lability to the 
courtroom time available defays civil case processing and 
resolution . This situation forces many civil case law and motion 
matters to be heard at small conference tables in a Judge's 
chamber. in commencing jury tria ls and other court hearings. 

In th is setting, the lack of space can contribute to tension; no 
abi lit y to present information in an electronic format and 
informality that undermines judicial decorum. 

Many of the courtrooms in the office tower have columns in the 
w~ ll near attorney t ables that impeded the abi lity to view jurors, 
w1tnesses 

The average size of the Civil Courthouse's tria l courtrooms is 
:1,1.oo square feet, most are less than 30 feet wide and many have 
co lumns in th~ well w~ich li~it the aoility of the Judge and 
Attorneys to v1ew the JUry, Witnesses or one another. Current 
standards for a civil courtroom requires for :118oo square feet for 
a standard so person public ga llery with a mmimum of 36 feet in 
width and 2,400 square f eet per courtroom for a large multi 
party hearing/trial. 

Existing courtrooms are severely undersized for multiple 
defencfant and multiple jury tria.ls. 

Undersized Courtrooms cannot adequat ely accommodate large 
trials audience requiring public seating remova l and their 
replacement with a m aT<e-shift jury box. 
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Overcrowded Jury Assembly Areas 

The current jury assembly room has a maximum 
occupancy level of_approximately 250 people and is 
inadequat e to handle peak days where 300 to 400 
new_jurors report for service. The Courtllas had as 
many as 430 new_jurors report for jury service on a 
sin g l ~ _day. Cases Involving long trials exacerbate 
the s1tuat1on. 

Even this seating is inadequate at times causing 
jurors to st and for long periods of time. 

On occasions fire prevention inspectors have 
warned the Clerk of Court about the overcrowded 
conditions in the jury assembly areas. 

Jurors reporting for servi ce are forced to endure an 
uncomfortable environment that is cramped, 
stuffy, and noisy. 

Overflow jury assembly waiting occurs in the small 
public lobbies on floors 4, 5 & 6 creating disruption 
to courts in session on those floors. 
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The court and Clerk of the Court plan to continue 
implementing E-Court technologies as well as 
integrating other t echnology into court processes. 
Concerns with the facility and its ability to support 
new or enhanced technology are noted as follows: 

The courtrooms lack the capacity for A/V evidence 
presentation or video conferencing capacity. 

In certa in courtrooms there are bundles of cables 
cross ing the courtroom floor in front of the bench. 
This is a tripping hazard and an obstacle to any 
barrier-free travel. 

A number of multi -purpose conference rooms 
complet e with video-conferencing capability are 
required in the courthouse. 
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If eva luatedi t he cross-over of t he emergency st a irwe ll 
from the uppe r fl oo rs via the floor 6 public lobby t o 
access t he e me rge ncy st a irwe ll to t he lower floors a nd 
building exit would lil<e ly fa il t he curre nt Mia mi -Dade fire 
life -safety require me nts. 

Areas of the building a re re ported t o be t oo hot or t oo 
cold . 

In the recent past, staff re ports docum e nted cases of 
mold, e levat ed leve ls of ca rbon m o noxide a nd pest 
infest ations. 

Staff reports that courtrooms a nd or fl oo rs have been 
sudde nly re locat ed to othe r facilities to the discovery of 
m old a nd need to re mediat e the a rea . This is ve ry 
disruptive t o court ca le nda rs, publi c way-finding a nd 
creat es ineffi cie ncies for t he court, cl e rl< of court, privat e 
attorneys a nd litiga nts. 

Employees have been diaqnosed by doctors as a lle rgic to 
the budding a nd directed to re locate t o a nothe r faciTity. 

The Cle rk of Court reports that the public pe rception that 
this courthouse is a "sick building" which has occurred in 
the last yea r is requiring a n increase of 10% in the numbe r 
of summons issued t o o btain the same numbe r of juro rs 
for tri a l. 
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Caseload Growth 

Historical and Projected Civil and Probate Filings 
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Judicial Officer Growth 

1 Circ:mil: CiTil .u:al~·ru ZOIS : o:o ~er-E ! 013(11 : -035 
~ 3C.55~ .:!S. • ..:...:5 El,55S 31,1~5 3~.~65 3-!..SS~ 36,13~ 3· .ee1 3S.9~-' 

l 'F.bp C'<ro:it :bqi !315 ) ,15!) 3~f~ l,;S6 
jc;;-. Chil Juci;e Proje«ion: 

A:~::'ili=l~j-.4t : .:s6 :; :7 :s ::.9 - 30 
A.: 4--:..:..:.c:: :-::to ~ :!~ :5 ., .. .::s 

Ci..--=it ?rob2te .u:al~·ru :oJ:: :o:o : o:E Z03() ::o35 
F':Ji:op ;.6C~ 1C.l33 .s-.S65 ~,-. - - !~.!.95 B.OOC 1~ .-~ l5.SC'9 l E.SJ.! 
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Space Requirements 

Proi~cted Sufi :md Sp=ce R.equi_.-ements Sum11ur Y for 

.\li:mri ::):ade Coonn· CiTil Cou.rthons~ 

jTotalStaff 

loa! Departme::.r Gross Sf:iuare :Feet 
I'DGSFl 

j ..;o~u Grossing 

T oul Bllilding Gross Squ:are :F ~; (BGS!) 

550 610 --6~5~9---.----------~ 
J5C16 JESJOJ JIJ6.5:; 

l.l2,-l91 __ _ ~~~~ 16:,608 

J9S.""10 539.~:J 509.:;51 
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Deficiency Scale 

Courthouse Program 
2025-539,400 SF 
2035- 6oo,ooo SF 

11 

II..-

Existing Courthouse 
Program 

24o,ooo SF 
Existing Courthouse 

Needed 
498,720 SF 

- - ~--
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3A. Planning Considerations 
Consolidated Operation 

Courts 
AOC Related 
Clerk Related 
Jury Operation 
Security 

Characteristics of 2~st Century Courthouse 
Eq ua I Access 

Urban Design/Civic Integration 

Image 

Safe, Secure and Healthy Environment 
Space Support the Principles of Justice 
Platform for Projecting E-Service 
Flexibility 
Accommodation of Growth 

Transportation Access 
Parking 
Critical Mass 
Justice Complex 

Dignity 

Accessibility 
Service 
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38. Options 

Renovate/Reuse Insufficient and Inadequate Space 

Renovate/Partia l Use Dysfunctional 

Replace Purpose Built 
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4· Recommendations 
\\The historic Miami-Dade County Courthouse is no longer able to 
support the operational and spatial needs of the Civil and Probate 
Courts and related functions1 in an environment that is functional, 
flexible1 secure, hea lthy/ accessible1 dignified1 and technologically 
current. 

These courts should be accommodated in a purpose built facility that 
embodies the characteristics of a 21st century courthouse1 serves the 
public and the efficient administration of justice, accommodates 
growth and change1 and continues to represent the community's 
commitments to the rule of law and equal justice under that law. 

The estimated size of the recommended facility to 2035 is 5501000 to 
6oo,ooo GSF and should accommodate 53 courtrooms (Circuit Civil 
and Probate and County Civil Courts) and the associated operation of 
the Administrative Office of the Courts and the Clerk of Courts as well 
as the appropriate jury assembly/ security and building management 
functions. 

This facility should be located in city center, close to related courts 
and as close as possible to a major transportation hub." 
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I EHEZ & PEREZ 
hRfiiiiHIS PLANNfRS 

September 4, 2015 

Introduction 

The master planning team appreciates the opportunity to have presented its progress report to the Task 
Force on August 241

h. This memorandum is a follow-up to that presentation and specifically responds to 
the items where the team indicated that additional informution or commentary would be provided. 

Topics 

1. Court facility planning standards and guidelines- We indicated to the Task Force that there are 
nationally recognized court facility planning guidelines and standards which they might wish to 
know about and with which our programming is consistent. We would direct the Task Force to: 

a. The Web site of the National Center for State Courts which provides an extensive listing 
of court planning materials including design considerations and financing. 
http:ljwww. ncsn.org/top1cs/ courthhouse-f acil ities 

b. Included in that Web site listing are the most recent and comprehensive space standards 
and design guidelines for trail court facilities published by the Judicial Council of California 
and in use throughout that state on all new court facilities. 

c. Also included in that listing is a document published by the National Center for State 
Courts in 1991 titled, The Courthouse: A Planning and Design Guide for Court Facilities 
that is still relevant and in wide use throughout the country 

2. One Judge/One Courtroom- The Task Force was ir.terested in a more complete discussion of this 
issue. The team has provided this discussion in Exhibit #1. 

3. Studies that might show the possibility of linking impact fees to court system growth. -The 
team is unaware of any such studies despite our extensive backgrounds in court management and 
court facility planning. 

4. Grossing factors- The team was asked to provide a simple guide to courthouse grossing factors. 
We have used the California Court Facilities Design Guidelines to prepare Exhibit #2 which should 
help understand both the issue and the rationale for the grossing used in our civil court program 
progress document. 

5. Essential elements of court sets and judicial office sets- Exhibit #3 provides a summary table on 
this subject. This can be used in conjunction with the actual program worksheet distributed at 
the meeting. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to present on this important project. 

Perez & Perez Architects Planners, Inc. 
Dan L. Wiley & Associates, Inc. 

Page 1 
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Exhibit #1 
One Courtroom/One Judge -A Discussion 

Definition and Role of a Courtroom 
A courtroom is a formal litigation space, purpose designed and built for the conduct of judicial 
proceedings. 

• The term "formal" indicates that the space is arranged so that there is a clearly defined well area 
(separate from the gallery seating), with appropriate tables for lawyers and litigants, a witness 
stand, clerk's bench, raised judicial dais, and, if required, a jury box and/or prisoner dock. 

• Courtrooms may range in size from comparatively small non-jury spaces (not to be confused with 
informal hearing rooms which are simply specialized conference rooms), through a range of 
specialty and standard courtrooms to the very largest special proceedings and multi-jury 
accommodations. 

• In general though, a courtroom is understood to be multi-purpose, jury capable, and of sufficient 
gallery size to accommodate the standard jury panel from which a trial jury can be selected. A 
courtroom of this description will be capable of accommodating the vast majority of judicial 
proceedings. 

Judicial proceedings are an essential element of the rule of law and a critical part of our system of justice 
and dispute resolution. 

• The conduct of these proceedings is an essential activity of a judge. 
• The ability to schedule and conduct these proceedings in a timely and efficient manner is 

necessary for the expeditious resolution of cases. 
• A lack of courtrooms has a negative impact on the scheduling of proceedings and on timely case 

resolution. 

One to One Rationale 
A ratio of one courtroom to one judge, particularly in a court that practices an "individual calendaring" 
case management approach (as in the Civil and Probate Courts of the Eleventh Judicial Circuit), provides 
the most advantageous arrangement for the scheduling and conduct of judicial proceedings. Also, this 
approach ensures an environment that provides the fundamental spaces and syst ems to support efficient 
case management. 

The advantages of the One Courtroom/One Judge arrangement are: 
• Provides best scheduling flexibility 

• Accommodates the vast majority of judicial proceedings 
• Supports the court's case management practices 

• Best accommodates growth and change 
• Offers a consistent, dignified, secure, suitable and standardized forum for the participants of all 

legal proceedings 
• Supports the perception of equal justice regardless of the judicial officer presiding 

Generally, a one-to-one ratio of courtrooms to judges is recommended as the best way to support 
effective and timely case resolution and accommodate the typical pattern of judicial system growth. 

• The national average for case dispositions reveals that 90 percent or more of all cases are settled 
without a trial. 

Perez & Perez Architects Planners, Inc. 
Dan L. Wiley & Associates, Inc. 

Page2 
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• Jurisdictions with greater than 10 percent of their caseload going to trial tend to become 
backlogged, resulting in substantial investments of time, money, and human resources. 

• A firm and unavoidable trial date is the single most effective means of stimulating lawyers to 
prepare their cases, which in the vast majority of instances leads to pretrial settlements. 

• To make a trial date viable, lawyers must believe that the court will have a judge, a jury and a 
courtroom available when the case is ordered to trial. 

• The one-to-one ratio of judges to courtrooms puts pressure on parties to plea/settle through the 
ready availability of trial courtrooms. 

• Frequently judges are added at a faster rate than courtrooms and the preferred ratio of one to 
one erodes. For this reason it is important if the ratio has not been diluted in advance. 

Alternative Arrangements 
Courthouses that do not provide for this ratio fall into two broad categories: 

• Older facilities where the growth in judicial officers has not been paralleled by expansion of the 
courtroom count and where many judicial proceedings are forced into conference rooms or even 
into judicial offices. 

o For many types of proceedings, these courtroom alternatives are not adequate, safe or 
suitable (in size, dimension, arrangement, and/or technology capability). 

o A lack of sufficient courtrooms will limit trial time availability and complicate scheduling 
of trials or high volume proceedings. 

• Newer courthouses where a different case management protocol is in use, where the judicial 
officers have determined that certain proceeding types are better handled in non-jury courtrooms 
or in smaller, less formal spaces, and where a courtroom management strategy has been 
developed and practiced that assigns proceedings by courtroom type and judges move among 
courtrooms as needed based on that assignment. 

o The exact mix of non-jury and jury courtrooms that will effectively serve the court is very 
difficult to determine and may be different jurisdiction to jurisdiction as well as different 
within a jurisdiction depending on the case load at a given time. 

o Most commonly, jurisdictions that do this provide a ratio of litigation spaces to judges 
that exceeds one to one. 

o Typically, large metropolitan courts deviating from the 1 to 1 ratio and utilizing an 
individual case assignment system similar to the Eleventh Judicial Circuit's Civil and 
Probate Courts will designate the Chief Judge's courtroom as a shared space. Also, certain 
case types have been determined to represent a "part-time" assignment and due to the 
justice agency support requirements or high volume, a specific courtroom is designated 
for use for more than one judicial officer. An example would be Specialty Court Calendars 
for Drug, DUI and Prisoner Re-entry Courts. 

Perez & Perez Architects Planners, Inc. 
Dan L. Wiley & Associates, Inc. 
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Final Note 
There are two major case management approaches common to court systems. Each has its strengths and 
weaknesses. A Master Calendar system is sometimes thought to support the most "efficient" case 
disposition, but does so at the expense of judicial continuity. Litigants get whatever judge is sitting that 
particular hearing type on that particu lar day and cannot count on the judge having any background or 
familia rity with their case. An Individual Calendaring system insures judicia l continuity and familiarity of 
the judge with the case before him/her though may (and this assertion is not completely recognized or 
proven) lead to slightly slower case processing. 

Individual calendaring is generally seen as the preferred approach and is best supported by courtrooms 
that allow each judge maximum flexibility in scheduling the various proceeding types needed to move the 
cases efficiently and expeditiously. 

Perez & Perez Architects Pia nners, Inc. 
Dan L. Wiley & Associates, Inc. 
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Exhibit #2 
Grossing Factors for Typical Court Facility Planning Purposes 

Area and Vo lume Definitions I Courthouse Efficiency Factors 

Total constructed area of 
the building enclosed by 
e~1eriorwall, computed 
with BOMA Standard5 
Courthouse require a 
relatively high grossing 
factor because ofthe 
multiple levels of 
circulation, assembly 
spaces and public wafting 
areas. for pre· design 
purposes BGSF is 
typ!cally 1.3 to 1.4 t imes 
CGSF 

Net Square Feet (NSF) 5]·65% 

Amount of space required for 
assignable to a ~pecific 
employee classification or 
f un<tion, eKclusive of Interior 
walls or internal circulation 

Amount of area 
required by a 
department or 
component to 
fun<tlon wrt.hln a 
court facil ity 

Component Gross Square Feet (CGSF) 71-74 ~) 

Building Gross Square Feet (BGSF) 100% 

Note: The area described as Component Gross Square Feet in the California standards equates to Departmental 
Gross Square Feet in the Miami-Dade Civil Courthouse draft space lists. 

Perez & Perez Architects Planners, Inc. 
Dan L. Wiley & Associates, Inc. 
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Exhibit #3 
Standard Judicial Space Assignments 

Standard Courtroom Set (NSF and DGSF) 

100 

40 

510 

30% Grossi 

Total Departmental Gross Square Feet-

Perez & Perez Architects Planners, Inc. 
Dan L. Wiley & Associates, Inc. 
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0.5 
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150 

200 

40 

255 

0 

including dclihcralon room, toilets nnd 
vestibul~ 

in courtroom 
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Exhibit #3 (Continued) 

Standard Judicial Office Set (NSF and DGSF) 

Total Staff 3 

Tutul Net S(JIIHI'C Feel (NS f.) 846 

30% 254 
----~----------~------~~--+-----------=---==---------1 

Total Departmental Gross Square Feet 1, 100 

Combined Judicial Space Assignment (NSF and DGSF) 

Standard Judicial Set Area AJiocations 
NSF DGSF 

Standard Courtroom Set 2,579 3,353 
Standard Office Set 846 1,100 

Totals 3,425 4,453 

Note: These summaries represent the space allocations of typical Judicial Courtroom and Office sets 
which constitute the majority of courtrooms in the Civil Courts program. It should be noted: 

• That there are a few larger courtrooms for unusually large or special proceedings 

• That office sets assigned to Administrative Judges will include an additional conference room {3) 
• That the DGSF totals must be multiplied by the number of judges or courtrooms to get an 

approximate scale of total requirements (not including the larger sets) and that the Total DGSF of 
all judicial courtroom sets and office sets must be multiplied by 1.4 to determine the amount of 
Building Gross attributable to t hese functions. 

Perez & Perez Architects Planners, Inc. 
Dan L. Wiley & Associates, Inc. 
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.JENNIFER D. BAILEY 

ADI·IINISTRI\TIVE: .JUOOE 

CIRCUIT COURT 

ELEVENTH .JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF FL.ORIDA 

September 15,2015 

DADE COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

7.3 WEST Ft.AOLE:R STREET 

MIAMI, FLORIDA 33 130 

DeAr Chairman Crooks and fellow task force members of the Miami-Dade County Comt Infrastructure 
Task Force: 

The Eleventh Circuit offers additional information to follow up on questions raised at the last task force 
meetings. 

We have reviewed the 1925 plans for the building and determined that there were eight original 
comtrooms: two large comtrooms on the Fourth Floor, two small comtrooms on the Fifth floor, and four 
large courtrooms on the Sixth floor. When the coutthonse opened, there were eight comtrooms in the 
Dade County Courthouse. The other fifteen courtroom spaces built in the intervening 87 years all have 
blocking columns, sight line issues, and space issues withjury deliberation rooms, etc. The original 
comtrooms have problems with acoustic~; and electrical capacity for modern presentation technology, 
along with the overall condition issues- mold, termites and asbestos. 

During the last meeting of the Court Infrastructure Task Force, there were also several questions about 
how trial calendars are structured as well as the use of courtrooms for hearings. We realized that an 
outline of how the Civ.il Circuit division conducts business might be helpful. 

Enclosed please find three schedules which summarize the court proceedings scheduled in the Dade 
County Comthouse over the next tlu:ee (non-holiday) weeks. We omitted the weeks including holidays 
to ensure that the workload was typical. 

The schedules demonstrate the following procedmes: 

• Jury Trials are scheduled for a trial period, normally two to three weeks. The number of cases set 
for trial is usually between 25-45 cases. Trials typically involve six to eight jurors, at least two 
and frequently more (up to four generally) groups of parties and lawyers, and witnesses. Jmy 
trials must be held in a courtroom. Bench trials do not involve juries but do involve multiple 
parties and lawyers. If no courtroom is available, judges try to handle bencl\ triAls in their offices 
ifthere is enough room to accommodate the participants, but there is no room to accommodate 
the public. 
Prior to the trial period, judges hold calendar calls and determine in what order cases will be 
called. Some cases are continued because they are not ready. Once we identify what cases need 
to be tried, they are typically put in order of priority and then called one right after another dming 
the trial period. If a case settles, the next case on the list is called in, and the next, and the next. 

• Special Set hearings are longer hearings which involve more complex issues. These are typically 
set for a specific time one right after another. Some judges set them for an entire day, some for 
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an entire week, some set them certa in mornings before or after ca lendars or trials. These involve 
multiple lawyers. Judges prefer to do these in courtrooms, but hold hen rings in their offices if no 
courtroom is available. 

o Foreclosure and Motion Calendars <ll'e for short hearings for the types of decisions needed to 
progress a case to resolution, and are held in the morning. Hearings are heard one right after 
another. They are scheduled in the morning to get these matters resolved so that attorneys can 
proceed to the rest of their workload without interruption to trnvel downtown during the rest of 
the day. A good analogy is a doctor doing hospital rounds first thing in the morning, and then 
seeing patients or scheduled surgeries for the rest of the day. Typically between 25 and 50 cases 
are scheduled, and between 50- 125 lawyers and parties appear. Judges prefer to do these in 
comtrooms due to the amount of movement and number of people involved. When no courtroom 
is ava ilable, judges hold these hearings in their offices but lose a great deal of time to shuffling 
participants in and out. 

In looking at the volume of work, we accomplish a great deal given the space limitations. This work 
should all be occurring in a comtroom and not in judge's ortices, for reasons of security, due process and 
the opportunity to be heard, and equality of dignity of everyone's day in court. In addition, the justice 
process should be public. When we hold trials and hearing in our offices, there is no room for the public, 
and an increased security threat because of the close quarters. The fact that the Civil Division has worked 
under very difficult circumstnnces and has kept the civil justice process running despite the inadequacy of 
the building should not sc1ve as an excuse to continue forcing the court to work in inadequate faci lities. 

The compncted condition ofjustice operations at the Dade County Courthouse was reported to the County 
in the 2008 Master Plan and earlier in the 1986 Master Plftn. The Court should not be punished for 
continuing to meet its constitutionnl obligations to assme access to civi l justice over the years despite 
continuing to work under these adverse circumstances. The situation with the building became critical 
with the 20 14 structural report. The operational impacts of t he building's condition problems are actively 
interfering with our ability to do our job. 

We are now at the brink of enormous expenditures to bring DCC to safe structural and functional levels. 
The expenditmes will not resolve the inndcquacy and dysfunction of the space. Significant portions of 
the building will be forced to close for the work to be done, with major operationnl consequences. We 
urge the Task Force to engage in a candid and honest assessment of whether spending millions of dollars 
on a courthouse that is dysfunctional and too small makes sense compared with a new facility that would 
permit adequate court fimction, meet the space, security and technology needs of the court system, and 
probably operate more emciently per square foot . 

cc: Chief Bertila Soto 
Tnra Smith, lSD, Miami-Dndc County 
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Division Trials- Sept. 28 

Judge B.MIIlcr-Ctrm 4-1 Judge ~z-Cirm 12·1 
Gordo- Clrm 8-1 JudgeR. Rodriguez-Cirm 4·2 

Judge Rulz-Cohen- Clrm 8-2 
Judgo San<:hez-Liorent·Clrm 11-1 

Hendon· Ctrm 14·1 Judge Butchko-Ctrm 3-2 
Judge Undsey- Ctrm 14·2 
Judge Sm~h· Clrm 4-4 

Thomas- Ctrm 13-2 

Division Judges- Foreclosure Mollon Caloe>dar 

6:30am Judge. Butchko Rm 303/Ctrm 3·2 

8:30am Judge Bagley Rm 511/Clrn15·2 

9:15am Judge Bailey Rm 635/Ctrm 6·1 

9:30am Judge MaMn Rm 1403/Ctrm 14-1 

Division Judges- Special Sets 

Lindsey- Ctrm 14-2 Judge B. Mlller· Clfnl4·1 

Butchko- Ctrm 3·2 Judge Bagley- Clrm 5-2 

Judge Gordo-Ctrm 8-1 

Judge Thornton· Ctrm 10-1 

Judge I lendon-Ctcm 14-1 

FMC· Courtroom 3-3 (Walk· In calendar) 

Canceflallon of sale· 8:15am 

Judge l.opez- Cl!m 12·1 
Judge R Rodrigu.ez-Ctrm 4-2 
Judge Rulz-Cohen- Ctrm 8-2 

Arzola-Ctrm 11-1 Judge Sonchez-Uolens·Cirm 11·1 
lleodon- Cl!m 14·1 Judge Bulcllko-Ctrm 3-2 
J.Rodriguez· Ctrm 4-1 Judge Lindsey- Ctrm 14-2 
Walsh· Ctrm 5·1 Judge Smith- Ctrm 4-4 
Freeman· Ctrm 13·1 Judae Thomas- Ctm113-2 

VlslllngiCounty Judges Trials 

Schwartz, C. 

Judgo Areces Rm 243/Cirm 2-1 

Judge Lindsey Rm 1407/Ctrm 14-2 

Judge Walsh Rm 1502/Ctcm 5-1 

Judge Arzola 11m 1110/Ctrm 11·1 

Judge Lopez Rm 1201/Ctrm 12·1 

Judge Rodriguez. R. Hm 405/Ctrm 4-2 

Judge Marin Rm 1403/Ctrm 14-1 

Judge Schlesinger Rm 1202/Cirm 12-2 

Judge Thornton (CBL) Rm 1017K:trm 10-1 

Judge Sanchez-llorons Rm 1111K:Itm 11-1 

Judge Miller, 0. Rm 412/Ctrm 4-1 

Judgo Rulz•Cohen Rm 0 17/Cirm 0-2 

Judge Smllh 11m 416 

Judge Rabun Hm 804/Ctrm 8-1 

Judge Thomas, W. Rm 1307/Ctrm 13-2 

Judge Freeman Rm 130~K:Irm 13·1 

Division Judges- Special Sets 

Judge B. Miler- Clrm ~ -1 

Judge Bagley- Ctrm 5-~ 

Judgo Gordo-Ctrm 8'·1 

Judge Thornton- Ctrm 10-1 

Judgo 1-jondon-Ctrm 14·1 

Judge lopez. Ctrm 12·1 

FMC· Courtroom 3·3 (Walk·ln calendar) 

eanc:enatoon or salo- 8:15am 

Division Trials- Sept. 30 Division Trials- Oct. 1 Division Trials- Oct. 2 

B. Miller-Ctrm 4·1 Judge Lopcz- Ctrm 12·1 Judge O,Millcr- Ctrm 4·1 Judge lopez. Ctrm 1?.· 1 Judge B. Miller- Ctrm 4·1 Judge lopet- Ctrm 12·1 
JudgeR. Rodrfguez-Ctrm 4·2 J(tdge Gordo· Clrm 8·1 JudgeR. Rodrlguez-Ctrm 4-2 Judge Gordo- Ctrm 8-1 Judge H. 11odriguoz-Ctrm 4·2 
Judge Rulz-Cohen- Clrm 8·2 Judge Cueto- Clrm 8·2 Judg~ Ruiz-Cohen- Clrm 8·2 Ju<IOe Cueto- Ctrm 8·2 Judge ~ulz-Cohen· Ctrm 8-2 

Arzola-Ctrm 11·1 Judge Sanchez·llorens-Ctrm 11·1 JudgeArzole·Cirrn 11-1 Judge Sanchez-Uorens-Ctrm 11·1 JudgeAnola-Ctrm11-1 Judge Soochez-Uorcns-Ctrm 11-1 
Hendon- Ctrm 14·1 Judge Bulchi«>-Ctrm 3·2 Judge Hondon-Clrm 14·1 Judge Btrtcjll<o-Ctrm 3-2 Judge f tondon· Cltm 14-1 Judge Butchko·Ctrm 3-2 
J.Rodril)uoz· Ctrm C-1 Judge Lindsey-Ctrm 14·2 Judge J.Rodriguez· Clrm 4·1 Judge Unt~Sey- Ctrm 14·2 Judge J.Rodriguez. Ctrm 4·1 Judge Undscr· Ctrm 14·2 
Walsh· Ctrm 5·1 Judge Smi1h· Ctrm 4-4 Judge Walsh· Clrm 5-1 Judge Smith-Ctrm 4-4 Judgo Walsh- Clm15-1 Judge Smith· Clrm 4·4 

Thomas- Ctrm 13-2 Judae Freeman- Clrm 13-1 Judoe Thomas- Ctrm 13-2 Judac Freeman- Clm113-l Judae Thoma· Clrm 13-2 

Judge Cueto Rm 1105/Ctrm 8-2 

Judge Bagley Rm 51 1/Ctrm 5'-2 

Judge Ruiz-Co!len Rm 8 17/Ctrm 8-2 

Judge Smith Rm 416 

Judge Rebulll1m 804/Cirm 8·1 

Judge Thomas, w. Rm 1307/Clrm 13-2 

Judge Cardonne Ely Rm 1500/Ctrm 15·1 

Judge Hendon Rm 1401K:trm14·1 

Judge Freeman Rm 1304/Ctrm 13-1 

JS:OOam Judge Gordo Rm 800(C1rm 8-1 

Judge Schlesinger Rm 1202/Ctrrn 12·2 

Judgo Dagley Rm 511/Ctrm 5-2 

Judge Areces Rm 243/Ctrm 2·1 

Judge Walsh 11m 1502/Clrm 5·1 

Judge Arzola Rm 1110/Ctrm 11-1 

JudgeSanchez-Uorons Rm 1111/Cirm 11·1 

Division Judges· Special Sets 

Lindsey- Clrm 14-2 Judge B. Mmcr- Clrm 4·1 

Judge Bagley· Ctrm 5-2 

Judge Gordo-Ctrm 8-1 

Judge Thornton- Clrm 10.1 

Freeman· Ctrm 13·1 Judge Hendon·Ctrm 14-1 

Judge Lopez. Ctrm 12-1 

FMC- Courtroom 3-3 (Walk-in calendar) 

Cancellation ol sale- 8:15am 

Vlslling!County Judges Trials 

Schwarl:z,C. Judge Thomas 

Division Judges- MoUon Calendar 

Juclgo Areces Rm 243/Ctrm 2-1 

Judge Lindsey Rm 1407/Ctrm14·2 

Judgo Walsh Rm 1502/Ctrm 5-1 

Judge Rebull Rm 80419trm 8-1 

JudgoArzolaRm 1110/Cifm11·1 

Judgo Lopez Rm 1201/Ctrm12-1 

Judgo Rodriguez. R. Rm 405/Ctrm 4·2 

Judge Ca~donne Ely Rm 1500/Cirm 15-1 
Judge Schlesinger Rm 1202/Ctrm12·2 

Judge Freeman Rm 1304K:trm 13·1 

Judge Hendon Rm 1401K:trm14·1 

Judge Gordo Rm 8QO/Ctrm 8-1 

9:00am Judge Rulz-Cohcn Rm 817/Ctrrn 8-2 

9:30am Judge Hogan Scola Rm 414/Ctrm 4-3 

9:00am Judge Miller, B. Rm 412/Cltm 4·1 

10:00am Judge Lindsey Rm 1407/Ctrm 14-2 

10:15am Judge Cardonne Ely Rm 1500K:trm 15·1 

10:30am Judgo FreellUln Rm 1304/Citm 13·1 

Division Judges- Special Sets 

Judge Lindsey· Ctrm 14-2 Judge B. MiUor- Ctrm 4·1 

Butchko- Ctrm 3-2 Judge Bagley-Citm 5-2 

Ctrm 4-3 

Judgo Gordo-Ctrm 8·1 

Judge Thornton- Clrm 

Judgo Hondon.Cirm 14·1 

Judge lopez- Ctrm 12·1 

FMC- Courtroom 3·3 (Walk-In calendar) 

Cancellation of sale- 8:15am 

Judge Cuesta 

Kravitz 
Division Judges- Motion Calendar 

Division JU.d$jes- Foreclosure Motion Calendar 

10:30am JUdge Freeman Rm 130o1/Ctrm 13·1 

Division Judges· Special Sets 

Lindsey- Ctrm 14-2 Judge D. Mrller· Ctrm 4-1 

Freeman· Clrm 13·1 

Rebull· Ctrm 8·1 

Judge Hogan Soola-Ctrm 

Judge Gordo-Cirm 8-1 
Judge Thornton· Ctrm 10-

Judgs Hendon-Cirm 14-1 

Judgelopoz- Ctrm 12·1 

FMC- Courtroom 3-3 (Walk-In calendar) 

Cancellation of sale- 8:15am 
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Judge Vi~calno 

Division Judges- Motion Calcndnr 

Judge Cueto Room 1105/Cirm 8·2 

Judge Bagley Hoom 511/Cirm 5·2 

Judge Rulz-Cohen Room 817/Ctrm 8-2 

Judge Thomas, W. Room 1307/Ctrm 13·2 

Division Judges 

Foreclosure Motion Calendar 

Judge Butchko Rm 303/Ctrm 3·2 

Judge Bagley Rm 511JC1rm 5-2 

Judge Baaey Rm 635/Ctrm 6·1 

9 :30am Judge Marin Rm 1403/Ctrm 14·1 

Division Judges· Spcclal Sets 

lindsey- Cttm 14·2 Judge Rebutt- Cttm 

Judge Hendon· Cltm 14·'1 

Judge Lopez· Clrm 12·1 

Judgo Smllh· Ctrm 4·4 

Judge IJ. Miller· Ctrrn 4·1 

Judge Thotnton· Ctrrn 1 

Ctrm 11·1 

FMC· Courtroom 3·3 (W~Ik-tn catendM) 

Caocettallon of sale· 8:15am 

Division Trials· Oct. 6 

Judge Bailey· Clrm 6·1 
Judge Bulchko· Cllm 3·2 
Judge Undsey- Clrm H·2 
Judge Freeman- Clrm 13·1 
Judge Bagley· Cllm 5·2 

Vlsillng/County Judges Trials 

Judge Guzman 

Judge Vizcaino 

Division Judges- Molton Calendar 

Judge Rodrigue<, J. Rm 400/Ctrm 4·1 

Judge Areces Rm 243/Ctrm 2-1 

Judge Lindsey Rm 1407/Citm 14·2 
Judgo Walsh Rm 1502/Ctrm 5·1 

Judge Arzola Rm 1110/Ctrm 11·1 

Judge Lopez Rm 1201/Ctrrn 12·1 

Judgo Rodriguez, R. Rm 405/Ctrrn 4·2 

Judgo Marin Rm 1403/Ctrm 14·1 

Judge Schlesinger Rm 1202/Ctrm 12·2 

Judge Thornton (CBL) Rm 1017/Ctrm 10-1 

Judge Sanchez-Uorens Rm 1111/CtJrn 11·1 

Division Judges 

Foroclosuro Motion Calendar 

Judgo Cueto Rm t 1051Ctnn8·2 

Judge MUle<, B. Rm 4121Ctrm4·1 

Judge Rulz-Col>on Rm 817/Ctrm 4·2 

Judge Smllh Rm 416 

Judge Robull Rm 8041C1tm 8··1 

Judge Thomas, W. Rm 1307/Ctrm 13-2 

Judge Freeman Rm 1304/Cirm13-1 

Judge Hendon Rm 1401/Cttm 14· 1 

Judge Lindsey Rm 1407/Ctrm 14·2 

Division Judges· Special Sots 

Llndssy- Ctrm 14·2 Judge Rebull· Ctrm 8·1 

Judge Hendon· Ctrm 14·1 

Judge lopez· Ctrm 12·1 

Judge Smllh· Ctrm 4·4 

Cancettnllon ol sate· 8:15am 

Division TriAlS· Oct 7 

B.Milcr- Clrm 4-1 Judgo Oatloy- Clrm 8 -1 
Judge Bulchko· Ctnn 3-2 
J\ldgo Undsey- Clrm 14-2 
Judgo Freeman- Clrm 13·11Judge Arzola· 
Judoo Bagloy· Clrm 5·2 

Judges Triola 

Judge Gtrlman 
Judge Vl>colno 

Division Judges- Motlou Colondar 

Judge Miller, 0. Rm 412/Ctrm 4·1 

Judge Cuoto Rm 1 105/Ctrrn 8·2 

Judge Bagley Rm 511/CIIIn 5·2 

Judgo Rulz·Cohon Rm 017/Cirm 8 ·2 

Judge Smllh Rm 410 

Judgo Rebull Rm 004/Ctrm 8·1 

Judge Thomas, W. Rm 1307/Ctrrn 13·2 

Judge Cardonne Ely Am 1600/Ctrm 15·1 

Judge Hendon Rm 1401/Cirm14·1 

JudgeFrecmanRm 1304/Ctrm 13· 1 

Judge Gordo Rm 800/Ctrm 8·1 

Division Judoos 

Foroctosure Motion Calendar 

Judge Rodriguez, J. Rm 400/Ctrm 4·1 

Judge Schleslngel Rm 1202/Ctrm 12·2 

Judge Bagley Rm GII/Cttm 5·2 

Judge Aroces Rm 243/Ctnn 2· 1 

Judgo Walsh Rm 1502/Ctrm 5-1 

Judge 1\tzola Hm 111 CY<:trm 1 1·1 

Judge Lopez Rm 1201/Cirm 12· 1 

Judge Sanchoz·Uorens Rm 1111/Ctrm 11·1 

Judge Thornton Rm 1017/Cttm 10-1 

R. Rm 405/Ctrm 4·2 

Judge l lendon- Ctrm 1 

Judgo Lopez· Ctrrn 12·1 

Judge Smllh · Clml 4·4 

Judge B. Miller· Ctnn 4·1 

Judge Thornlon· Clnn 1 o. 
Sanchez. Llorens- Ctrm 11· 1 

FMC· Courtroom 3-3 (Walk-In calendar) 

Cancoltallon of solo· 8:15am 

Judge Vizcaino 

Division Judges· Motion Calendar 

Judge Areces Rm 243/Ctrm 2·1 

Judge Arzola Rrn 1110/Ctrm11·1 

Judgo Lopez Rm 1201/Ctrm12·1 

Judge Rodriguez, R. Rm 405/Ctnn 4·2 

Judge Catdonne Ely Rm 1500/Ctrm 15-t 
Judge Schlesinger Rm 1202/Ctrml2·2 

Judgo Frcornan Rm 1304/Cirm13·1 

Judge Hendon Rm 1401/Ctrm\4· 1 

Sanchez..lJorens Rm 1111/Cirm1H 

Judge Gordo Rm 800/Ctrm 8·1 

Judge Ruiz·Cohen Rm 817r'Ctrm 8·2 

Judge Hogan Scola Rm 414/Ctrm ~-3 

Judge Milfer, IJ. Rm 412/Cirm 4 ·1 

tO:OOan> Judge Undsey Rrn 1407/Ctrm 14·2 

10:15am Judge CardoMe Ely Rm 1500/Ctrm 15-1 

t0:30am Judge Freeman Rm 1304/Cltm 13· 1 

Division Jutfges· Special Sots 

J11dge lindsey- Ctnn 14·2 Judge Bag loy. Ctrrn 5·2 

Judge Hendon· Ctrm 

Jutfge Lopez- Clrm 12·1 

Judge Smllh· Ctrm 4·4 

Judge B. Miller· Ctrm 4·1 

Judge Thornton· Ctrm 

Sanchez· Llorens· Ctrm 11·1 

FMC· Courtroom 3-3 (Walk·ln calendar) 

Cancellation of sale - 8:15am 

Division Trials· Oct 9 

B.Millcr- Ctrm 4·1 Judge Bailey- Clm> 6-1 
Gordo- Ctrm 8·1 Judge Butchko- Ctrm 3·2 
Cueto- Clrm 8·2 Judge Bagley- Ctrm 5·2 
Arlola· Ctrm 11·1 Judge Lindsey- Clrm 14-2 
Hendon· Ctrm 14·1 Judge Freeman- Ctrm 13-1 
J.Rodrlguez- C~m 4· t 

Judge amman 

Judge Vizcaino 

Division Judgee· Motion Calendar 

Dlvtaton Judges 

Foroctosute Motion Calendar 

10:3Q;)m .Mige Freonlan Rm 1304/Ctrm 13·1 

Division Judgoa· Special Sots 

Judge Thomlon-Ctrm 10·1 

Judge l lendon· Ctrm 14·1 

Judge Lopez. Ctrm 12·1 

Judoo Smith- Ctrm 4·4 

Judgo B. Millar· Ctnn 4·1 

FMC· Courtroom 3·3 (Walk-In calondar) 

Cancellation of solo· 8: 15am 
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Judge Oagley·CIIm 5·2 
Judge Lopez-Ctml 12·1 

Judge O.Miller-Ctrm ~- I 

Judge Cuolo- Ctrm 8·2 
Judge Thomes-Cirm 13-2 
Judge Hendon- Clrm 14-1 

Judge Thornton- Ctrn1 10.1 
Freeman- Clml 13·1 Judge Butchko· Ctrm 3·2 
Sanchez-Liorens-Citm 11· 1 

Judge Bagley Room 511/Cirm 5·2 
Judge Hulz-Cohen Room 817/Cirm 0-2 

Judge Thomas, W. Room 1307/Cirm 13·2 

Judge Miller, B. Room 412/Cirm 4-1 

Judges- Fe<eclosure Motion Calendar 

Judge Butchko Rm 303/CIIm 3-2 

Judge Marin Hm 1403/Cirm 14-1 

Division Judges- Special Sols 

lindsey- Clrm 14-2 Judge Butchko· Clrm 3-2 

Ruiz-Col>on- Clrm 8-2 Judgo Lopez- Clrm 12-1 

Walsh- Ctrm 5·1 

Arzola- Clnn 11·1 

Judge Rchull- Ctrm 8-1 

Judgo Hendon· Ctrm 14-1 

Freeman· Ctrm 13·1 Judge B. Mlllor- Clrm 4-1 

FMC· Courtroom 3--3 (Walk-In calendar) 

Cancellation of sale· 8:15am 

Division Trials- Ocl 20 

J Rodriguez-Cirm 4·1 Judge Baglcy-Cilm 5-2 
Rebui·Ciml 8-1 Judge Lopcz-Cirrn 12-1 

Judge O.MJ «.CIIm 4·1 
Judge Cuelo- Cllm 6-2 
Judge Thotnas-Cirm 13·2 
Judge Hendon- Clrm 14-1 
Judge TIK><nlon· Cllm 10-1 

Frcen>a~ Ctrm 13·1 Judge ButChko· Ctrm 3-2 
SanchOz-ltorens-CIIm 11-1 

Judge Rodriguez, J. Rm 400/Cirrn 4-1 

Judge /lreces Rm 243/Cirm 2·1 

Judge Lindsey Rm 1407/Cirm 14-2 

Judgo Walsh Rrn 1502/Cirm 5·1 

JudgoArzola Rm 1110/C~m 11·1 

Judgo Lopez Rm 1201/Cirm 12-1 

Judge llodrlgucz, R. Rm 405/Cirm 4-2 

Judgo Marin Rm 1403/Cirm 14-1 

Judge Schlesinger Rm 1202/Cirm 12·2 

Judge Thornton (CBL) Rm 1017/Cirm 10-1 

Judge Butchko· Ctrm 3·2 

Judge Lopez- Ctrm 12-1 

Judge Bagley- Cirm 5·2 

Judge Hendon- Clml 14·1 

Judge B. Miller- Clrm 4-1 

FMC· Courtroom 3-3 (Walk-In calendar) 

Cancollatlon or sale· 8:15am 

Division Trials· Oct. 21 

J.Rodrigue<-Ciml 4·1 Judge BajJiey·Cirrn 5·2 
Rebui-CIIm 6-1 Judge Lopn-Cirm 12·1 

Judge 0 Miller·Cirm 4- 1 
Judge Cueto· Ctrm 8·2 
Judge ThOmu·Cinn 13·2 
Judgo Hendon- Ctrm 14-1 
Judge ThOrnlon- Cltm 10-1 
Judge Butchko- Cllm 3·2 

Division Judges· Motion Calendar 

Judge Miller, B. Rm 412/Cirm 4·1 

Judge Cueto Rm 110G/Ctrm 6·2 

Judge Bagley Rm 511/Cirm 5·2 

Judge Rulz-Cohen Rm 617/Clrm 0-2 
Judge Smllh Rm 410 

Judge Reboil Rm 604/Cirm 8·1 

Judge Thomas, w. nm 1307/Cirm 13·2 

Judgo Cardonne Ely Rm 1500/Ctrm 15·1 

Judge Hendon Hm 1401/Cirm14·1 

Judge Freeman Rm 13041Ctrm13·1 

Judge Gordo Rm 800/Ctrm 8·1 

Division Judges- Spoclal Sols 

Lindsey- Clrm 14-2 Judge llulchko· Ctrm 3·2 

Judge l.OJ>OZ· Ctrm 12-1 

Judge B. Miller- Ctrm 4·1 

Judge llondon· Clrm 14·1 

FMC· Counroom 3-3 (Walk-In cnlondnr) 

Cancollallon of &ale· 8; 15am 

Division Trials- Oct. 22 

Judge Baglcy-Ctrm 5·2 
Judge Lopez-Ctrm 12·1 
Judga B.MJ!er-CIIm 4-1 
Judge Cueto-Cllm 8·2 
Judge ThOmas-Ciml 13-2 
Judge Hendon- Clrm 14-1 
Judge Thornton- Ctrm 10-1 
Judge Butchko· Cltm 3-2 
Judge Gordo· Ctrm 8·1 

11·1 Jud<leAreces-Cirm 2-1 

Division Judges- Motion Calendar 

Judge Aloces Rm 243/Cirm 2-1 

Judge Lindsey Rm 14071Ctrm14·2 

Judge Walsh Rm 1502/Ctrm 5·1 

9:00anl Judge Rebull Rm 804/Ci rm 8·1 

Judge Rodriguez, R. Rm 405/Ctrm 4-2 

Judge Cardorvle Ely Rm 1500/Cirm 15·1 
Judge Schlesinger Rm 1202/Cirm12-2 

Judge Freeman Rm 1304/Cirm13-1 

Judge Hendon Rm 1401/Cim>14-1 

Sanchez-Ue<ens Rm 1111/Cirm11-1 

Division Judges- Special Sets 

Lindsey- Cllm 14-2 Judge Butchko- Clrm 3·2 

Judge Lopez- Cirm 12-1 

Judge Bagley- Ctrm 5·2 

Judge Hoodon- Clrnl 14-1 

Judge B. Miller· Ctrm 4·1 

FMC- Courtroom 3-3 (Walk-In calendar) 

Cancellation of sale- 8:15am 

Division Trials· Oct. 23 

J.Rodrlguer-Ciml 4-1 Judge Oallfoy-Cirm 5-2 
Reb<JI-Ctrm 8-1 Judge Lopel'-CIIm 12·1 

Judge II.Miler-CIIm 4·1 
Marin·Clrm 14-1 JudgeCueto-Citm8-2 
R Rodril!uOL-Cttm 4-2 Judgo Thomas-Cirrn 13·2 
Thornton- Ctm1 10.1 Judgo Frocma.n- Ctrm 13·1 

Judge Galley- Ctrm 6-1 Judge I tendon· Clrm 14·1 
Judgo Walsh· Cirm 5-1 Judge Butchl<o· Clrm 3-2 

Sanchuz-Liorens-Ctml 11-1 

Judge Stein Judge Cuesta 

Judgo King 

Division Judget- Foteclosure Molton Calendar 

10;30am Judge Freeman Rrn 1304/C~m 13·1 

Division Judges- Special Sets 

Lindsey- Ctrm 14-2 Judge 8ulchko· Ctrm 3·2 

Dagley· Ctrm 5·2 Judge Walsh- Ctrm 5·1 

Arzola· Ctrm 11·1 Judge ttendon- Clrm 14-1 

FroomM- Ctrm 13·1 Judge B. Miller- Ctrrn 4-1 

FMC- Courtroom 3·3 (Walk-In calondar) 

Cancellation or sale- 8:15am 
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EXHIBIT 19 
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PROJECT ASSUMPTIONS 

• 53 COURTROOMS-44@ 1 ,600SF, 8@2,000SF & 1 @3,500SF 
• 26 JURY DELIBERATION ROOMS 
• 52 JUDGES 
o 50,000 DGSF COURT ADMINISTRATION 
e 45,000 DGSF CLERK OF THE COURTS 
o JURY ASSEMBLY, LAW LIBRARY, COMMUNITY/TRAINING SUITE, BARASOCIATION, GRAND JURY* 
• 70 SECURE PARKING SPACES IN THE BUILDING (52+ 18 FROM CHILDREN'S COURT) 
• NO HOLDING OR PRISONER CIRCULATION 
• TYPICAL FLOOR IS 32,000SF 
LOCATED ON THE SECURE PARKING LOT EAST OF THE CHILDREN'S COURT 

620,000TOTAL5F-21 FLOORS 
MIAMI DADE COUNTY CIVIL COURTS 09-15-2015 
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CHILDREN'S 
COURTHOUSE 

GOVERNMENT 
CENTER 

~ ~ ~ftC?-~~ I UNITED STATES 
1 ::;;o(K...: . .... {tO ~;.,, - ~-.E. ~ I RTHOUSE ' ;"-r · --~ --• COU --. 

' ,.c-..... - ~~ .• ·::v ~ " ' ~.. ± J'!'l - . . .LJ )!..rJI '· (11' i iJ\f ~· n.111 1"'-~ 

.~~~1; 1 1: ~~; ~~~----~~·~~~~~ PROPOSED COUNTY --- _.._ .. ~----~-~ ,, -1 CIVILCOURTS 

- - -].*- ~- - .J·-· 'Jih I 

- ... ,._ ""w ..... I COURTHOUSE 
CENTER 

,.., · ,. r '-'= t~ -~::J. ~-· e-tJ EXISTING COUNTY 
IL ~- \.H .. · ', i 'i'f · ~..:~ "? til l CIVIL COURTS 

MIAMI DADE COUNTY CIVIL COURTS 09·15·2015 
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MIAMI DADE COUNTY CIVIL COURTS 09-15-2015 
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MIAMI DADE COUNTY CIVIL COURTS 09-15-2015 



65
2

.!. ~ 2: 3 
STAFF STAIR - • ---=::.. ~ ~ 5 

E. _o, C! 

1-

- - s 
' - ~ ~ 

r~.E? i- - I 

1"1= 1'"1:: 

D,- • "~- ""' I *'.rol M _, 
- · -- !.1 • .J~STAFF 

C - :DF BEVATO;<s 

.- - ~ 
I I 

- - · -:::- - -- _ _ BREAK 

0;-- - STAff-roi!flS - • ~- -- ~ ......__ i ROOM 

- - . -·- '• -PIJBLIC • , 0 1_li' STAIR c OffiCE - · -- - !1 '1~ ; - - ~- _ pUBUC 
A ' - ·l - : ,c. ElEVATO 
-- ·-·· Ll - ·~ 

-- --:-:::...~ .... __ ----::::::::::: - - . ·-

TYPICAL OFFICE FLOOR 
4 OF THESE, CLERK 2, COURT ADMIN 2 

MIAMI DADE COUNTY CIVIL COURTS 09-15-2015 
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PROJECT BUDGET-AS PREPARED AUGUST 2014 

• LAND COST-$ ZERO 
• BUILDING -$ 205,000,000 
• SITE DEVELOPMENT-INCLUDING REMEDIATION-$ 6,000,000 
• TEMPORARY WORKS TO ACCOMMODATE MDCC-$ 3,000,000 
• CONTINGENCY+ ESCALATION-$42,000,000 
G A/E FEES &ALLOWANCES-ALL SERVICES-$ 30,000,000 
• FF&E-$18,000,000 
• DIV 17 (IT/AV)-$40,000,000 
• ART IN PUBLIC PLACES-$ 5,000,000 
• lSD FEES, LABOR, PERMITS, TESTING-$12,000,000 

TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET=$ 361,000,000 
MIAMI DADE COUNTY CIVIL COURTS 09-15-2015 
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TO CONSIDER 

• IS PROGRAM STILL VALID-WHAT HAS CHANGED? 
• DESIGN, USER APPROVALS & PERMITTING-CRITICAL PATH-SPEED TO MARKET 
• DETAIL FUNCTIONAL PROGRAM 
• DRI, ZONING VARIANCE & MUSP PROCESS 
• SITE DUE DILIGENCE-UTILITIES, ACCESS, COUNlY CENTRAL PLANT 
• IMPACT ON MDT-SAME AS OVERTOWN OFFICES? 
• PROJECT DELIVERY METHOD-PHASING? 
• CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
• PROJECT BUDGET VERIFICATION 
• PSA AMENDMENT TO KEEP MAKING PROGRESS 

MIAMI DADE COUNTY CIVIL COURTS 09·15·2015 
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A VISION FOR THE DOWNTOWN MIAMI JUSTICE CENTER 

ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT- DADE COUNTY 
SEP-:EMBER "5, 2015 

~ JOARDFLO""'~"~ 

l .A:COM 
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EI..EVENTH Cl!lCVIT COUll'; · C.>. DE CCUNn' 

MACRO PROGRAM SUMMARY 

CombiMd Ju$tlc~ C~nter - Cia~ County I 3td ~ Court of A~al~ 

PREUMlNARY SPACE LISTING - PROJ:CT WITH ClRCJ.T • CoA COURTS 

Assumes approx . 1S.Level C20-leve!S incl. lov.oer levels). NIC other"'* 

10 Description I Namo 

ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT • DADE COUNTY COURT 

CIRCUIT OVI~ COURTS {LG CRTS) • ApprOl<. 1 Floor 

CIRCUIT CIVIi. COURTS {STO C~TS) • Approx. 9 floors 

CIRCUIT P~CBATE I GUARDIANSHIP COURTS· A;>prox. 1 floor 

CIRCUIT COtiR7 ADMIN I JUDiCIAL ADMIN. -Satellite oli'lce only 

LARGE COURTROOMS 

COURTROOMS 

STAFF AREAS 

CENTRAl COURT OFFICES (approx. 0.5 !o 1 Sld ~oor) 

CENTRAl COURT SUPPORT (:spprox 1 l:lrgo or 2 Sm3llor 11oor) 

SUIL:)ING SUPPORT 

ON FLOORS 

CCtNEYANC€ 

CENTRAL MEC!-!ANICAI. I ELECTRICAL 

CENTRAl. MAINTENANCE 

CENTRAL HOUSEKEEPING I JANITOi'liAL 

OTHER BUILDING SUPPORT 

TOTAL NIC PARKING (BGSF) 

PARKING 

TOTAL INCL. PAIU<ING (BGSF) 

All ABOARD FLORIDA I MIAMI I ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT 

------·-------.---·----···--···--------------

BG~ 
LEVEL QUANTITY 

SBTTL 

36,806 LEVEL 9 TO 10 (4 TCTAL) 

210.730 LEVEL 12 TO 24 (26 TOTAL.) 

26,050 LEVELS TOS (12 TOTAL) 

972 

12,247 LEVEL 5 (2 TOTAL) 

19,116 LEVEL 5 

34.992 LEVEL 2 &-29 

51 .246 LE\.1EL 2&-29 

45,158 LEVEL 4-30 

34 ,637 LEVEL .o!-30 

26.772 LEVEL 4-30 

7 ,673 LEVEL 4-30 

5,686 LEVEL 4-30 

8 ,716 LE\.1El1-3 ---
520,800 

48,690 

569.500 

September 15,.2015 h:J SOM 
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ELEVE~H Cl RCUIT COURT OAO~ COUNTY 

OVERALL PROJECT SITE IN CITY CONTEXT 

Proposed Cour:house 

?. 0;1de Coun:y Courthouse 

3 Go.oernmen: Ccn!er 
Comb.ned Sta:JO.~ 

4 Miami Parkong Authority 
P:lrking Gar:>ge 

5 Proposed Mta;ni Da:li! 
Transot Sus Termnal and 
Parking Garage 

b M••m• Federal Courtnouse 

7 Mo)mJ O~de Chold ren's 
Courthouse 

s 1\f.etro-IY'oO':er Station 

9 Rhoc!e Builc!•ne State 
Olhces 

10 Proposed Pet>tl Le<:otoon 

I I Proposed ?<Irk 

12 Proposed Mixed-Use 
Oe'lelopment 

13 O'lertow:t Statton Metrorail 

14 Propo~ed Mixtd-IJ~ 

O....elopment ond P>rkng 
Garac:e 

15 Amenca~ Aor1tnes Aren3 

16 Miami Wor1d Conte r 
M•ster Pl~nned 
Oe'iclopmen: 

17 FEC Roeht of Way 

13 Ex•sMe Loght R3d 
Ahznment 

19 ~ron:P~rk 

ALL ABOARD FLORIDA I MIAMI I ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT September 15,2015 l oc· SOM 
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ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT • DADE COUNTY 

OVERALL PROJECT SITE PLAN 

Propo-.,.c:! M1xed Ll-..c S~c 

2 Stephen P C!.rk Gol.emmcm 
Center 

3 GOJcmmem Center 
Metro r.'01er :lnd Mo:ro Rn• l 

.: 1 112'\ J...~lc~t C rrcu1t 
Ccur-.ho...::o 

5 M~rn> Parking Authonly 
G~mge 

6 Mm111 ~ml Ccurthouse 

7 Proocoe<l M>:lml ~do 
Trwn:;.t 8u::> Tcrmi!l~l ~nd 
P:l'<Jr.g G:lr.>~ 

a M1:1mi ~o Olild!<>n's 
Courthouse 

9 Proposed C:Ou'1/lovsc 

10 All A.tl=:d noud~ Ml;)ml 
Tetmin:>l 

~~ Rhode Building &3'.::: 
OffiCeS 

.,2 Prope:scd Res.dC'ltial 

13 Stl:e P1.>za Stl:ruOI'\ 

1\'lcll"o Rnil on<! Mci:JO ~lover 

14 LcveJ3Comm 

15 Propcscd P;lrk 

16 Proposed Rct:nl 

17 Proposed /'.AF otice 

18 OvertoYm St>non Metro Rail 

19 D;Jde Ccunty Adml111s.ti'31Jon 
& •ld•r.g 

20 Proj)CS<!d MO<ed·US<' 
Dc<clopment an<! P<lrl<ins;; 
G.>rago 

tii 
·~ 
~ 

i 
~ 

ALL ABOARD FLORIDA MIAMI I ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT 
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ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT · DACE COUNTY 

RENDERING 

~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ 'l" " ~ ..... ~ ..... -~ 
~· ...... - --- •' '-!· ... 

--~ ~ ~!i\.'-l'~.t=i 

ALL ABOARD FLORIDA I MIAMI I ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT September 15, 2015 II(! SOM 
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ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT • DADE COUNTY 

RENDERING 

ALL ABOARD FLORIDA I MIAMI I ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT September 15, 2015 I(("! SOM 
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ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT · CAD€ COUNTY 
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ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT · DADE COUNTY 
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ElEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT- DADE COUNTY 
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ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT ·DADE COUNTY 
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ElEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT • DADE COUNTY 
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ELEVENTH CIRCUIT COURT· DACE COUNTY 

STRUCTURAL CONCEPT 

RAILWAY STATION VIADUCT 
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A nonprofit organization improvingjustice through leadership and service to courts 

Mary Campbell McQueen 
President 

Han. Jennifer Bailey 
Administrative Judge, Circuit Civil Division 
Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida 
Dade County Courthouse 
73 West Flagler Street, Suite 911 
Miami, Florida 33130 

October 2, 2015 

Daniel J. Hall 
Vice President 

CoUit Consulting Services 
Denver Office 

Re: Preliminruy Design Review of Typical Proposed Comtroom Floor at 140 W. Flagler Building 

Dear Judge Bailey: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed courtroom floor layout of the 140 W. 

Flagler building dated September 14, 2015. The NCSC has assessed the proposed court floor layout 

plan to evaluate the building's suitability for future court use, giving consideration to the unique 

functional requirements of the modem courthouse environment. This letter is not meant to be an 

exhaustive investigation on building renovation feasibility in tetms of cost and building 

infrastructure; rather, this assessment is intended as a preliminary opinion of whether the 

building is a good candidate for court use, given the existing building configuration and 

proposed layout plan. 

The NCSC has reviewed the proposed layout in comparison to courthouse planning and 

design principles used by the NCSC in courthouse planning and design projects across the 

country and which are described in detail in the NCSC publication, The Courthouse: A Planning 
and Design Guide for Court Facilities. The review highlights a number of functional issues 

observed in the proposed layout plan which are not consistent with modem courthouse design 

principles and may negatively impact the Comt's environment and function. Considerations 

included in the preliminaty review include: 

1. Does the proposed layout provide adequate functional space? Functional space adequacy 
refers to the appropriateness of the comt environment and the adequacy of the space provided for 
the court and comt-related offices within the facility. Consideration is given to both the amount of 
space provided and the arrangement of space provided. 

Headquarters 

300 Newport Avenu~ 

Williamsburg. VA 23185-4147 

(BOO) 616-616~ 

Court Consulting 

707 Seventeenth Street. Suite 2900 

Denver. CO 80202-3429 

!800) 466-3063 

www.ncsc.ora 

Washington Office 

2425 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 350 

Arlington, VA 22201-3326 

(800) 532-0204 
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140 W. Flagler Building Proposed Comt Floor Layout 
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2. Is proper adjacency and circulation provided? Adjacency and circulation refers to the 

physical association of functional spaces as well as the orderly and efficient movement of people 

from one space to another in the facility. 

3. Does the proposed layout enhance security and safety? Security and safety refers to interior 

access control and facility circulation zoning. In addition, consideration is given to the proposed 

design's compliance with life safety codes. 

4. Does the proposed layout provide proper access to the court? Accessibility refers to the ease 

with which public visitors can reach their destination and receive services and the convenience 

with which judges and comt employees are able to accomplish their work. Accessibility issues 

also apply to physical baniers that may prohibit building users and visitors who are impaired 

from getting to, entering, or using the services provided that are essential for free and open access 

to justice. 

Based on the above criteria and NCSC's observation of the proposed layout plan, it does not 

appear that the 140 W. Flagler building is suitable for housing comt operations. Furthetmore, it does not 

appear that the utilization of the building may offer adequate space to house all of the needed comtrooms. 

Therefore, any court space utilization strategy involving the 140 W. Flagler building will likely require 

that the Civil Court be split into multiple locations, a result which the NCSC believes will greatly hinder 

the courts ability to provide effective service to the public. The following comments highlight the initial 

concerns present in the NCSC's review of the proposed court floor layout plan: 

Public At·eas 

• There does not appear to be adequate waiting space outside of the comtrooms for the general 

public. It is unclear where the public will wait given the potential large volume of visitors to 

the three courtrooms situated on the courtroom floor. In most comthouse projects observed 

by the NCSC, the corridor outside of the waiting area is typically 12 '- 16' wide so as to 

accommodate benches and other waiting spaces. In comparison, the public corridor outside 

the courtrooms observed in the proposed plan appear to be approximately 6' in width. 

• It does not appear there will be opportunity to introduce natural light to public areas in the 

proposed plan. 

• There are no comtroom sound lock vestibules present in the proposed layout plan. 

Vestibules are important for controlling noise and serve as a buffer between loud public 

lobbies and the more serious and formal environment of the courtroom. 

• There are a total of four attorney client conference rooms which is Jess than the typical ratio 

of two atty/client conference rooms for every one courtroom typically observed by the 

NCSC in comthouse planning and design projects. 

Courtrooms 

• The comtroom design typical to all three of the courtrooms observed in the proposed layout plan 

appears dysfunctional in many regards. It is likely that the existing building floorplate 

configuration and a desire to maximize the number of courtrooms, situated on each floor may be 

driving the current courtroom design rather than programmatic requirements and the functional 
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needs of the comt. It is the opinion ofNCSC that there is not adequate space available on the 

floor layout to accommodate three complete court sets as proposed in a manner that respects 

accepted courthouse design standards and principles. Therefore, consideration should be given to 

reducing the number of comtrooms proposed on the floor from three to two courtrooms. Specific 

issues noted include the following: 

o The judge's bench is situated at the center of the courtroom rather than at one end or 

comer of the courtroom as is common practice in courtroom design. l11e proposed 

anangement presents a challenge for the sitting judge to maintain visual control of the 

courtroom. For example, the judge would have to maintain an impmctical180 degree 

field of vision to be able to observe jurors and spectators in the galley simultaneously. 

o The witness stand is placed in front of the judge which will likely hinder the judges' 

ability to see the witness' s face during testimony. 

o The court reporter stand is placed behind the bench which will restrict the court reporter's 

ability to observe and hear court proceedings. Typically, the repmter station is placed 

immediately in front of the bench in clear view of all court participants. 

o TI1ere is no workstation provided for a courtroom clerk. 

o Access to the courtrooms in a common public hallway in the proposed layout plan is 

shared between the general public, judges, co uti staff, and jurors. TI1e lack of separate 

entrance points into the courtroom is in direct contradiction to modern courtroom and 

courthouse design principles which require that separate zones of circulation be provided 

for various couriroom participants in order to maintain security and safety among the 

various user groups. 

o Jurors accessing the juror box in the proposed layout from either the main couriroom 

entrance or juror deliberation must pass immediately past the public galley. This may 

present problems and create potential for juror contamination or juror intimidation. 

o The proposed location of the evidence display screens shown behind the counsel tables 

may not be viewable to attorneys who are presenting a case. It is unclear from the 

proposed layout where evidence display screens may be placed in a manner that could be 
viewed by all comiroom patiicipants. 

o Access from the back of the courtrooms into the proposed new egress stairs should be 

checked for compliance with the International Building Code in terms of exit width 

required. 

Jmy Deliberation Rooms 

• The jury deliberation rooms as shown on the proposed layout plan are approximately 200 square 

feet in size which is significantly less than typically observed by the NCSC in other courthouse 

projects. Given the architectural industry standard of providing 25 sf for every occupant in a 

conference room, a twelve person jmy deliberation room should be sized at 300 sf. Additionally, 

the small space provided may limit the ability of wheelchair bound jurors to maneuver in and out 

of the jury deliberation rooms. 

• There are no rest rooms provided in the jury deliberation suites as shown on the proposed layout 

plan. The provision of at least one restroom within the jury deliberation suite is a critical program 

requirement and the use of public rest rooms for use by deliberating jurors is not considered 
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acceptable. The requirement for a private set of juror restrooms is maintained so that juror 
confidentiality is ensured and to limit potential for juror contamination and/or intimidation. 

Judges' Chambers 

• The judges' chambers as shown on the proposed layout plan are approximately 200 square feet in 

size which, like the jmy deliberations rooms, is significantly less than typically observed by the 
NCSC in other courthouse projects. The small space provided may limit the ability of judges to 

be able to conduct meetings with parties in chambers. 

I am pleased to provide this preliminary analysis and hope you will fmd review helpful. 

Sincerely, 

Architect/Senior Consultant 
National Center for State Courts 
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ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

CHALLENGES AND COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH 
DECENTRALIZATION OF THE 

CIRCUIT CIVIL COURT 

Since 2007, in light of the reduced workforce experienced by the Eleventh Judicial Circuit, the 
Court concentrated on streamlining its operations to provide for the most efficient and effective 
Court system possible. Resources have been pooled and shared across Miami-Dade County to the 
extent possible. Should Court Operations have to be further fragmented by splitting offices and 
processes to multiple locations, additional costs will be incurred. 

RECURRING COSTS 
STAFF SALARIES 

The chart below includes the recurring costs associated with the salaries of court employees 
needed to manage the operations of the Court. The totals listed in the bottom row represent the 
estimated costs if operations are fragmented into two or more locations. Employee salaries include 
fringe benefits. The costs are per year. 

FIGURE 1: RECURRING COSTS FOR STAFF SALARIES, INCLUDING FRINGE BENEFITS 

Decentralization 
Location 1: Library 

TotalAnnual Cost 
Classification including Fringes1 

JA Information Clerk $40,017.48 

Court Interpreter Certified $.58,063.75 
Court Interpreter Certified $58,063.75 
Judicial Support Administrator 2 $67,438.35 

JA Video Communications Specialist $58,865.84 
JA Computer Technician 2 $58,685.98 

Court Program Specialist II $48,394.53 

Trial Court Law Clerk $61,395.05 
Communications Specialist $55,298.80 

General Magistrate3 $110,751.64 

Program Coordinator $57,879.32 
Administrative Assistant II $48,574.84 
Law Librarian I $57,832.20 

TOTAL $782,484.52 

1 Source: Administrative Office of the Courts Human Resource Division. 
2 Source: Administrative Office of the Courts Human Resource Division. 

Decentralization 
Location 2: 140 Building 

Total Annual Cost 
including Fringes2 

$80,034.96 

$116,127.50 

$118,573.48 
$134,876.70 

$117,731.68 
$117,317.96 

$96,789.06 

$122,790.10 
$110,597.60 
$221,503.28 

$115,758.64 
$97,149.68 

$115,664.40 

$1,564,969.04 

3 One General Magistrate is assigned to the Civil Circuit Division and the other is assigned to the Probate 
Division. 
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JUDICIAL STAFF 

TI1e judges in the 11th Judicial Circuit have a judicial assistant and a bailiff assigned to them. 
The bailiff provides for the judge's security during 111als and hearings and works together with the 
judicial assistant, when not in court. 111e judge's Judicial Assistant manages the office and clerical 
tasks. For the safety of the judges and the public who go to conrt, the judges' desks and courtroom 
bench are equipped with "panic buttons" or duress alarm. The Bailiffs and Judicial Assistant's desks 
are also equipped with these alarms. 

• Additional Costs: 

Decentralization would require, at a minimum, the installation of the security equipment 
below at each decentralized facility where judiciary and staff are located: 

• Duress alarms 

• Secured doors / ent:ryways 

• security camera/ monitors 

• Secured judges' elevators 

• Magnetometers/ screening area 

• Security hand wands 

• Gun Lockers 

• X-ray imaging system at screening area 

• Security command center with cameras 

• Secured parking for the judiciary 

• Security signage 

• Secure Key Card access system 

LIAISON / COURT SECURITY 

All courthouse facilities must have adequate security to protect the judiciary and the public who enter 
it. Each location should have sufficient Liaison Officers and Court Security. These officers and 
court security monitor the safety of the courthouse and courtrooms. Court Security monitors and 
screens individuals who enter the courthouse and work with Liaison Officers to respond to incidents. 
The Liaison Officers must also respond to the duress alarms sent by judges or court staff. ~'hen the 
duress alarm is pressed, Police Liaison located in the courthouse is alerted of the dangerous 
emergency situation and are quickly dispatched to assist. 

• Additional Costs: 

Decentralization would require hiring additional liaison and security listed below: 

• Recurring Costs: 
o Four Police Liaison Officers (for each location) 

o One Sergeant (for each location 

• One time cost of Command Center & equipment 
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COURT STAFF 

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) provides support to the Circuit's 123 judges. Over 
40 judges/general magistrates and approximately 576 Court and Clerk employees are located in the 
Dade County Courthouse (DCC). The AOC employees located in DCC providing support to the 
judiciary include: 

Interpreters 
Mediators 
Case Managers 
Staff Attorneys 
Couriers 
Administrative Services/Procurement 

• JA Information Clerk 
Court Interpreter Certified 
Judicial Support Administrator 2 
JA Video Communications Specialist 
JA Computer Technidan 2 
Court Program Specialist II 
Trial Court Law Clerk 
Communications Specialist 
Magistrate 
Program Coordinator 
Administrative Assistant II 
Law Librarian I 

Please note that the decentralization would require the purchase of new furniture and equipment 
for the Judges and Court staff due to the infestation by termites to existing furniture and equipment 
currently at DCC. AOC and court staff provides specific support based on what is needed and 
required to conduct court business. 

• Civil Division Complex Business Litigation 
In the Civil Division, the Complex Business Litigation (CBL) Program has one case 
manager in an area adjacent to the Circuit Civil Judge assigned to CBL. Three staff 
attorneys from the AOC General Counsel's Office are assigned to assist the CBL judge. 
These staff members regularly communicate with the judge and assist with tl1e 
progression of tl1e caseload, delivery forms, research and orders for the judge's review, 
input and signature. These functions require that tllis staff is kept close to the CBL 
Judge. 

• Certified Court Interpreters 
Currently, there is a great need for certified court mterpreters to service Dade County's 
diverse population. Judges relocation to decentralized locations would make it 
increasmgly difficult to provide interpreter services and almost impossible to coordirlate. 
The Court needs an Interpreter's Office ill each building. This office should be staffed 
with at least two interpreters to interpret at court hearillgs and staff to coordillate tl1e 
interpreter scheduling and processing emergency requests. 
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• CITeS/ IT Department 
Multiple locations could continue to use the centralized technology help desk currently in place. 
Having the immediate assistance of the technology department is of the utmost importance 
given that most of the Civil Court is using electronic court files. Should the Court be offline, 
judicial hearings may not be able to proceed. For the IT Department to coordinate the frequent 
service requests, the staff is often required physically to go to a judge's courtroom or office to 
resolve technical problem and issues with printers, hard-drives, etc. Multiple locations for judges 
and staff would require a revamp of the current technology department's infrastructure to 
support the various facilities. At least two additional staff members would be needed at each 
location to resolve onsite issues with minimal delays. 

Additional space and equipment would also be needed for AOC court staff listed below: 

• Government Liaison Officer 

• General Magistrates 

• Case Managers 

• General Counsel Office / Staff Attorneys 

• AOC support staff 

• Technology/Court IT Department 

CLERK OF COURTS 

The operations of the Court and the Clerk of Court are intertwined regardless of the fact 
that these offices are independent of each other. The discussion below highlights some of 
the concerns of the Court should the Civil Courts be decentralized. However, requests for 
information on the impact and costs associated with moving the Clerk of Courts should be 
made directly to the Clerk's Office. 

• Jury/ Jury Pool 

Jury Trials are part of the civil adjudication process and cannot be decentralized. Currently, the 
jury pool office is located in the Dade County Courthouse and services the entire Circuit Civil 
and County Civil Divisions. Jurors are summoned and to this location. There is currently 4 
Clerk staff assigned to jury pool at DCC. On any given day, there are as many as 300 jurors to 
DCC. The jurors are greeted and oriented by an assigned Judge about the process of serving as 
a juror. Potential jurors are pulled from tllis central location then walked to the assigned 
courtroom in DCC or a block away to the Lawson E. Thomas Courthouse where domestic 
violence trials are heard. Jurors not selected in one case return to tl1e jury pool at DCC for 
further utilization. 

• DCC remains central jury assembly point requires additional staff 
If DCC remains the central jury assembly point for multiple nearby locations, 
additional staff is needed to secure the transfer of jury venires among tl1e multiple 
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• 
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locations and provide jury support in those locations. Tius staff must track jurors in 
and out. TIUs would make it unfeasible to have jurors return to DCC to get their 
employment certifications and excusals, either on their own or escorted. 

Decentralizing the DCC Jury Assembly Point to various locations requires 
additional space and staff 
Decentralizing the Judges among various buildings requires that individual jury pool 
offices be established in each location to process the jurors. Creating multiple juror 
assembly locations would require significant square footage, significant assembly 
staff, and would be contrary to the constitutionally centralized process. 

Decentralizing the DCC Jury Assemblr Point to various locations may 
require additional staff and a transportation system for the jurors and 
If jury trials are to take place in several locations across the county, then the County 
would have to incur additional costs to build a transportation system to transport 
the jurors to their assigned location. There would probably need w be at least three 
new positions for this purpose. 

Decentralizing the DCC Jury Assembly Point to various locations could 
require a shuttle service system for the jurors 
Decentralization would create a major issue with accessible parking for the jurors 
and litigants and other users of the courthouse. To ensure that jurors physically get 
to their designated courthouse location if decentralization were to take place, a 
designated bus or shuttle service would have to be assigned to pick up jurors from 
the main jury pool offtce and take them to their assigned courthouse based on the 
Judge they have been assigned to. The cost and efforts to facilitate this 
transportation system would be very expensive and inefficient. This cost cannot be 
quantified by the 11th Circuit. 

Decentralizing the DCC Jury Assembly Point to various locations requires 
additional space near the courtrooms 
There would have to be designated square footage designated in the multiple 
locations to permit jurors to assemble outside the courtroom in a secure area. 
Venires are frequently held outside the courtroom each morning to assure they do 
not come into inappropriate contact with the court, witnesses or lawyers. 

Blind Filing System and Court files managed by the Clerk of Courts requires 
additional staff, space, and equipment with decentralization 
Currently the Circuit Civil Division utilizes a blind filing system of court cases where 
all Circuit Civil cases are filed either online via the ePortal or in person at the Dade 
County Courthouse. Decentralization would require that the Clerk's office remains 
in an accessible location for the public to file cases utilizing the same blind filing 
system, so each case is 'blindly' assigned a division judge. Also, clerk's offices 
equipment and technology would need to be replicated to assure public access to 
the electronic court files. An estimate of at least a minimum of five to seven 
positions for satellite access from multiple courthouses may be needed. 

Decentralization would disrupt the collaboration between the Courts and the 
Clerk of Courts 
Many functions handled by the Court are immediately processed by the Clerk's 
office. This includes the processing of Final Judgments and issuance of sale dates 
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for the Mortgage Foreclosure cases by the Post Judgment Unit within the Clerk's 
Office. Decentralization would disrupt these processes and could create huge error 
rates and delays. Also, it would require moving evidence, physical paper orders, and 
legacy paper court files among multiple buildings. AOC and Clerk staff would be 
.required to handle that movement and tracking. 

• Additional Costs: 

Decentralization ·would require hiring additional Clerk staff, space and equipment to 
serve the Courts and public, including: 

• computers 

• scanners 

• copiers 

• printers 

• Clerk of Courts Technology/IT Department 

• Kiosk for public access court files 
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KATHERINE FERNANDEZ RUNDLE 
STATE ATTORNEY 

KatherineFernaudezRundle@MiamiSAO.com 

STATE ATTORNEY 
ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF FLORIDA 

E. R. GRAHAM BUILDING 
1350N.\V.l2THAVENUE 

MIAMI, FLORIDA 33136-2 I II 

November 5, 2015 

MiamiwOade County Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
c/o Pam Regula 
I II NW I Street. ~ l Floor, 
Miami, Florida 33 128 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

TELEPHONE (305) 547-0 I 00 
WII'W.minmiSAO.com 

Thank you for inviting my team and I to attend the Infrastructure Task Force meeting on 
Monday, October 5111

, 2015. We were enlightened by the information that we were able to gain, 
and we greatly appreciate the opportunity to be heard on this very important initiative. We are 
encouraged by your commitment to research and explore different solutions to the current crisis 
of our court system's infrastructure. Our collective responsibility to ensure our community's 
access to their courts as guaranteed in our state Constitution demands nothing less. 

As you may know, my office is the largest single user of our court system as we are the 
plaintiff in over a hundred thousand cases filed and litigated each year in this judicial circuit. 
Accordingly, I am likewise committed to being actively engaged in this process. Towards that 
end, I have hosted county elected officials and senior staffers, as well as planners, contractors 
and architects from our private sector that are involved in different facets of the courts 
infrastructure initiative. I am continuing to invest time and resources by hosting representatives 
from Broward County government in the upcoming weeks. 

Broward County, our sister jurisdiction to the north, home to approximately 1.9 million 
citizens, is in the final phases of construction of a 20wstory, 714,000 square foot courthouse tower 
that will contain approximately sixty eight courtrooms and hearing rooms. That courthouse will 
house civil and criminal comis in a combined structure with 1 ,500 parking spaces in covered 
garages, a public plaza and att space. Broward County, like our other major metropolitan 
jurisdictions in Palm Beach and Orlando, uses a mixed civil and criminal courts model. This was 
our own community's model for decades until the 1950,s and it is also the federal model; in our 
community the federal civil and criminal courts are cowlocated in downtown Miami. 

() 
Please Recycle 

F:II.ETTERSICourt C~pit~llnfmstruclurc Task Force.docx 
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I am particularly intrigued by the maximized efficiencies and savings that may come 
from co"location, including a combined Clerk's office operation, a joint jury pool, and other 
benefits of larger economies of scale. I hope the Task Force will make time to explore Broward 
County's apparent success. 

In the past, some have expressed concerns regarding combined civil and criminal 
courthouses because of a perceived necessary nexus to a large correctional facility. That 
perception is flawed, or at least outdated. Currently, over 70% of our local correctional beds are 
located in western Miami Dade County, far from our current criminal and civil courthouses. 
Booking and release operations have likewise been moved into western facilities from our urban 
core. Indeed, the 2007/2008 Master Plan acknowledged that securing the presence of pre"trial 
detainees for court proceedings does not require a significant correctional component in a mixed 
courthouse model. 

At the end of the day, our system of government, and the public's faith in it, lies in our 
continued ability to provide om citizens with efficient access to the courts. I am sure that you 
will all agree with the central premise that I have always subscribed to: through collaboration 
the best ideas are born. 

KFR:apm 

xc: The Honorable Carlos Gimenez 
Deputy Mayor Russell Benford 
Deputy Mayor Jack Osterholt 
The Honorable Nushin G Sayfie 
The Honorable Carlos Martinez 
The Honorable Harvey Ruvin 

F:\LETTERS\Court Capilallnfraslru~lure Task Force.docx 

Sin~-

~ERINE FERNANDEZ RUNDLE 
State Attorney 

() 
Please Recycle 
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Regula, Pamela (ISO) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Carlos J. Martinez <cmartinez@pdmiami.com> 
Thursday, November 12, 2015 4:47 PM 
Han. Katherine Fernandez-Rundle; Regula, Pamela (ISD) 
Vazquez, Jeannette (Office of the Mayor); Benford, Russell (Office of the Mayor); 
Osterholt, Jack (Office of the Mayor); 'nsayfie@jud1l.flcourts.org'; Ruvin, Harvey (COC) 
RE: Miami-Dade County Court Capital Insfrasttructure Task Force 

Follow up 
Flagged 

Thank you Ms. Fernandez Rundle for including me in this email. I share your 
observations and concerns. I am glad you were invited and participated in one of the 
meetings, and have shared this information with us. 

Despite facing potential impacts on my office of planned capital infrastructure 
development, I, nor anyone from my office has been contacted or notified by staff or 
anyone on the Miami-Dade County Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force regarding 
meetings or plans. 

I would urge the Task Force to be more inclusive and provide us the information we 
should be receiving. 

Thanks, 
Carlos J. Martinez 
Miami-Dade Public Defender 

From: Katherine Fernandez Rundle [mailto:KatherineFernandezRundle@MiamiSAO.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 12:10 PM 
To: 'regula@miamidade.gov' 
Cc: 'Carlos Gimenez (Jb3@miamidade.gov)'; 'benford@miamidade.gov'; 'jacko@miamidade.gov'; 
'nsayfie@jud11.flcourts.org'; Carlos J. Martinez; 'clerk@miami-dadeclerk.com' 
Subject: Miami-Dade County Court Capitallnsfrasttructure Task Force 

Please see attached letter. 

Ka lhe rinc Fe rnandez Rundle 
Stall' 1\ttorn~y 

1350 llVI I 2 Avenue, Miami, FL 331 36 (305) 54 7·0 635 
Kt\th~ t l nuforn .-, ndolRund loQ:M lnmiSAO .c:om 

1 



702

EXHIBIT 25 



70
3

• 
~ -

~ 

~ 
~ 

• 
~ 
~ 
~ 

• 
Ill 

• • .. .. 
• • .. .. .. 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 

•• 

~Plenary 
~Group 

. . ~- .. ': . 

-·--·-------- -------M- ·••··-··---·-~--.. ~·-· ''''"'"'"~' ''''''''''''''"''''"'"'"'"'''' " '''' '' '''~ •••'"0- ·•-oOOoooooO•oo ... ,,.,,,,_O~o-oooooM-.o-.,.~ - - - --·-·-----•-•• ••••••••-o ••o•••oooooooooo ... Oooo0oOuooO ooooooooo 

Public Private Partnerships 
Structuring Performance Guaranteed Facilities 

Miami Dade County 
October 28, 2015 
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Business Models are Evolving 

Funding pressures drove short term infrastructure decisions; New business 
models and strategies are looking at longer term perspective 

Traditional Model 
Payments for construction and services on low bid I 

discounted pricing approach 

Client 

Service Level Agreements 
Driven to achieve lowest cost contracted 

facility and service delivery metrics 

e e!~nary 

Performance Based Model 
Focus on cl ient goals I stakeholder experience 

in a "pay for performance" culture 

Client Partner 

Accountability 
Commitment to Goals. Efficiency and Cost & 

Performance Metrics = 
Value to Stakeholders 
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P3 -At a high level, two Models 

Toll I Revenue 
Model 

Net Revenue 
Generatin Assets 

• New revenue 
generating facilities 

• Existing tolled 

P3 Toll or Revenue concession can: 

• Raise funds for new projects 
• Build new "greenfield" projects 
• Expand capacity 
• "Build it and they will come" 

(i e!~nary 

Availability Payment I 
Performance Model 

P3 availability structure can: 

• Transfer execution & performance risk 
• Reduce costs 
• Increase certainty 
• Accelerate funding I project completion 

3 

·" - - - -- .. -·-·- --- ----------- ---------- ---·---· 
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P3 Comparative Advantages 

I Level ofRiskTransfer · ) 
.. , . 

· Design Build . M§intain . Operate Finance : Own 
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- · ·--- ·------ - ------------

Value Proposition ·_ "Value for Money" 

. 

e e!~nary 

-------"'""""'""'=-·~-··""'·----------

• All aspects of Facility costs 
should be considered 

• Decisions in one cost category 
will impact the others 

• Driving down construction 
costs can have an adverse 
impact on long term costs 

7 
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Value Proposition - PGF 

~-------- - --------------------------- - - --- - - - -- -----~ 

: : • Long term "Whole of Life" costs 

I 
I 

~---- - --- ---------------

~Plenary 
~Group 

instead of first cost construction 

• Good decisions during design 
process consider Value for 
Money and best investment 
approach 

.... • Results in lower whole-of-life 
facility cost (the "box" is smaller) 

• Provides outcomes that are 
guaranteed 

• Financing returns are vehicle 
for Sponsor to enforce the 
guarantees 
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Significant Risk Transfer- P3 Model 

PGF Procurement 

No payment during 
design or construction 
phase 

' 
1 2 3 4 

Design & Construction 

Operations phase cost is contractually 
determined during Project procurement; 
Performance must meet stated Key 
Performance Indicators 
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Business Model Partnership Structure - P3 Model 
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Availability 
Payment 
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Strong value proposition 

~Plenary 
~Group 
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Performance Guaranteed Facility 

Definition -Performance Guaranteed Facility ("PGF"): 

• A performance based services agreement which harnesses best in 
class innovative concepts for delivery of "non program" functions that 
will drive value based quality and efficiency in services delivery; 

• Services delivery can include equipment, in addition to design , build , 
finance and maintain services for the facility in a manner that ensures 
alignment of interests between the Client and the Services Provider. 
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Performance Guaranteed Facility Value Proposition 
--·- -----·-·----------------- ------- -------- --- --- - - --- - ----- - - - - - -

• Provides strong "value for money" using innovation concepts that 
generate guaranteed results; 

• On-time, on-budget performance- no embarrassments; no 
payments by Client until asset is operational 

• Asset investment is protected because facility condition and 
performance is guaranteed for 30+ years- "long term warranty"; 

• Needed infrastructure is completed more quickly; Payments begin 
only after service delivery starts 

• Commitment to key performance indicators ensure alignment of 
interests between Client and partner . 

~Plenary 
~Group 

~UJU A iBJ.R~-··- ~- ----- -~ ··· ... ·- ·- -····- --· ~·--- · · 
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Durham Consolidated Courthouse 

Total Financing $190 Million 

Developer ABN Amra / Babcock & Brown 

Financial Close May 2007 

Completion November 2009 

Term 30 Years 

Status Comple te , Operational 

NPC Savings 12.1% 

«!)~!~nary 

s..-. 
$SliD 

$«10 

$300 

~ 

$1110 
$247 

.t S4f- .t } Value for money 

iiif+u 
"~coob-

EI~ 
n- pq.c~ coot. 

$334 

~~------~--~------L------------""""- ~.-~ ~-

·~---·---

Example 

Project Description: 

)) The six-story, 451 ,620-square-foot building houses 
33 courtrooms, three motion rooms, 
conference/settlement rooms, related support 
functions, detention facilities·, and private parking 
for staff and judges. A prisoner holding facility with 
a sally port is located below grade. The typical 
courtroom floor has a simple plan that is legible 
and allows easy orientation. Visitors arrive at a 
single public entrance that gives access to a two
story entrance lobby. Courthouse Square acts as 
the entrance forecourt to the building. A highly 
transparent facade allows views into the building, 
engaging local citizens in the activities within. 

)) The most energy-efficient government building in 
Ontario and the first to achieve LEED Gold 
certification. It is also the most technologically 
advanced courthouse in Ontario. 

• • • 41 
41 

• • 
41 

• • • • • • • • • • • • .. 
• • .. 
• .. 
• • 4 
4 

• 4 
~ 
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Thunder Bay Consolidated Courthouse- Example 

Project Size $250 Mil lion 

Developer Plenary Group 

Financial Close November 2010 

Completion February 2014 

Term 32.75 Years 

Status Complete, Operat1onal 

NPC Savings 7.0% 

(3 Plenary 
Group 

~--
$>50 

;>00 

;uo 

:1200 

~uo 

;100 -
w -- -~ 

au- rvDIIM l01rnoney 

imiii 

---,__ 

lrill~c..-..ad~ 
, __ 
~ .... ptqec1 ""* 

Project Description: 

» The facility is a six-storey building, accommodating 250 
personnel in 15 courtrooms and 4 
conference/settlement rooms. The courthouse will 
accommodate 72 persons in custody in a day-use 
holding area at one time, Increasing the total number of 
courtrooms available, and providing better public 
access and security. 

,, Included a large payment from the government at the 
end of construction resulting in inefficient financial 
structures. Plenary devised a financial structure that 
saved an additional $500,'000 in NPV by effectively 
negotiating drawdown and repayment timing and 
adjusting the commercial structure accordingly. 

,, LEED® Silver certification, with green design elements 
including a glazed atrium that brings natural light deep 
into the building, as well as a focus on energy 
efficiency, reduced greenhouse gas emissions, a 
healthy indoor environment and green housekeeping 
practices. 

J&.-. J:O@iiOd]ifJl _I iij(~~li!!.--~"ll~~~~.-1':".;-::<'~~-·~-~·~.-~--~-,. -~,-~.-·'••;.,._-,.:-~.,~,-~, ,· , ;'"'"""'""~"·''>-·· -· ·~ ....... . .. _ .... ____ .. ,.,_ __ .,.,. 
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----·-··-· ·---·--·-·-··--····-----=·· -=============== 

Financing Your Project 
·---~------·--·--···---.. -------·----- ---·---------

Availability-based P3's are performance based contracting arrangements ~ 

Construction 

Payment from Pub~ty only 
etion of construction 

Initial payment can include Public sector 
contribution to lower long term financing 
costs; 
• Eg Sale of Dade County Courthouse 
• Building Better Communities GO 

Bonds 

~Plenary '=' Group 

Operations 

-~11 
:ffi-

ffi-
ffi-

On-goingj!ayments remain subject to deductions for performance 
failure.8'1n service delivery 

Payments can reflect projected revenue I tax base increases or 
reduced costs due to efficiency 

• Eg: Building Impact Fees 
• Filing Fees, traffic surcharges I fines, etc. 
• County Clerk's budget 

ffi-
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~ 
~ 

~ 
4 
• 
~ 

• ~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 

4! 
4! 
@ 

t 
t 
Q 



71
9

-------------------------------· 
... 
" -$ 

~J· 

"' 

-
-

-~ 

- ----- ---------------------------------------- --------

P3 Lessons Learned 

• Ensure advisors are experienced P3 advisors; both on "buy" side and "sell" 
side; 
- Ensure an equitable risk transfer expectation 

• Transparency is critical 

• Pick only the most qualified teams - ideally 3 shortlisted 

• Do not mix asset classes 
"Hybrid" may not drive best value 

- Options exist to use existing real estate; consider: 

.. Bifurcating the deals, or 

.. Require all developers to carry a stipulated amount for the value of the surplus 
real estate with a sharing of proceeds above a threshold 

• Do not "over prescribe" the solution; focus on the Program, adjacencies and 
standards 

• Score qualitative elements as well as price; consider 50/50 weighting 

E) ~!;nary 
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DADE COUNTY COURTHOUSE BUILDING 

FLOOR CLOSURES 

FLOOR ISSUE CLOSED OPENED 

14th & 15th A/C replacement 7- 01- 12-20-14 
13 

3rd Vz Floor High levels of C02 and asbestos 5 -27-14 Vz Floor 
abatement and A/C replacement currently 

closed 
22nd Elevated counts of mold like 9- 2- 14 10-10-14 

growth 

9th Air quality-Elevated counts of 10-09-14 1- 13-15 
mold spores 

19th Air quality-Elevated counts of 12-16-14 6-08-15 
mold spores 

20th Air quality-Elevated counts of 1-20-15 6-08-15 
mold spores 

18th Air quality-Elevated counts of 3-23-15 7-15-1 5 
mold spores 

6th-Room Asbestos abatement and repairs 12-31-14 7-9-15 
626 

6th-Rooms Air quality- Elevated counts of 2-3-15 2-17-15 

612 & 615 
mold spores 

6th Water Inspection 4-17-15 4-29-15 
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5th Air quality-A/C sanitation 7-10-15 10-6-15 

17th Air quality-Elevated counts of 7-15-15 Currently 
mold spores closed 

23rd to 27th Air quality issues Closed Closed 

Cannot be used by the public 

19th Air Quality-Elevated counts of 8-18-15 Currently 
mold spores closed 

13th Air Quality 8-19-15 Half Floor 

Room 1304 
closed 

19th Air quality 9-09-15 Floor 1/z closed 
(East Side) 

12th Peeling wallpaper that appears 10-2-15 Closed 
to have Mold 

13th Air quality 10-6-15 Closed 

4th Air quality 11-02-15 Closed 

Room 412 

Rev. 11.13.2015 
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11th Judicial Circuil of Florida 
CIVIL COURTHOUSE COMPARISON 

No. of Cou rtroom Floors 
No. of Office Floors 
Shelled s ace 
No. of Courtrooms 
Hearin Rooms 
No. of Chambers 
Courtroom s .ft. 
Chambers s .ft. 
Floor Plate 
Total Cost 
Land Cost 
$/s ft 

Fundin mechanism 

DMsions 

Services 

A encies 

Plans/usage of old 
courthouse facillieslland 

11th C IRCUIT 4th CIRCUIT 9th CIRCUIT 
MlamV Miami-Dade Jacksonville/Ouval County Orlando/ Orange County 

Coun 

13th CIRCUIT 
Tampa! Hillsborough 

Coun 

15th CIRCUIT 17th CIRCUIT 
W. Palm Beach/ Palm Beach Ft. Lauderdale/ Broward 

Coun Coun 
2,662,874 885,855 1 225,267 1,291 ,578 1,372,171 1,838,844 

45 65 62 63 79 
1928 2012 1996 2003 1995 2015 

836,000 1,200,000 320,000 714,000 
27 8 23 11 20 
12 

8 

22 

30 

Circuit Civil. 
Probate (temp. 
relocated), County 
Civil 

Circuit Civil Ops, 
Probate Ops, 
Mediation, 
Interpreters, 
General Counsel, 
Court Reporters, 
Law Libra 
COC, MDPD, 
Coun FUMD 

5 11 
2 6 
0 

51 43 
471500 s ft 

63 
1820-2850 1450-1750 

400 

'"350 mil/ 246 mil 190000000 
18,000,000 

419/294 158 

"Belter Jacksonville" bond Sales Tax bond 

Circuit and County Criminal 
and Civil, Probate, Juveni le, Circuit and County Civil and 
Domestic Relations, General Criminal, Probate, DV, 
Magistrates, Detention and Domestic Relations and 
Grand Ju Traffic 

Court Administration, COC, 
Court Reporting, Probation, 
Finance, Accountin . HR Court Administration 
COC, SA, PO, Bar 
Association, Sheriff COC, SAO, PO, Sheriff 

The 1927 Classic 
Courthouse was 

Old riverfront build ing vacant transformed into Orange 
due to· asbestos,etc. County history center. The 
Probably will be used for 1960 Annex was 

12 7 10 
9 2 10 

' 2 1 floor 
32 48 77 

39 

50,500,000 

"120/158 
Combination o f General 
Revenue, special tax 
revenue. 

Ad Valorem dollars 

Circuit and County Criminal 
Circuil Civil and Family, and and Civil, Probate, Juvenile, 
Civi l, Probate, UFC, Fami , DV 

Court Administration, Staff 
Attorne s, 

Court Adminlstrallon, Civil 
Operations, Mediation, 
Interpreters, Court Reporting, 

COC, Corrections COC, Corrections 

33,114 
220,000,000 

0 
308 

Combination of General 
Revenue and bonds 

Circuit & County 
Criminal, Circuit and 
County Civil, Probate, 
Family, Delinquency, 
De enden , OV 

New courthouse built. 
Portions of old 
courthouse 

County Commission restored demolished/renovated 
as Palm Beach History for office space by SAO 

downtown develo ment. demolsihed. 

Old courthouse was 
repurposed for SAO and 
Clerk offices. Criminal 
courts located in a 50 years 
old Annex next door is 
currently being evaluated 
for re Ia cement. Museum museum. and PD. 

• There is a breakdown on the Palm Beactl Courthouse by floors and l\'to of Lhe floors are blank 
"Information provided stated that th e cost was S120/sq ft. but doing the math com es up to $158/sq rt 
'"Information provided by Atctlltect contradicts the information provided in theirwedslte. W ebsite cites project cost at S35D mil 
Rev. 11.16.15 
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CARLOS J. MARTINEZ 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 

Rick Crooks, P.E. 

LAW OFFICES OF THE 

PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF FLORIDA 

Bennett H. Brummer Building 

1320 NW 14th Street 

Miami, Florida 33125 

December 7, 2015 

Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force, Chairman 
111 NW 1st Street, 21st Floor 
Miami, FL 33128 

Attn: Pamela Regula, Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force, Staff Person 

Dear Mr. Crooks: 

305.545.1600 
www. pd miami. com 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide the task force with some thoughts 
regarding the need for a joint civil/criminal courthouse. As the Public Defender for 
Miami-Dade County, I am keenly aware of the justice system infrastructure necessary to 
support a fair and efficient judicial system for all. 

In the interest of brevity, here is a summary of my concerns regarding the 
inadequacy of the Richard E. Gerstein Justice Building (REG), and the need for a new 
comprehensive courthouse: 

• Future needs. Although it is true that arrests in Miami-Dade County have 
decreased in recent years, with a projected population growth of 21% by the year 
2035, it is foreseeable that arrest rates will likely rise to a level rendering the 
REG insufficient to support the criminal justice needs of our community. 

• Existing needs that should be considered in a comprehensive courthouse plan. 
o Public Defender space. Prior to 1994, most of the Public Defender's office 

was located in the REG, as was the State Attorney's office. When REG 
was updated and the Public Defender's office was moved to its new 
location at 1320 NW 141h Street, my office had already out-grown that 
building. As a result, the attorneys and support staff serving our county 
court, drug court, and Baker Act clients have been housed in a satellite 
office at Jackson Medical Towers, a completely different building, several 
blocks away. My county court division attorneys must endure a ten to 
fifteen minute walk, rain or shine, to attend court at the REG. It is 
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Re: Court Capital Infrastructure Tasl< Force 
December 7, 2015 
Page 2 of 2 

completely common for those attorneys to have to make that walk back 
and forth multiple times each day. 

o Parking. Inadequate parking surrounding the REG and my office results in 
not only inconvenience for clients, police officers and other witnesses 
visiting our office, but also late appearances for depositions, interviews, 
and court appearances. 

The REG is already inadequate in many respects. We should not wait unti l we 
are faced with abject infrastructure failure, which will certainly arrive in the not-too
distant future . Instead of attempting to manage this infrastructure crisis, I urge the task 
force to consider the benefits of being proactive by recommending a new 
comprehensive courthouse for our community. 

Sincerely, 

Carlos J. Martinez 
Public Defender 
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KATHERINE FERNANDEZ RUNDLE 
STATE ATTORNEY 

KatherineFernandezRundle@MiamiSAO.com 

STATE ATTORNEY 
ELEVEN Til JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF FLORIDA 

E. R. GRAHAM BUILDING 
1350 N.W. 12TH AVENUE 

Mli\M,I, FLORIDA 33136-2111 

December 7, 2015 

Miami-Dade County Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
c/o Pam Regula 
111 NW 1 Street, 21st Floor 
Miami, FL 33128 

Dear Distinguished Citizens: 

TELEPHONE (305) 547-0100 
www.miamiSAO.com 

Thank you all for your dedicated service as members of the Miami-Dade Court Capital Infrastructure 
Task Force. It is only with the involvement of citizens like yourselves that critical problems confronting our 
community can be successfully and properly resolved. I am deeply grateful to each of you for the time and 
effort you have dedicated to this cause. 

There is no question that the infrastructure of our County's judicial system needs to be improved and 
updated. The Judicial Branch of every American democratic community is entitled to equal representation and 
physical settings commensurate with those housing the Legislative and Executive Branches. However, the 
primary benefit of any such change must accrue to the people served - those that live in, work and visit Miami 
Dade County. Creating a modern, more efficient and effective centralized Site of Justice, whether contained 
within a single building, within multiple buildings co-located or within separately located buildings, is the 
crucial decision that must be decided first. 

It seems that the relatively short lifespan of the Task Force limited its members' focus to the downtown 
civil com1house because of its apparent dire and deteriorating conditions. The need for more modern, carefully 
planned, financed and managed judicial infrastructure is widespread and not confined to only a single judicial 
structure. Therefore, I am hopeful that the County Commission will extend the Task Force and broaden its 
mission or, alternatively, create a collateral task force that can address the totality of a modern judicial system 
with quality facilities. That includes the criminal justice system. 

I am particularly heartened by the fact that you will have at least one meeting scheduled to be held at the 
REG Justice Building. You will sec examples of the long lines of people trying to access the building, 
courtrooms so full that citizens must wait outside the courtrooms for cases to be called, lack of parking to 
satisfy the needs of stakeholders such as victims, defendants, witnesses, attorneys, judges, clerk and courtroom 

0 
Please Recycle 

\\Sall~b41usersSISA\PuigA\l.F.TTF.RSII\fiami Dade Court Copitallnfmstmctur~ Task Force docx 
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Miami-Dade County Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force 
December 7, 20 15 
Page 2 

staff: probation officers and police officers. 

While I am told that your final draft report is apparently complete, I do appreciate you allowing me to 
provide tbis letter as an attachment. 

In the future, l hope we are invited to be on the task force and to participate in tbe core discussions as 
well. 

Tbank you, again, for your service, 

KFR:apm 

xc: The Honorable Carlos Gimenez 
The Honorable Rebeca Sosa 
The Honorable Esteban L. Bovo, Jr. 
Mr. Jack Osterholt 
The Honorable Carlos J. Martinez 
Mr. Eugene F. Zenobi 

State Attorney 

("\ .... 
Please Recycle 

\ISal l gb.tluscrsSISAIPuigA\LETTERSIMiami Dade Coutl Capilallnfraslruclure Task For~c.<locx 
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A nonprofit organization improving justice through leadership and sen •ice to courts 

Mary Campbell McQueen 
President 

Hon. Jennifer Bailey 

December 9, 2015 

Admi nistrative Judge, Circuit Civi l Division 
Eleventh Judicial Circuit of Florida 
Dade County Courthouse 
73 West Flagler Street, Suite 91 I 
Miami, Florida 33 130 

Daniel J. Hall 
Vice President 

Court Consulting Services 
DenverOnice 

Re: Preliminary Design Review of Typical Proposed Courtroom Floor at 140 W. Flagler Building 

Dear Judge Bailey: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed courtroom floor layout of the 140 W. 
Flagler building dated November 17, 2015. This is the second drawing of the proposed 140 W. Flagler 
building layout reviewed by NCSC (The first layout reviewed was dated September 14, 20 15). Similar to 
the review of the first layout concept, the NCSC has assessed the proposed court floor layout plan to 
eva luate the building's sui tability for future court use, giving consideration to the unique 
functional requirements of the modern courthouse environment. This letter is not meant to be an 
exhaustive investigation on building renovation feasibility in terms of cost and building 
infrastructure; rather, this assessment is intended as a preliminary opinion of whether the 
building is a good candidate for court use, given the existing building configuration and 

proposed layout plan. 

The NCSC has rev iewed the proposed layout in comparison to courthouse planning and 
design principles used by the NCSC in courthouse planning and design projects across the 
country and which are described in detail in the NCSC publication, The Courthouse: A Planning 

and Design Guide for Court Facilities. The review highlights a number of functional issues 
observed in the proposed layout plan which are not consistent with modern courthouse des ign 
principles and may negatively impact the Court's environment and functio n. Considerations 
included in the preliminary review include: 

I. Does tltc proposed layout provide adequate functional space? Punctional space adeq uacy 
refers to the appropriateness of the court environment and the adequacy of the space provided for 

Headquarters 
300 Newport 1\ venue 

Williamsburg, VA 23 185-4 147 
(800) 616-6164 

Court Consulting 
707 Seventeenth Street, Suite 2900 

Denver, CO 80202-3429 
(800) 466-3063 

www.ncsc.ora 

Washington Oflice 
2425 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 350 

Arlington, VA 22201-3326 
(800) 532-0204 
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140 W. Flagler Building Proposed Court Floor Layout 
December 9, 2015 
Page 2 

the court and court-related offices within the facility. Consideration is given to both the amount of 

space provided and the arrangement of space provided. 

2. Is proper adjacency and circulation provided? Adjacency and circulation refers to the 

physical association of functional spaces as well as the orderly and efficient movement of people 

from one space to another in the facility. 

3. Docs the proposed layout enhance security and safety? Security and safety refers to interior 

access control and facility circulation zoning. In addition, consideration is g iven to the proposed 

design's compliance with life safety codes. 

4. Does the proposed layout provide p•·oper access to the court? Accessibility refers to the ease 

with which public visitors can reach their destination and receive services and the convenience 

with which judges and court employees are able to accomplish their work. Accessibility issues 

also apply to physical barriers that may prohibit bui lding users and visitors who arc impaired 

from getting to, entering, or using the services provided that are essential for free and open access 

to justice. 

After reviewing the eourtt·oom floor layout dated November 17, 2015, it is the 

opinion of the NCSC that the proposed layout does not address the fundamental design 

issues raised in the NCSC assessment of the previous floor plan. Furthermore, it does not 

appear that the utilization of the building may offer adequate space to house all of the needed comtrooms. 

Therefore, any court space utilization strategy involving the 140 W. Flagler building will likely require 

that the Civil Court be split into multiple locations, a result which the NCSC believes will g reatly hinder 

the comts ability to provide effective service to the public. A summary of observed potential design 

deficiencies that are yet unresolved from the previous layout concept is included below: 

Public At·eas 

• There does not appear to be adequate waiting space outside of the couttrooms for the general 

public. It is unclear where the public will wait given the potent ial1arge volume of visitors to 

the three courtrooms situated on the courtroom floor. In most courthouse projects observed 

by the NCSC, the corridor outside of the waiting area is typically 12 '- 16' wide so as to 

accommodate benches and other waiting spaces. In comparison, the public corridor outside 

the courtrooms observed in the proposed plan appear to be approximately 6' in width. 

• It does not appear there will be opportunity to introduce natural light to public areas in the 

proposed plan. 

Courtrooms 

• The courtroom design typical to all three of the courtrooms observed in the proposed layout 

plan appears dysfunctional in many regards. It is likely that the existing building floorplate 

configuration and a desire to maximize the number of couttrooms, situated on each floor may 

be driving the current courtroom design rather than programmatic requirements and the 

functional needs of the court. It is the opinion ofNCSC that there is not adequate space 

available on the floor layout to accommodate three complete court sets as proposed in a 
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l40 W. Flagler Building Proposed Court Floor Layout 
December 9, 2015 
Page 3 

manner that respects accepted cowthouse design standards and principles. Therefore, 

consideration should be given to reducing the number of courtrooms proposed on the floor 

from three to two courtrooms. Specific issues noted include the following: 

o The judge's bench is situated at the center of the courtroom rather than at one end or 

corner of the courtroom as is common practice in courtroom design . The proposed 

arrangement presents a challenge for the sitting judge to maintain visual control of 

the courtroom. For example, the judge would have to maintain an impractical 180 

degree field of vision to be able to observe jurors and spectators in the galley 

simultaneously. 

o Access to the courlrooms in a common public hallway i.11 the proposed layout plan is 

shared between the general public, judges, court staft~ and jurors. The lack of 

separate entrance poi11ts into the courtroom is in direct contradiction to modern 

courtroom and courthouse design principles which require that separate zones of 

circulation be provided for various courtroom participants in order to maintain 

security and safety among the various user groups. 

Jury Deliberation llooms 

• The jUly deliberation rooms as shown on the proposed layout plan are approximately 200 

square feet in size which is significantly less than typically observed by the NCSC in other 

courthouse projects. Given the architectural industry standard of providing 25 sf for every 

occupant in a conference room, a twelve person jury deliberation room should be sized at 300 

sf. Additionally, the small space provided may limit the abi lity ofwheelchair bound jurors to 

maneuver in and out of the jury deliberation rooms. 

o New comment 12/9/2015: Of particular concern is the size and width of the 

deliberation depicted on the bottom left portion of the drawing. The size of this room 

is approximately LSO SF and the width is nine feet. lt is recommended that the width 

of deliberation rooms be no less than II feet. 

Judges' Chambers 

• The judges' chambers as shown on the proposed layout plm1 are approximately 220 square feet in 

size which, like the jury deliberations rooms, is significantly less than typically observed by the 

NCSC in other courthouse projects. The small space provided may limit the abi li ty of judges to 

be able to conduct meetings wjth parties in chambers. 

I am pleased to provide this preliminary analysis and hope you will find review helpful. 

Sincerely, 

Architect/Senior Consultant 
National Center for State Courts 
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[Note: Courtroom 3-1 has no jury box] 
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4·3: Jury View • • • 

.. 
I \ 



744

0 
- !!!l.r· 

= 



745

._:: ... c:-:~··'IT . .I • ;;_y_;- • ..... ; 

• -"': I 
_._ . --:9.,...,.,. 

0 



746



747

Courtroom 5·3: Jury View 
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Courtt·oom 10-1: Judge's View 
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Courtroom 11-1: Judge's View 
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Courtroom 12-1: Undergoing Remediation 
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Coul'troom 12--2: Undergoing Remediation 
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Courtroom 13-1: Judge's View 
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Internal Services Department's Cost Estimates for the 140 W. Flagler Building 

AE Professional Services 
$ 7,267,986 Design Services 
$ 726,799 Design Contingency 
$ 72,680 Reimbursable Expenses 
$ 1.453,597 Dedicated Allowance 
$ 9,521,061 Sub-Total for Design Services 

Scope of Work: Full Interior and Exterior renovation of the existing 140 Building to convert existing office spaces 
into courtrooms. Work includes, but not limited to: 01) Interior renovations and finishes , including Mechanical, 
Plumbing, Sprinkler System, Building Management System, Smoke Management System, and Electrical 
Systems; 02) Parking Structure renovations; 03) New egress stairs; 04) New Elevator shafts and Elevators; 05) 
New Roof; 06) Exterior Cladding repairs ; and 7) New Exterior Windows and Storefronts. 

Dedicated Design Allowance includes design for Voice/Data Communications, Electronic/Audio Visual, Security, 
LEED Consultation, Interior Design, and Extended Construction Administration services. 

Construction Cost 
$ 59,472,597 Construction (*Construction Cost Breakdown provided below) 
$ 5.947,260 Construction Contingency 
$ 65,419,857 Sub-Total for Construction 

Furniture and Fixtures (FF&E) 
$ 8,280,234 Sub-Total for FF&E 

Security 
$ 2,700,000 Sub-Total for Security 

Tel/Data Infrastructure 
$ 4,560,000 Sub-Total for IT 

Art in Public Places (APP) 
$ 1,668,827 Sub-Total for APP 

ISO Fees, Labor, Permits, Testing, Contingency for cost Escalation 
$ 15,686,321 Sub-Total for Other 

Total Project Cost=$ 107,836,300 

*Construction Cost Breakdown ($59,472,597) (For Budget Purposes): 
01) Interior renovations and finishes; 07) Parking Structure renovations; 

a. $13,800,000 a. $ 2,472,597 
02) Mechanical; 08) New egress stairs; 

a. $ 5,100,000 a. $ 2,600,000 
03) Sprinkler System; 09) New Elevator shafts and Elevators; 

a. $ 2,400,000 a. $ 5,500,000 
04) Building Management System; 10) New Roof; 

a. $ 1,600, 000 a. $ 2,400,000 
05) Smoke Management System; 11) Exterior Cladding repairs; 

a. $ 1,400,000 a. $11,500,000 
06) Electrical Systems; 12) New Exterior Windows and Storefronts. 

a. $ 2,400,000 a. $ 8,300,000 
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Minority Report by Maria Luisa Castellanos, R.A. December 16, 2015 

I am grateful to the commissioners of Miami-Dade County in the confidence they placed in me to 
allow me to participate in this Court Capital Infrastructure Task Force. 

I take this position very seriously as it affects all of us, the judges, attorneys, and staff who inhabit 
these facilities on a daily basis as well as the public which comes to these buildings to try to obtain 
justice in their cases. 

I have attended all the meetings and heard all the testimony from all parties. Although I do agree 
that the historic Dade County Courthouse is no longer able to support the operational and spatial 
needs of the Civil and Probate Courts and related functions completely, I believe that it should not 
be abandoned. It is an iconic structure which is part of our history and a significant historical 
building for Miami and Miami-Dade County. I believe that many people love this building and do 
not want to see it sold and made into something else. First, it would be a difficult building to 
convert, and secondly, I don't think it would not bring much money in the market due to the high 
cost of conversion. The Freedom Tower which was sold and re-sold was eventually donated to 
Miami Dade College as there was no market for it when it was donated. 

There are some courtrooms which are in this courthouse which should not be used. There are 
many columns in these facilities which block the view of the courtroom participants. This is a 
problem. But from what I could determine from the plans we were given, there are at least 8 to 10 
courtrooms which have complete visibility and can continue to be used. Some of these are 
beautiful, large spaces. These are on the bottom floors of 73 W. Flagler Building. These 
courtrooms were built as courtrooms in the original Dade County Courthouse. The other 
courtrooms, the ones which should be abandoned which have a problem with visibility, were not 
originally built as courtrooms, but were part of the Dade County Administration Building and County 
Jail. So it is true that these courtrooms present a real problem and their replacement should be 
addressed. According to Judge Farina, there are presently 41 judges presiding over cases in this 
building. Presently, according to the Circuit Civil Division Weekly Schedule, approximately 16 
courtrooms are used each week. See Attachment A-1 and A-2. 

So the question is how to address this need and the further expansion of the courts into the future. 
After much discussion, the chairman of the task force, Rick Crooks, decided not to include further 
discussion on the other buildings that are not in the downtown area. We, he said, would only deal 
with the immediate needs of the downtown civil courthouse. Even when at the December 1 0 
meeting, there were representatives of the criminal division and the public defender's office who 
asked if the task force could address their needs, the task force refused even the most minimal 
request. Gary Winston, assistant state attorney, asked if the task force could at least recommend 
that another task force be named to address the needs of the criminal division. When I moved his 
request, I could not even get a second. 

I am of the opinion that we should also address the needs to the satellite facilities. The Coral 
Gables facility, where a huge number of people file their cases is not really adequate. And the 
western side of the city has no courthouse at all. These needs also need to be addressed at some 
future date. 

Before I address the needs of the downtown courthouse, I believe that there was a huge mistake in 
the way this task force was formed. Instead of having to listen to countless hours of information 
from a variety of consultants, this task force should have been given a budget and asked how they 
would spend the money. If the real issue is how to better the court system, then this is the 
question which should have been posed. In other words, Task Force, if we gave you $100 million 
what would you do with it? 
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As it stands now, the majority of the task force believes that the court system is entitled to a $400 
million new building, something which was already voted down by the Miami-Dade County voters. 

Options Other Than Building a Brand New Building 

Now, I am going to concentrate of what I think is the appropriate solution to the problem of the 
downtown courthouse. 

Mr. Edward Marquez gave us a presentation on the county's finances. He stated that a 550,000 to 
600,000 courthouse would cost about $368,000,000. This works out to about $669 per square 
foot. This is to include the furniture and equipment. However, the new children's courthouse cost 
$140,000,000 and contains somewhere between 371 ,000 to 378,000 square feet, depending on 
which report we read. This works out to $370 per square foot. This was during the recession. 

So a 550,000 square foot courthouse would cost at least $400 per square foot or $220,000,000 
just for the building. This would be without any of the necessary furniture and equipment. A 
620,000 square foot courthouse as proposed by HOK would then cost $248,000,000 plus FF & E. 

So any way we look at this, doing a new building with new infrastructure, new structure, etc., will 
cost a huge amount of money. 

There are other options, in my opinion. For much less money, remodel the first 20 floors of the 73 
W. Flagler Building, really fixing all the problems such as the mold issue, updating the bathrooms, 
refurbishing the woodwork, etc. Some of these problems are already in the budget in the next few 
years. As I said previously, we would only keep operational the courtrooms which are in the lower 
floors {3rd through 6th floors) and abandon the others. If we kept only the 13 courtrooms (some of 
these may not be full size courtrooms, but smaller hearing rooms) which do not have columns and 
remodel other spaces in these floors for hearings and motions, and for their present uses, we could 
do this for about $46,530,000. See attachment B. We are using the $200 per square foot that the 
lSD staff in our initial meeting first stated about remodeling interior spaces. 

We don't have to remodel all 273,884 square feet of this building, only the usable floors which total 
about 232,650 square feet. The typical floor plate of the top floors is so small that they are unusable. 

Needs vs. Wants 

Then, what do we do? Lourdes Reyes Abadin said it brilliantly when she says there is a difference 
between a "need" and a "want". The court system may want a new 550,000 square foot building, 
but do they really need it? In my opinion, the answer is "No". They need more viable courtroom 
space where everyone in the courtroom can see everyone else. If we had all the money in the 
world, it would be nice to give them a new 550,000 square foot building, but as Mr. Marquez 
explained, there are many more needs that are fundamental to the Miami-Dade County population. 

It is rare that an average individual has to frequent a courtroom. However, all people in Miami
Dade County have to obtain housing they can afford, take bus transportation or drive on the roads, 
be protected from crime, drink clean water, take their children to local parks, etc. The majority of 
the funds that are collected in taxes should fund practical and useful projects not iconic structures. 
In addition, prisoners should live in adequate conditions. Although we want buildings that reflect 
the serious nature of judicial proceedings, we want buildings that are efficient and comfortable, but 
not so expensive that they squeeze out all of the other required functions of government. 

As an architect, I would like the Miami-Dade Permitting and Inspection Center to be a beautiful, 
iconic building which would reflect the fact that the staff there is helping to build the beautiful, built 
environment of Miami. But no, I don't get that just because I want it. What I see when I go there is 
a safe, practical building designed for its purpose. 
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This is what we owe the court system. The Florida statutes say we have to provide the court 
system with the facilities for them to function, but nowhere does it say we have to provide court 
facilities which cost $400 per square foot in addition to the cost of the furniture and equipment. 

Other Space in Addition to the 73 W. Flagler Building 

So once the 73 W. Flagler Street building is remodeled, we should consider where to obtain the 
additional space for the other necessary courtrooms. 

I just happen to have completed the 40-year re-certification report of the 140 W. Flagler Building 
with my electrical and structural engineering consultants. We found that although the building 
needs certain repairs, it is a structwally and electrically viable building. I believe that this building 
could be converted for the use of the court. The building is presently in dilapidated shape and 
mostly abandoned, but with some work, it could be made into an attractive, functional building for 
the court at much less cost than a completely new facility. 

I have taken the liberty of proposing a typical floor plan for the present office floors. See 
Attachment D. Although this still has to be reviewed by the building officials and fire department, I 
have gone to great lengths to make it as safe as possible by proposing additional stairs and 
separate elevators for the staff. There are things that cannot be fixed such as the ceiling heights. 
We are going to have to live with a ceiling of 8'-6" at least around the perimeters of the courtrooms. 
But there is a chance if we run the ducts around the perimeter of the courtrooms, we can do 
something creative with the center and possibly leave the precast concrete joists exposed, since 
the structure is concrete and the building is fully sprinklered. This would allow the center of the 
courtrooms to have 9' -1 0" ceilings to the bottom of the structure and more if we leave the precast 
joists exposed. This building has parking so the staff will be that much more comfortable and safer 
than in the 73 W. Flagler Building. 

The ground floor of the building could be remodeled to have a secured waiting area for the people 
waiting to go up to the courtrooms on the upper floors. The security guards would divide the public 
from the staff and direct the public to the correct elevators. Other spaces could be developed 
downstairs such as a coffee shop for people who are waiting. Any other support spaces could also 
be added here on the ground floor. The staff could take their own elevators straight from the 
parking garage and never even have to see the public until they take a 5-minute walk to the 
courtroom. 

The update to the Master Plan by Wiley and Perez and Perez says, "Contemporary courthouses 
are designed with security in mind and typically utilize a system of zoning where public circulation 
is separate from restricted circulation (staff and judges) and both are separate from secure or 
prisoner circulation if it is included in the facility." To the greatest extent possible, the plan I 
propose meets this criteria. There are few places where the staff and public meet, other than in 
the courtrooms themselves. 

I asked my professional cost estimator, Keith Emery, who is presently working with Bermello, Ajamil, 
and Partners (BAP) on their courthouse facility what he thought that my proposal for the 140 W. 
Flagler would cost. I sent him my plan. He thought it would cost about $31 million. I thought it 
would cost from my calculations $41 million. Keith said it would be in there- between $31 and $41 
million, but not more. If we add this to the budget for the 73 W. Flagler Building of $46,530,000, we 
could achieve 33 to 34 new functional courtrooms for about $77.5 million dollars, in addition to the 
other space we would have left over for new offices for the county or the courts. Remember we 
would be remodeling the bottom 20 floors of 73 W. Flagler, but keeping only the courtrooms that 
were in the original building. This means that we would have remodeled space left over for other 
uses. 
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My plan may not match the California Standards for Courtrooms or that of the National Center for 
State Courts (NCSC) in all the aspects they recommend, but in my opinion, they have much wasted 
space in their standards. What I am proposing is not only better in many ways than what is existing 
in the 73 W. Flagler Building, but it can be obtained at a cost the county could possibly afford over a 
period of years. It would be better in that the staff is mostly separate from the public, and because 
all the waiting happens downstairs, there are no people wandering around the halls upstairs. 

Judge Bailey sent my original proposed floor plan to the National Center for State Courts. I 
address the issues brought out in their critique and addressed them in a written document 
(Attachment C-1) and the revised floor plan attached (Aitachment D). Then, Judge Bailey again 
sent my revised plan to NCSC and Nathan Hall once again provided comments. Again, I 
responded to his comments (Attachment C-2). 

One of Mr. Hall's criticisms is that my plan was not the "standard" plan. In Attachment E, you can see 
a round courtroom by Frank Lloyd Wright, and the diagonal courtroom in the Hialeah Courthouse by 
HOK. So, apparently, not all courtrooms have to be configured the same way. I would like to think 
that the courtroom plan I developed (Attachment D) could look like the courtroom in Attachment F, 
which comes from the book of recent courthouses which was given to us on the task force. In my 
plan the spectators instead of being in the back would be opposite the jury. 

In order to get the additional 20 courtrooms, the court system has requested, I would look to the 
empty space left adjacent to the Miami-Dade County Public Library by the relocation of the 
museums. And if that is not enough, then I would look to the empty space at the Overtown Transit 
Facility. Again, this would be less expensive than to build a new courthouse building. If these 
additional courtrooms cost another $31 million, then for $108.5 million we have resolved the 
courthouse problem at less than one-half the cost, the lSD cost estimates notwithstanding. 

However, after looking at how the court is presently working with 41 judges in approximately 
16 courtrooms, the whole issue of needing 53 courtrooms comes into question. Someone 
needs to seriously look at what other options could be used- maybe some hearing rooms, or shared 
courtrooms, or different size courtrooms. Not all cases are the same. Some cases will attract more 
attention and will require more seating for spectators. But many cases will have no spectators so that 
seating for spectators could be reduced or altogether eliminated. It makes no sense to have all the 
courtrooms the same size. But if we were to use the same proportion as today for the 53 
judges, it would mean we would only need 21 courtrooms total. So with the 140 W. Flagler 
Street annex to the historic courthouse, we would have more than enough space. 

At this time I would like to add that the cost estimates by lSD do not look accurate. I spoke to 
Maurice Gray, P .E., the structural engineer who worked on the 40-year certification with me, and he 
thought that the estimate of $11 ,500,000 was much too high for the exterior cladding repairs, unless 
lSD is thinking of re-doing the whole far;:ade to make it more attractive. Also, the electrical engineer, 
Tomas Armstrong, P.E., thought that the $2.4 million for the electrical was also too high. He is 
working on doing a preliminary electrical study to see what the loads would be for the preliminary 
plan that I sent him. Unfortunately, the study will not be ready in time for this report to be completed. 
It could be sent in at a later date. 

The best way to see whether these cost estimates are accurate is to look at the square foot costs. 
I prepared a chart looking at this in Attachment G using the numbers the county provide in the 
backup. It is absurd to think that interior space is going to cost more to remodel than a brand new 
building which has all the infrastructure, structure, and exterior far;:ade costs. 
Lastly, on this issue of the number of courtrooms, we are looking at this whole issue from a mid-
201h century perspective. We now have technology with video conferencing possibilities. Small 
disputes may not need a courtroom at all. Why can't there be a hearing from a judge's office with a 
video conference with the parties involved wherever they want to be? Is this so far-fetched? And 
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• 

from what I read about Governor Rick Scott, he does not want to increase funding for the courts. • 
So where is this additional money for these additional judges going to come from? 

I understand that today, they court system is somewhat crowded, but 
a new 550,000 square foot (or HOK estimated 620,000 S.F.) building 
seems an extravagant amount space - much of it corridor space and 
by definition- wasted space. To visualize this size building, think of 
the Miami Tower, or the Centrust Tower, as it was called when it was 
first built. This tower has only 503,000 square feet of office space on 
47 floors as opposed to the courthouse being proposed now. (See 
adjacent photo). 

I would argue that if the courts of Miami have been in the 73 W. Flagler 
Building for over 50 years and many of those with columns in the 
middle of the courtrooms, sharing the elevators with the public, then I 
thinl~ that a happy medium could be found to support the interests of 
the judges, attorneys, administrative staff, and the public while at the 
same time not spending so much money that the other Miami-Dade 

County government services would have to be eliminated. 

Suggestions for Financing 

Miami-Dade County is a "donor" county in that it sends more fees to the state than it receives back 
to run the county court system operations. 

It is my opinion that a mechanism must be found to stop this practice immediately. This county, the 
most populous county in the state, has courthouse needs which need to be adequately funded. At 
this time they are not. The case load is too high for the funding allowed. So again, this practice of 
sending more money to the state of Florida than the county gets back must be stopped. 

Another item which could help in the development of new or remodeled court facilities is the collection 
of adequate filing fees. Florida does not have an income tax or an intangible tax. So other user fees 
must be developed to adequately fund the third arm of government, the judicial system. 

Raise Filing Fees 

I propose that the entire filing tee structure be reviewed. Filing fees for small claims should not be 
raised as access to the court system is important. Any fees family court or moving/parking 
violations should not be raised either. 

Civil county filing fees for cases over $2,500 should be raised. Fil ing fees are presently at $300.00 
for the complaint and $295.00 for the cross-complaint. This means, for example, a case in which 
the parties are fighting over $2,000,000, a case which could go on for a couple of weeks, and 
costing the courts thousands of dollars would only pay $595.00 to the courts, while paying the 
attorneys $400 or more an hour. Presently, there are tiers to filing fees, but the tiers stop at cases 
over $2,500. All cases over $2,500 pay the same amount, except mortgages. There should be 
additional tiers, say above $10,000, above $50,000, above $100,000, and then above each 
$100,000 after that. Why does the present tiered system end at $2,500? This makes no sense. 

Even though I have been told that court sessions are scheduled so that there is always a case 
waiting, there absolutely should be no reason to cancel a hearing at the last minutes because the 
parties settled. It they do and there is no time to schedule a new case, there should be a 
cancellation fee. There is absolutely no reason to wait until the last minute to settle a case. It the 
parties are going to settle, then they should settle so that there is enough time to reschedule the 
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courtroom for someone else. If not, there should be a cancellation fee of several thousand dollars 
for waiting until the last minute. There is absolutely no reason the taxpayers of Miami-Dade 
County should be paying to build new courtroom spaces because courtrooms are going empty. 
Court cases can be scheduled in the empty courtrooms, if the parties settle a week earlier and 
notify the court staff. Very similar to roadway tolls, people who use the courts and use them 
regularly should be forced to pay more. 

Most people never access the courts. In their lifetime they may get a divorce or two, contest a few 
parking tickets or moving violations, go to jury duty, maybe go back to court to file changes to child 
custody issues, or possibly file a small claims case. They could never afford to take a really large 
or complicated case to court because they wouldn't have the wherewithal to pay the $400 per hour 
or more for an attorney to represent them. 

So it is only fair that the people who take advantage of their access to the legal system pay more. 
There is no reason why those who can afford to pay $400 per hour to an attorney cannot afford to 
pay more for the use of this county's court facilities. The middle class should not be forced to pay 
for these facilities when there are so many other more pressing county needs, i.e., transit projects, 
affordable housing, road improvement projects, better 911 services, better garbage & recycling 
pickup, adequate jail facilities, sewer and water projects, medical care for the indigent, a train that 
does to West Kendall, etc., that really impact the middle and working classes. 

I am told that the Supreme Court of Florida does not want filing fees raised because it would limit 
access to the courts. Unfortunately, access to the courts is already limited not by the filing fees, 
but by the cost of attorneys. Someone who can afford to pay $400 or more an hour for an attorney 
or a group of attorneys can certainly pay more in filing fees so the taxpayers of Miami-Dade County 
don't have to. 

The raising of filing fees will take a concerted effort by the county commission, the Dade County 
Bar Association, the Miami-Dade Delegation, and other interested parties so that court facilities 
can be built and maintained. 

Benefits Program and Impact Fees 

Mr. William Riley, Esq., also a task force member, suggested a program similar to the City of Miami's 
Public Benefit Program, tied to their land development code, which served as an additional revenue 
source for parks and infra-structure improvements. A program like this could be implemented. In 
addition, he suggested an impact fee. I would also support this, if it were limited to commercial 
development of a certain magnitude and not be imposed on residential construction projects at all. 
The reasoning is the same as above. Again, the middle class who may be able to get into a 
residential project, a new house or small remodeling should not be burdened with the costs of keeping 
up the court system. They are already being unfairly burdened with the present parking/traffic tickets 
to pay for the court system, which is really a regressive tax system. 

Lifecycle Costs 

I did not have a chance to review the lifecycle cost analysis as it was not submitted to the task force 
prior to the last meeting. 

Funding with P3 

This option was discussed at length among the task force members. Someone from county staff 
gave a presentation on this. He said that to fund a 550,000 square foot facility would cost about 
$30 to $35 million dollars a year for the duration of the agreement which would be something like 
30 years. That means that a building that would have cost $368,000,000 with a general obligation 
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bond (if we believe the cost estimate) would now would cost $900,000,000 to $1.05 billion when 
we include all the financing costs over 30 years . 

In addition, for this option to be viable at all, there would have to be a continuous stream of income 
to pay for this. Unless the benefits program that Mr. Riley proposed, or the raising of filing fees like 
I proposed, can generate this much money, the P3 option is not going to work. 

And even if it did work, to ask the public to pay for this is contrary to their wishes when they voted 
against this proposal of spending the $368 million for the courts in the first place in 2014. 

General Obligation Bond 

So the only option left it to go back to the public to ask for a general obligation bond, but for a more 
modest amount. 

If instead of the $400 million that the taxpayers were asked to support, a more modest proposal of 
$100 million could be taken again to the voters. This time, instead of talking about the 
improvement to the courts, the proposed bond should state that its main purpose would be to 
rescue and preserve the iconic, historic Dade County Courthouse for future generations to admire 
and enjoy. 

County voters I think are reasonable. They have always voted for things that are needed, if they 
understand why they are needed. I think that saving the courthouse is a worthy goal. I think 
funding that would be supported by the public. 

I know that the courts, and attorneys who use the courts, would like to spend our money on a new 
iconic structure, and apparently, so does the majority of the task force. It may be politically 
expedient for the county commission to support the building as well. But in conclusion I would like 
to quote Arthur Teitelbaum, the former Southern Area director of the Anti-defamation League who 
died recently. He said, "We can see no merit in being politically correct, but logically wrong." 

By Maria Luisa Castellanos, R.A., LEED AP 

See list of Attachments: 

Attachment A-1 - Courtroom~ used forT rials and Motion Calendar 

.,. Attachment A-2 - Circuit civil division weekly schedule provided by courts 

..., Attachment B - Spread sheet on cost for Dade County Courthouse 

• · Attachment C-1 - 1st Review by NCSC with responstd by M.L. Castellanos 

• Attachment C-2- 2nd Review by NCSC with responsed by M.l. Ca~tellano s 

Attachment 0- Typical Courtroom Floor in 140 W. Flagler Stretl with my cost estimate- 12-16-15 

Attachment E- NCSC - 30 Years of Courthouse Design- Frank lloyd \o'/right Round Courtroom+ Hialeah Courtroom 

""' ' Attachment F - Photographs of a courtroom 
1111 Attachment G-1- Cost Estimate Comparison - Part 1 -140 W. Flagler Building Cost Analysis 

Attachment G-2- Cost Estimate Comparison- Part 2- 73 W. Flagler, Library, & New Building 

Attachment G-3- Cost Breakdown from ISO for 140 W. Flagler Street 

Attachment G-4 - Construction Cost Breakdown from ISO for the 140 W. Flagler Stretl 

• 
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Attachment A-1 

Courtroom Use as per Circuit Civil Division Weekly Schedule for Dade County 
Courthouse 

Courtrooms used for Trials and Motion Calendar: 

3-2 
4-1' 4-2, 4-4 
5-1 
8-1' 8-2 
11-1 
12-1 
13-1, 13-2 

Total = 11 Courtrooms 

Courtroom No. 3-3 used for Walk-in Calendar 

Additional Courtrooms used by Division Judges for Special Sets: 

10-1 
11-1 
12-1 

Total = 3 Courtrooms 

Additional Courtrooms used only for Motion Calendar: 

12-1 
15-1 

Total = 2 Courtrooms 

Total Number of Courtrooms being used on a daily basis for all judged in Dade County 
Courthouse = 16 courtrooms 
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DM•Ion Triola- Sept 28 

Jud1]o Lopez- Cltm 1;!-1 

Ju<l!)o R. Rodtlguoz-Cron ~-2 
Judge Rulz-eoilGn- Cllm 8-?. 

(JOO!JO 1\r:OC•-Glrm 11·1 Judgo S..nchoz-Liororr.;-Ctrm 11-1 
H<lndon- Clrrn 14·1 Judgo B"tcllko-Ctrm 3-2 

Judgo Llndooy- Ctlnl 1~-2 
Judoo Smith- Clrm 4-4 

Ctrm 1l·2 

8:300m Judge Bagley Room S 11 !Ctrm S-2 

9:00am Judg., Ruiz-Cohon Room 817/Clrrn 8·2 

9:15amJud1Je Thomas, W. Roorn 1307/Ctrm 13-2 

9:30am Judge Miller, B. Room 412/Ctrm 4-1 

10:15am Judge Bailey Room 635/Cirm B-1 

J uc!gos- Foreclosure Motion Caloodar 

Judge autchko Rm 303/Cirm 3-2 

JudGe B.~oloy Rrn 511/Ctrm ·~2 

Judge Bailey Rm 635/Ctrm 6-1 

Judge Marin Rm 1403/Ctrm 14·1 

Dlvlalon Judgoa~ Spociar Sets 

Judge llnd,ey· Clrm 1 4.-2 Judgo B. Miller- Clrm 4·1 

J"dge Butchko· Ctrm 3·2 

Judgo Rulz-Cnhor>- Clrrn 8-2 

Walch· Ctrm 5-t 

Frooman- Cltm 13-1 

Robul~ Clrm 8-1 

Judge Bnglcy- Ctrm 5-2 

Judge Gordo-Ctrm 8-1 

Judgo Tllornlon- Ctrm 10-1 

JU<lgo Nondon-Ctrm 14-1 

FMC- Courtroonl 3-3 (Wol~·ln coloodar) 

Cancellallon of Sllle· 8:15tlm 

Attachment A-2 
Circuit Civil Division Weekly Schodule- Week of September 28 

Division Trl3ls- Sop!. 29 

Jud()o Lopo%- cvm 12-1 
Jud!)e R. Rodrfouc.z-Clrm 4·2 

Ju<l!)o R<llz-Cohon- Ctrm 8-2 
ArxolA·Ctnn 11 .. 1 JudgeSanchuz·l.Jotona..C!m111-1 
fiandon· Clrm 14-1 Jud9e Butcl>ko-Ctrm 3·2 

Judge Undoey- Cllm 14-2 
Jun~o Smilh- Clrm 4-4 
Judge Thome•· Ctrm 13-2 

Judgo Aroco' Rm 2~a'CIIm 2-1 

Judg<~lind""y Rm 1407/C1rm 14·2 

Judge W~l•h Rm 1502/Cirm 5·1 

Judge Arz.ol~ Rrn 11\Q/Ctrm 11·1 
Judgo lopoz Rm 12011Cirm 12-1 

JudA• Rodrigwz, R. Rm 405/Cirm 4-?. 

Judge Murin Rm 1403/Ctrm 14-1 

Judgo Schlo>inoer Rm 12.02/Cirm 12-2 

Judo<> Thomlon (CBL) Rrn 1017/Ctrm 10-1 

Jud!)O Sonche~-llorens Rm 1111/Cirm 11-1 

Judoc Miller, a. Rm 412/Ctrm 4·1 

Judgo Rulz.Cnhon Rm 617/Cirm 8-2 

Judoo Smitll Rm 416 

Judgo Robull Rm 604/Ctrm 6-1 

Judge Tllomos. W . Rm 1307/Ctrm 13·2 

JU<lgo Froorrum Rm 1304/Ctrm 13-1 

Judge Hoodon Rm 1401/Cirm 14·1 

Judgo Lindsay Rrn 1407/Clnn 14·2 

Olvlslon Judgoa- S poclnl Sotd 

Judgo Llndsoy-- CJrm 14-2 Judgo B. Miller- Clrm 4·1 

Judga Dulchko- Ctrm 3--2 

Judge Rulz-CoMn· Clrm 8-2 

Wal:sh- Ctrm 5-1 

Freem~n - Clrm 13-1 

Rebull· Clrrn 8-1 

Judoc Sooley- Ctrm S-2 

Judge Gord<>-Clron 8-1 

Jud$o Thornton- Cllm 1 0·1 

Judoo HMdon-Ctrn1 H-1 

Judgo lop,z. Cl rm 12-1 

FMC- Courtroom 3-3 (Walk·IO cal ondor) 

C..nceiiHIIoo of sutc- 8:15<Jrn 

Dlvlalon Trial•· Sept, 30 

Jvdgo lopez- Clfm 12-1 
J~ R. Rodriguo;<-Cirm 4·?. 

Judger IW.r.-Cotwm- Ctrm 8-2 
Ar.:ofa..Cifm 1 1·1 JOOgo SGOchoz:-L!orcnc.--Ctrm 11·1 
Hondon-Clrm 14-1 J\ldgo B"lcll~<>-Ciun ~2 

Judgo Llndooy- Clrm 14-2 
JudgCJ Sm1lh.- Ctrm 4·4 

Thcmll!l- Cltrrl1~2 

Dlvi~lon Judgoo· Motlon ColondQr 

Judgo Miler, B. Rm 412/Ciim 4-1 

Judgo CUOIO Rm 1105/Ctrm 8-Z 

Judj)o BD()Iey Rm 511/Cirm 5-2 

Judoc Rulz-Conon Rm 817/Cirm 8-2 

Judge SmUh Rm 416 

Judgo Robull Rm 804/Clrm 8-1 

Judgo Thomoa, W. Rm 13071C1rm 13-2 

Judgo Cordonne Ely Rm 1500/Ctrm 15-1 

JUdg<> Hendon Rm 1401/C~ml~-1 

Judgos- Forocloouro Motion C~londor 

Judg" Rodrlguoz. J. Rm 400/Cirm 4-1 

Judge Schlootnoor Rm 1202/Ctnn 1 Z-2 

Jud9~ Bagley Rm 511/Ctrm 5-2 

Judge Aroeos Rm 243/Cirm 2-1 

Judgo Wat•h Rm1502/Ctrm 5-1 

.Krdge Arzola Rm 1110/Ctrm 11-1 

Judg<t Lop6'Z Rn> 1 201/Clrm 12-1 

Judge Bagley- Clnn 5-2 

Judoo Gordo-Cirll\ 8-1 

Judi)O Thornton· Ctrrn 10-1 

Judgo )iondon-Ctrm 14·1 

Ju<lgo LOP""· Ctrm 12·1 

FMC· Cour\tooon 3-3 (Walk-In c• l<lnctar) 

c~nccllollon of ~al<l- 8:15am 

D!vblon Trio is- Ocl 1 

Judge Lope•- Clrm 12-1 
J~e R. Roorl(Juo1.-Ctrm 4-2 
Judgo Rulz-Collen- Ctrm 8-2 

Olvlslo J> Tri:Ua- Oet. 2 

Judgo l opez· Ctrm 12-1 
Judge R. Rodrfguc::-C\rm 4-2 
.kldgo Rulz-Cohon· Clim 8-2 

Arzo<o-Cirm 11·1 Judge Sonc.noz-Liorcno-Cirm 11-1 !JOO!JOArLolo-Ctrm 11·1 
H<>ndon· Cttm 14-1 Juaoo Bu1CN<o-C~m 3-2 
J.Rodrlguo%- Ctrm 4-1 JudQo Lind~oy- Ctrm 14-2 
Woloh- Clnn ~ 1 Judgo Smllh· Clrm 4-4 
Froom.::.n- Clrm 13--1 Judno T~·1omu$-o Ctrm 13-2 

VIsiting/County 

0 1..-lalon Juc!oo•· Motion Cole odor 

Ju<l!;e Arec63 Rm 243/Clrm 2-1 

Jvdgo l.lrldsoy Rm 1407/Clrml~-2 

9:00= Judoo Walch Rm 1502/Cirm 5-1 

O:OO•m J uduo Robull Rm 804/Ctrm 8·1 

O:OOam Judge ArloLD Rm 111a/Cirm1 1· 1 

9:00am Jvdgo Lopw: Rm 1201/CIIIn12·1 

9:30am Jvc!Qo Rodrlooo~. R. Rm 405/Ctrm ~-2 

9:30am Judgo C~rdcnn" Ely Rm 15001Cirn>1 S-1 

9:30am Judgo Schlot;lngor Rm 12021Cirm12-2 

Jucgo Gordo Rm 800/Cirnt·8·1 

Judge Ruiz-Cohon 11m 8171Ctrm 8-2 

Judgo Hog on Seal• Rm 414/Crrm 4-3 

JuQjjo MUter, B. Rm 412/Ctrm 4-1 

\O:OOam Judg~t Lind•ey Rm 1407/Ctrm 14·2 

10;15l>m Judgo C..rdonno E;ly Rm 1500/Cirm 15-1 

10:30:lm Judge FrD<lmBn Rnr 130~1Ctrm 13-1 

Division Ju4!Jos- Motion Colood>r 

OMolon Judge•- Foroc loauro Motion C~londor 

10:30am Judgo Froomon Rm 1304/Ctrm 13-1 

Dlvlolon Judgoo· Spoclol Sob I Olvi•lon Judges• Spacial Sots 

Judgo B. Miller- Cirm 4-1 Judge Llndooy· Clrm 14-2 Judge B. Miller· Clrm 4·1 

&ola- Cltm 4·3 

Juduo Baoloy-Cirm 5-2 

Judgo Thornton- Clrm 

Judoo Hondon-Ctrrn H-1 

Judj)o lopoz- Ctrm 12-1 

FMC- Courtroolll 3-3 (Walk-In c31ondor) 

C.anccUnUon of :~ale· 8:154Jm 

Jtodgo Hog•n &oi~-Cirm Judge Butchko· Ctrm 3-2 

Rui<-Cohcn- CJrm 6-2 

Wol•h- Ctrm 5·1 

Freemon- C1rm 1~1 

Rebul~ Ctrnt 8-1 

Judge GordG-Ctrm 8-1 

Judgo Ttlornton- Cltm 10·1 

JudDo Hondor>-Cirm 14-1 

Judgo lopol - Cl rm 12-1 

FMC- Courtroom 3-3 (Walk-in c>londar) 

C"ncolloll<>n o f sale- 8:15am 
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Dlvlolo~ Trlol&- Oct. 5 
Judgo B.MUier .. Ctrm 4-1 Judg& BoHt~y- Ctrm 0-1 
Judge Gordo- Ctrm 8-1 Judgo Butchko- Cllm ~2 
Judge Cueto- Ctrm 9-2 Judge llndocy- Ctrm 14-~ 
Judge Arzola- Ctrrn 11-1 Judge Freemon- Ctrm 13-1 
Judge Hendon- Ctrm 14-1 Judge Basloy- Ctrm l>-2 
Judge J.Rodrlguo:<- Ctrm 4-1 

VIsiting/County Judges Trials 

Judge Sluzln 

Judge Dlmlirls 

Judgs Guzm~n 

Judgo VIzcaino 

Dlvlsro11 JudgDs- Motion C-.1en.d.-r 

8:30am Judge Cueto Room 1105/Ctrm 8-2 

8:30~m Judgo B"gley Room 5.11/C~m 5-2 

9:00am Judge Rulz'Cohen Room 817/Ctrm 8-2 

9:15om JudO<> Tnomoo, W. Room 1307/Ctrm 13·2 

9:30am Judge Millar, B. Room 412/Ctrm 4-1 

t0: 15om Judge Bailey Room 835/Ctrm 6·1 

Olvl~lon Judgoa 

Forocloauro Motion Calondor 

8:30om Judgo Butchko Rm 303/Ctrm 3-2 

8:30am Judge Bngloy Rm 51 t/Ctrm 5-2 

9:15am J~dgo Solley Rm 635/Ctrm 0-\ 

9:30nm Judge Marin Rm 14031C1rm 14-1 

Circuit Civil Division Weekly Schedule· Week of October 5 

Dlvlolon Trlol•· DeL 6 ~ Dlvlolon Trials-Oct 7 Division Trl~l•· Oct. 9 Division Trial•· Oct, 9 

Judge B.MUior- Clrm 4-1 JodgQ Bolloy- Ct<m 6-1 '.Judge B.MIIIor- Clrm 4-1 Judge Bailey- Cum a-t Judne B.Millor- Ctrm 4-1 Judge Belloy- Ctrm 6-1 Judl)<l B.MIIIor- Ctrm 4-1 .Judge Bailey- Ctrm B-1 
Judge Gordo- Ctrm 8-1 Judge ~utchko- Ctrm 3-2 Judac Gordo- Ctrrn B-1 Judge BulchK<>- Ctnn 3-2 Judge Gordo- Ctrm 9-1 Judo~ Butchko- Ctrm ~2 Judge Gordo- Cllm 8-1 Judge Butchko- Ctrm 3·2 
Judge Cueto- Ctrm 9 .. 2 Judge lindsay- Clrm 14-2 Judge Cuclo- Ctrm 8- 2 Judgo lindsey- Ctrm 14-2 Judge Cueto- Ctrm 8-2 Judge Lindsay- Ctn~ 14-2 Jud~o Cueto- Ctrm 9-2 Judge B~oley- Ctrm 5·2 
Judge Arzola- Clrm 11-1 Judge Frocm~n- Ctrm 13-1 Judgo Ar<ola· Ctrm 11-1 Judgo Fro oman- Ctrnt 1~-1 J<~dgo Ar<ola- Ctrm 11-1 Judoo Frooman- Ctrm 13- Juduo Aa.olo- Ctrm 11-1 Judgo Llndooy- Ctrm 1~-l 
iJudge Hendon- Clrm 14-1 Judge B~gley- Ctrm 5-2 Judgo Hendon- Clrm 14-1 Judge Bugloy- Clrm S-2 Judpe Hendon- Ctrm 14-1 Judge Bagley- Clu~ 5-2 Judgo Hendon- Ctrm 14-1 Judge Fre•m~n- Ctrm 13-1 
jJudge J.Rodrlouez- Ctrm 4-1 Judge J.Rodrlguo~- Ctrm 4-1 Judgo J,Rodrigtla7.· Ctrm 4-1 Judge Arccos- Ctrm 2-1 Judge J,Rodrlguez- Ctrm 4-1 

I 
Vlnltlng/County Judges TriQia 

Judg~ Sluzln 

Judgo Olmilrl3 

Judgo Guzm~n 

Judgo Vtzcnlno 

Dlvlolon Judgos· MoUon Calendar 

8:30am Judge Rodrlguoz, J. Rm 400/Cirm 4·1 

D:OOonl Judgo Arceo~ Rm 243/Ctrm 2-1 

~:ooom Judge llndooy Rm 1407/Ctrm 14-2 

1

.9:COum Juug" Walsh Rm 1502/Ctrm 5·1 
, ~:Ooam Judgo Arzola Rm 1110/Ctrm 11·1 

i9:00..m Judg~ Lopez Rm 1201/Ctnn 12-1 

is:30sm Judge Rodri9UOZ, R. Rm 405/Ctrm 4-2 

9:30om Judge MQrln Rm \403/Ctrm 14-1 

9:30am Judgo Schle$inger Rm 120VC1rm 12-2 

9:30•m Jud~e Th~rnton (CBL) Rm 1017/Ctrm 10-\ 

9:30am Judgo Snnchaz-Liorens Rm 1111/Ctrn• 11-1 

Dlvlolon Judgoo 

Foro closure Motion Cetond~r 

8:00am Judge Cueto Rm 11 05/Ctrm 8-2 

9:00am Judgo Mll!or, B. Rm 412/Ctrm 4-1 

9:00•m Judgo Rul"·Cohon Rm 817/C1rm 8-2 

Judge Snf11h Rm 416 

9:00"'" Judae Rei>ull Rm 804/Ctrm 8-1 

9:15am Judgo ThomM, W. Rm 1307/C1rm 13-2 

9:30am Juug<> Freomon Rm \304/Ctrm 13-1 

9:30am Judgo Hendon Rm 1401/Ctrm 14-1 

10:00~:n Je<IIJa Unds<>y Rm 1407/Ctrm 14-2 

Vioillng/County Judge" Tt!QI~ 

Judgo Stuzln 

~J~<tgo Olmllrls 

Judgo Gu;r:nwn 

Judge Vl~culno 

Division Judgoo- Motion Colondar 

9:30am Judgo Millar, B. Rm 412/Cirm 4-1 

8:30am Judge Cueto Rm 11 OG/Ctrm 8-2 

8:30am Judgo Bagley Rm 511/Ctrm 5-2 

9:00am Judgo Rui<·Cohon Rm 8\7/C!rm 8-2 
Judge Smith Rm 416 

9:00..rn Judgo Robull Rm 804/Ctrm 8-1 

9:15am Judge Thomoo, W. Rm 1307/C~m 13-2 
9:30omJudgcCardonM Ely r!m \500/Ctrm 15-1 

'9:30am Judge Hendon Rm 1401/C1rm14-1 

9:30am Judgo F<eomsn Rm 1304/Cirm 13-1 

9:00om Judge Gordo Rm 800/Ctrm 8·1 

DJvlcton Judgoc 

ForOctosuro MatTon Calondnr 

8:30am Judge Rodrlguet, J. Rm 400/Clrm 4-1 

8:30am Judge Schl<l:llnger Rm 1202/Clrm 12-2 

8:30om Judge B"gloy Rm 511/C~m 5-2 

9:00am Judge Areco& Rm 2>13/C1rm 2-1 

9:00am Judgo Wal•h Rm 150:VCtrm 5-1 

9:00am Judge Aa.ola Rm 1110/Ctrm 11-1 

9:00am Judge Lopa1. Rm 1201/Cirm 12-1 

9:30am Judge Sonchc;:-Lioreno Rm 111 1/Ctrm 11-1 

9:30om Judge Thornton Rm 1017/C1rm 10-1 

VIsiting/County Judgo$ Trials 

Judge Sluzin 

Judge Olmllrls 

Judge Gu:man 

Judge VlzcQino 

DM•Ion Judge~- Motion Colondor 

9:00~m Judge Aroceo Rm Z43/Ctrm 2-1 

9:00am Judge Und>ey Rm 14071Ctrm14-2 

9:00<lm Judgo Woloh Rm 1502/Ctrm 5:1' 

9:00am Judge Robull Rm 604/Ctrm 8-1 

9:00am Judge ArLala Rrn 1110/Ctrm11-1 

9:00am Judo~ t.op<-. Ron 1201/Ctrm12-1 

9:30am Jud~e Rodriguez, R. Rm 405/Ctrm 4-~ 

9:30am Judge Cardonne Ely Rm \500/Ctrm 15-1 

9:30am Judge Schloslngor Rm 1202/Ctrm12-2 

9:~U~m Judge Freeman Rm 1304/Ctrm\~-1 

9;30nm Judgo Hondon Rm 1401/Ctrm\4-1 

9:30om Judgo Morin Rm \403/Ctrm14-1 

0:30am Judgo S..nchoz-Uorens Rm 1111/Ctrm11·1 

Dlvlslon Judges 

Foroclosuro Motlon CalondD.r 
8:00am Judg~ Cuoto Rrn 1105/Clrm 8-2 

8:30am Judge Gordo Rm 800/Ctrm 6-1 

9:00am Judgo Rulz-Cohcn Rm 617/Clrm 6-2 

9:30am Judge Hog on S<:Qio Rm 414/Ctrm 4-3 

9:00am Judge Millor, B. Rm 41VClrll14-1 

\O:OOom Judge Lindsay Rm 1407/C1rm 14-2 

10:15om Judge C~rdon~o Ely Rm 1500/Ctrm 15-1 

\0:30am Judgo Froomon Rm \304/Ctrm 13-1 

VtoiUngiCounty Judgo~ T'rlai3 

Judge S(uzin JlJdQtJ Gu~m.an 

Judge Dlmltrlo Judgo Vircumo 

Olvlolon.Judgoo- Motion Colondor 

Dlvlolon Judgo• 

Fotoclosuro Motion Calendar 

10:~oam Judge Frooman Rm 1304/Ctrm 13-1 

1 O:OOam Judgo Rodriguez, R Rm 405/Ctrm 4-2 
-------·-[j'j~loloi\Juduoo-Spocl~----- ----~~.;ia-,;-j;dg~;:SP;cT.i"s-;;·-· ·-~·--·- ---------E)j;I;~~~J-~dgO'II·Spoclol S·.::otsc...:..=_ ___ f-----::Occlv-::i-sl:-o-n-J-u-d-g-oo---S-p-v-c-ia-I-S-ot-.-----1-----:0:-I-vl-o,-lo-n-J-u-d:-g-o-~--S:-p-•-c-lo-,I-::S-o-t-s-----1 
Judgo Lind•ey- Ctrm 14-2 Judge Rebull- C1rm Judge Llnd>ey- Ctrm 14-2 Judge Rollull- Ctrm 1!-\ Judge Undsoy- Ctrm 14-2 Judge Rebull- Cttm 8-1 Judge Undooy- Ctrm 14-2 Juugo Bn~ley- Clrm 5-2 Judge lindooy- Cttm 14-2 Judoe Thomton-Ctrm 10-1 

Judgo Butctlko- Ctrm ~~ Judgo Hondon- Clrm 14-1 Judge Butchko- Ctrm ~2 Jod~o Hendon- Ctrm 14-1 J11dgo Butchko- Ctrm 3-2 Judge Hendon- Ctrm 14-1 Judge Butchko- Clrm 3·2 Jud9" Hendon- Ctnn 14-1 Juugo Butchko- Ctrm 3-2 Judge Hendon- Clrm 14-1 

Judge Rulz-Cotlcn- Ctrm 8-2 Judge Lopez- Ctrm 12-1 Judge Rulz-Cohen- Ctrm8-2 Judgo Lop<!L· Ctrm \2-1 Judge Ruiz-Cohcn- Cttm 8-2 .tudgo Lopoz- Clrm 12-1 Judgo Rutz-Cohon- Ctrm 8-2 Judgo Lopoz- Ctrm 12-1 Judge Rulz·Cohon- Clrm 8-2 Judoo Lopoz. Clrm 12-1 

Judgo Woloh· Ctrm 5·1 Juctno Smith- Ctnn 4-4 Judge Walsh- Clrm 5-1 Judgo Smith- Clrm 4-'1 Judoo W~lsh- Ctrm 5-1 Judgo Smith- Ctrm 4-4 Judge W~loh- Ctrm 5-1 Judgo Smith- Ctnn 4-4 Judg~ Wol•h- Ctrm 3-1 Judge Smith- Ctrm 4·4 

Judgo f"'eman- Ctrm 13-1 

Jud~o Gordo- Ctrm 8-1 

Judgo B. Mlller- Ctrni 4-\ IJudgo Fr~eman- Ctrm 13-1 

Judno T11omton- Ctrm 10-1 Judgo Gordo- Ctrm 8-1 

Judgo B. Miller- Ctrm 4-1 IJudoo Freemon- Ctrm 13-1 
Judge Thornton- Clrm 10-1 Judgo Gordo- Ctrm 6-1 

Jl1dgo B. Millar. Ctrm 4-1 ~Judgo Fraamt"ln- Ctrm 13-1 

Judge Thornton- Clrm 10-iJudge Gordo- Ctrm 8-1 

Judgo_B. M~Licr- Cltm 4~1 jJudga Froamp;n- Ctrm ~ 3-1 

Judge Thornton· Ctrm 10-1 Ju<IDe Gordo- Clnn B-1 

Judge 8. Millar- C1fln 4-1 

JU<lg6 Sancho<- Uoreno- Ctrm 1\-1 

FMC-. Courtroom 3-3 (Wal~-ln colondor) 

Cane<:llatlon of .ale- 9:15am 

Judge Bagley· Ctrm 5-2 

FMC- Courtroom 3-3 (Wolk-ln calo~dnr) 

C"ncvUallen at solo· 6.: 15am 

Judgo Snncllez-llorcns- Ctrrn 11-1 

FMC- Courtroom 3-3 (Wolk·tn c~londar) 

C.uneollallon ol ~La· 6:15am 

Judgo Soru::hcz-l~arcn~- Ctrm 11-1 

FMC- Courtroom 3-3 (Wol~-ln co!cnd~r} 
Cone<:Uatlon of onlo- 9:15cm 

Judga Soncna<- Lloron,_ Ctrm 11-1 

FMC. Courtroom 3-3 (WDik-ln eo~londor) 

CWlCUBalion of~alo- 8:15.:nn 
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Dlvioton Triolo- Oct. 19 

Judge 6Q91oy-Ctnn S-2 
Jvdgolop07.-Ctrm 12-1 

Jud()o D.Miltor-Ctrm 4-1 
JudQo Cueto- Clr"' !1-2 
Jud()e Thon~<~o-Clnll 13-2 
Jud()c Hondon· Ctrm 14·1 

Judgo Thorntoll- C\ml 10.1 
Jud~o Bulohko- Ctrrn 3-2 

Judge Rulz-Cohon Room 817/Cirm 8·2 

Judgo Thoma$, W. Room 1307/Ctrm 13-2 

Jud~e Mlllor, B. Room 4121Ctrm 4·1 

Judgoo- ForociO<Suro Motion Colondor 

Judgo Butchko Rm 30l'Citm 3-2 

Judgo Bog loy Rm 511/Cmn S-2 

JudiJO B3lley Rrn 035/CIIm 6·1 

Judgo Marin Rm 1~03/Ctrm 14-1 

Dlvl9lon Judooo• Spoclot Sots 

Und•oy- Ctrm 14·2 Jvdge ButchKo· Ctrm J-2 

Ruiz.·Cohon· Ctrm 8·2 Judgo Lope,. Cltm 12-1 

W:llsh- Ctrm 5-1 Judge Robull- Clrrn 6-1 

Arzoltt- Clem 11·1 Judgo Hendon- Clrm 14-1 

Fr...,mnn- Ctrm 1:l-1 JUdgo B. MJaor- Clem 4-1 

FMC- Courtroom 3-3 (Walk-In C3lon~ar) 

Cnnco~ollon of ..,lo- 8:15om 

Circuit Civil Division Weekly Schedule- Week of October 19 

Judge Boaloy-Ctr~n S-2 

Judge Lopct-Cirrn 12·1 
Judge B.Mllior-Ctrtn <1-1 
Judg<> Cueto- Cltm 8·2 
Judgo Thomoo·Ctnn 13-2 

Jud(Jo Hondon· Ctrm 14-1 
Judgo Thorotor>- Ctrm 10-1 

Froonlon- Ctfm 13-1 Judgo Butchko- Ctrm J-2 
Soncho:-Liorona-Ctrm 11-1 

Judge Arcce• Rrn 243/Cinn 2-1 

Jua~o llnd•ey Rm 1~07/Ctrm ·14-2 

Jud~o Wolsh ftm 15021Ctrm 5·1 

JudooArznla Rm 1110/Cttm 11-1 

JudDO Lo~oz Rm 1201/Ctrm 12·1 

Judge Rodriguoz, R. Rm 405/Ctrm 4·2 

Judoo Marin Rm 1403/Ctrm 14-1 
Judgo SohK>:;int)Or Rm 1202/Cirm 12·2 

Judge Thornton (CBL) Rm 1017/Cirm 10.1 

Judgo Sanchol:·Liorono Rm 1111/Cirm 11-1 

Judge•· Foranloauro Motion C'donda.r 

J vdgo Cueto Rm 11GS/C!rm 8-2 

Judgo Ml!lor, B. Rm 412/Cirm 4·1 

Judgo Rulz-Cohen Rrn 817/Ctrrn 8-2 

Judgo Smllh Rm 416 
Jud!)O Robull Rm 6041Cirm 8 -1 

Judgo Thomas, W, Rm 1307/Cirm 13·2 

.11><11)0 Freeman Rm 1304/Ctrm 13·1 

Judgo Hondon Rm 1401/Ctrm 14-1 

Judgo Lindsey Rm 1407/Cirm 1~·2 

Dlvlolon Judgo&· Spocl•l Sotc 
Lln~ocy-. Ctrm 14-2 Juduo (luh:hko- Clrm 3-2 

Judge Lopoz- Clrm 12-.1 

Judgo B:ogloy. C!rm 5-2 
Judgo Handon- Ctrm H -1 

Juduo B. Mrll.,r- Cllm 4-1 

FMC· Courtroom 3-3 (Walk-In c•londor) 

CancoUa.Uon of :saio- 8:15am 

Dlvlnlon Trl~l•- Oct 21 

Judo• !l:l.[)lay-Cinn 5·2 
JudQo lope<-C!rm 12-1 
Jud90 B.MIIIor-Cttm ~-1 
JUdgo C®l<l· C1rm 6-2 
Man Tnornoo-Ctrm 13·2 
Judge Hendon~ Ctrm 1<1·1 
JUI.Igo Thotnlan-C1rm 10-1 
Judge Bulch~O· Ctrm 3·2 

Judao Smith Rm 416 

Judoo Rabull Rm 004/Ctrm B-1 

Judoo ThomM, W. Rm 1307/Ctrm l:l-2 
Judgo Cordonno Ely Rm 1500/Ctrm 15-1 

Judgo Hondon Rrn 1~01/CI(m\4-1 

Jud1)0 Freoman Rm 1304/Cirrn 13-1 

Judgo Gordo Rm 800/Ctrm 8·1 

Judgo S<:hlo•ingor Rm 1202/Cirm12-2 

j8:3Gom Judge Bogloy Rm S 11/Cilm 5·2 

Judgo Ar~ola Rm 1110/Cinn 11-1 

Judt)O LOJ>QZ Rm 1201/Cirm 12-1 

Judgo Soncho~·LiorMs Rm 1111/Ctrm 11-1 

Judue Thornton Rm 1017/Ctrm 1.0-1 

Division Judgo:- Special Soto 

Llndooy- Ctrm 14·2 Jud~e Butehko· Ctrm 3-2 
Rulz-Collon- Ctrm 8-2 Judgo Lopoz- Clnn 12-1 

Judge B. MJ~or- Cttm 4·1 

Division Trl~l•· Oct. 22 
Jud()o Bogfoy-Ctrm S.2 
JUdQo lopoz-Ctrtn 12-1 
JudQo B.M!Ilor-Ctrm 4-1 
JUC!go CWto· Ctrm 8-2 
Jodgo Thorn•o·Ctrm 13-2 
Judga HonOon- Ctrm 14-1 
Jud!)c lhOtnton· Ctrrn 10-1 
J1.1doo ButchKo- C1rm 3-2 

llnd>oy- Cirm 14-2 Judge Gordo· C~m 8-1 
SDnchoz .. LJoron~~C\cm 1 '\ · 1 

Judge Und>ey Rm 1407/C!rnl14·2 

Judge Ar>oln Rm 11 t0/Cirm11-1 

Judge Lopo< Rm 12011Citm12·1 

Judgo Rodrl!luo:, R. Rm 405/Ctnn ~-2 

JudQ• Gor~o Rm 600/Ctrm 8·1 

Judge Ru~-Cohen Rm 817/Ctrm 8·2 

Ju<lgo Hog4n Soot~ Rn> 414/Ctrrn ~-3 

Judgo Miller. B. Rm ~121Ctrm 4·1 

Judge Und:oy Rm 1407/Ctrm 14-2 

Judge C:udonno Ely Rm 1SOO/Ctrm 15·1 

j10:30:rn> Judge Fro oman Rm 1304/Ctrm 13-1 

Dlvlolon J udgos- Spoclal Sollo 
Judgo Lln<looy- Ctrm 14·2 Judgo Buloh~o- Cirm 3-2 

Judge R~olz-Coll<>n- Ctrm 8-2 Judge Lopoz· Ctrm 12-t 

Judgo Wnloh· Cttm 5-1 Judge Bagley- Clrrn 5-2 

Division Trial•· Oct 23 

J.Rodrlgua;c·CIIn14·1 Judgo Oooley-.Cttm 5·2 
Rcb\JII·Ctrm 6-1 Judge Lopoz· Ctnn 12-1 

Jud!)o !l.Mil or-Ctrm 4-1 
Judge Cueto- Clrm 6-2 
Judgolllorno:-C~m 13-2 
Judg"' Freumnn· Ctrf'l'l1:)..t 
Ju.dgo tiondon· C1fln 1-1·1 

Wot•h· Ctnn 5·1 Jud~e 8ulchko· C~m ~- ?. 

Sanchoz-llorons..Cinn 11-1 

Oivlslon Juduoa .. Forccloauro MoUon C~lond~r 

I 0:30am Judge Freemon Rrn 1304/Ctrm 13-1 
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Judgo B~gloy- Ctrm 5-2 Jud!Je Walsh· Ctrm 5·1 

Judoo Ar<olo- Ctrm 11·1 Judgo Honllon- Ctrm 14·1 

Judge ~too don- Clrm 14-1 IJudgoArwlo· Ctrm 11-1 Judo• Hondon· Cttm 14-t !Jud!)O F<0011'<tn- CtrTll 13-1 Judgo B. M~k>r· Clnn 4·1 

FMC- Courtroom 3-3 (W~tk·l" nlondar) 
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Frocmon- Clrm 13-1 Judoo B. ~~II<:<· Clem 4· 1 

FMC- Courtroom 3--3 (Walk-In colood.,.) 

Conoc~otlon of aalo· 8:15:ml 
FMC· Courtroom 3-3 (Walk-In c~londor) 

Cancoll~tlon or oal<>- 8:15am 
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Dade County Courthouse 

73 W. Flagler Building-

Floor Square Feet 

Basement 27,225 

1st Floor 22,950 

Mezzanine 6,300 

2nd Floor 22,275 

3rd Floor 27,225 

4th Floor 17,325 

5th Floor 13,275 

6th Floor 17,325 

7th- 15th Floors 5,625 

16th- 20th Floors 5,625 

No. of Floors 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

9 

5 

Total Square 

Feet 

27,225 

22,950 

6,300 

22,275 

27,225 

17,325 

13,275 

17,325 

50,625 

28,125 

232,650 

Building Remodeling Costs 

Attachment B 

No. of Usable 
Cost/S.F. Total 

Courtrooms 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

4 

2 

4 

0 

0 

13 $200 $46,530,000 



778

Attachment C-1 

Preliminat-y Design Review of Typical Proposed Courtroom Floor at 140 W. Flagler Building by Daniel J. 
Hall of the National Center for State Court'i sent to Miami-Dade County Courts at their request 
(1st Review): 

(The comments from Daniel J. Hall, who holds himself out as an architect, bnt who mny not be an architect according to the 
rcrords of the stntc of Colorado, are below and the respoJl.S('S by Maria Luisa Ca•;teUanos, n. A., who is a registered architect in 
the state of Florida, are in bold below Mr. Hall's conunents. Mr. Hall's Resume is attached, Attachment C-3.) 

Thank you for the opp011unity to review the proposed comtroom floor layout of the 140 W. Flagler 
building dated September 14,2015. The NCSC has assessed the proposed comt floor layout plan to evaluate 
the building's suitability for future court use, giving consideration to the unique functional requirements of 
the modern coutthouse environment. This letter is not meant to be an exhaustive investigation on building 
renovation feasibility in terms of cost and building infrastructure; rather, this assessment is intended as a 
preliminary opinion of whether the building is a good candidate for court use, given the existing building 
configuration and proposed layout plan. 

The NCSC has reviewed the proposed layout in comparison to comthouse planning and design 
principles used by the NCSC in courthouse planning and design projects across the country and which are 
described in detail in the NCSC publication, The Courthouse: A Planning and Design Guide for Court 
Facilities. The review highlights a number of functional issues observed in the proposed layout plan 
which are not consistent with modern courthouse design principles and may negatively impact the Court's 
environment and function. Considerations included in the preliminary review include: 

1. Does the proposed layout provide adequate functional space? Functional space 
adequacy refers to the appropriateness of the cout1 environment and the adequacy of the space pmvided for 
the comt and comt-related offices within the facitity. Consideration is given to both the amount of space 
provided and the arrangement of space provided. 
2. Js proper adjacency and circulation provided? Adjacency and circulation refers to the physical a 
association of functional spaces as well as the orderly and efficient movement of people from one space to 
another in the facility. 
3. Does the proposed layout enhance security and safety? Security and safety refers to interior access control and 
facility circulation zoning. In addition, considemtion is given to the proposed design's compliance with life safety 
codes. 
4. Does the proposed layout provide proper access to the court? Accessibility refers to the ease with which public 
visi tors can reach their destination and receive services and the convenience with which judges and court 
employees are able to accomplish their work. Accessibility issues also apply to physical barriers that may prohibit 
building users and visitors who are impaired from getting to, entering, or using the services provided that are 
essential for free and open access to justice. 

Based on the above criteria and NCSC's observation of the proposed layout plan, it does not appear that 
the 140 W. Flagler building is suitable for housing court operations. Furthermore, it does not appear that the 
utilization of the building may offer adequate space to house all of the needed courtrooms. Therefore, any court 
space utilization strategy involving the 140 W. Flagler building will likely require that the Civil Court be split into 
multiple locations, a result which the NCSC believes will greatly hinder the courts ability to provide effective 
service to the public. The following comments highlight the initial concerns present in the NCSC's review of the 
proposed court floor layout plan: 

Public Areas 

• There does not appear to be adequate waiting space outside of the courtrooms for the general 
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public. It is unclear where the public will wait given the potential large volume of visitors to the 
three courtrooms situated on the courtroom floor. In most courthouse projects observed by the 
NCSC, the corridor outside of the waiting area is typically 12 '- 16' wide so as to accommodate 
benches and other waiting spaces. In comparison, the public conidor outside the courtrooms 
observed in the proposed plan appear to be approximately 6' in width. 
The writer of this document chose to ignore what I said in the paper that accompanied the 
plan. I specifically said that the public would wait in the lobbies downstairs and no one 
would be allowed in the public elevators to go up until it was time to seat everyone in the 
courtroom. This gives an additional level of protection by not Hllowing people to wander 
throughout the halls in the building without a purpose. 

• It does not appear there will be opportunity to introduce natural light to public areas in the 
proposed plan. 
Since this writer was given a quick sketch and not completed architectural drawings, he 
misinterpreted the exterior walls. The exterior walls are all glass with stone. This will be 
left intact as much as possible. The com·trooms will all bave natural light. 

• There are no courtroom sound lock vestibules present in the proposed layout plan. Vestibules 
are important for controlling noise and serve as a buffer between loud public lobbies and the 
more serious and formal environment of the courtroom. See revised plan. These vestibules 
have been added. 

• There arc a total of four attorney client conference rooms which is less than the typical ratio of 
two atty/client conference rooms for every one courtroom typically observed by the NCSC in 
courthouse planning and design projects. 
I have added atty./client conference rooms. There are a total of 8 on the floor for three 
courtrooms. 

Com1roorns 
• The courtroom design typical to all three of the courtrooms observed in the proposed layout plan 

appears dysfunctional in many regards. It is likely that the existing building floorplate 
configuration and a desire to maximize the number of courtrooms, situated on each floor may be 
driving the current courtroom design rather than programmatic requirements and the functional 
needs of the court. It is the opinion of NCSC that there is not adequate space available on the 
floor layout to accommodate three complete court sets as proposed in a manner that respects 
accepted courthouse design standards and principles. 

There is no practical way to make the com·trooms bigger by reducing the numbet· of 
courtrooms due to the position of columns in the center of the building which cannot be 
removed. So this is one way that the floor plate can yield the most number of courtrooms. 
My plan is practical and very efficient. There is really very little wasted space. I have 
made some revisions to that the plan now addresses some of the issues you brought up. 

Yes, I think that maximization of useful space and no wasted space is an important issue to 
address in courtroom design as taxpayers have to pay for these spaces. In my opinion as a 
registered architect, all of the programmatic requirements have been addressed in the plan 
and every person can sec every other person in the courtroom, particularly the judge, the 
jury, the court reported and the attorneys. 
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Therefore, consideration should be given to reducing the number of courtrooms proposed on the 
floor from three to two courtrooms. Specific issues noted include the following: 
• The judge's bench is situated at the center of the courtroom rather than at one end or corner of 

the comtroom as is common practice in courtroom design. The proposed arrangement 
presents a challenge for the sitting judge to maintain visual control of the comtroom. For 
example, the judge would have to maintain an impractical 180 degree field of vision to be able 
to observe jurors and spectators in the galley simultaneously. It is unusual, but not 
impossible. There are theaters in the round as well as churches which use this 
configuration. Just because it is not normally done does not mean it could not work. In 
fact, this configuration brings everyone closer together than in a nm·mal courtroom 
where the judge is so far from the spectators and therefore can hardly been seen. This is 
a very comfortable and practical floor plan. Also, see Attachment E which has 
variations on the design of the courtroom itself. There is a round courtroom by Frank 
Lloyd Wright and a "corner bench" designed courtroom in Hialeah hy HOK. 

• The witness stand is placed in front of the judge which will likely hinder the judges' 
ability to see the witness's face during testimony. I have relocated the witness stand 
and the court reporter. See new plan. 

• The comt reporter stand is placed behind the bench which will restrict the court reporter's 
ability to observe and hear court proceedings. Typically, the reporter station is placed 
immediately in front of the bench in clear view of all court pmticipants. I have done that 
now. See the new plan. 

• There is no workstation provided for a courtroom clerk. The clerk can share the long 
desk for the baliff but I do not sec this provided in other plans I have seen. 

• Access to the courtrooms in a common public hallway in the proposed layout plan is shared 
between the general public, judges, court staff, and jurors. The lack of separate entnmce 
points into the courtroom is in direct contradiction to modern courtroom and comthouse 
design principles which require that separate zones of circulation be provided for various 
courtroom participants in order to maintain security and safety among the various user 
groups. 
This is patently not true. The judge only shares the public space for just a few feet. The 
rest of the time he is secluded behind closed doors in the areas that are restricted to 
courtroom staff. This plan provides for direct access from the parking to the restricted 
hallway for staff. The public only uses the public elevators and does not share the 
elevators or the restricted hallway at all. In fact, in the existing Miami-Dade 
Courthouse does not have these separation of hallways and all the elevators and 
hallways are accessible by the public. To this day I have never heard of an incident 
where this has been an issue. 

• Jurors accessing the juror box in the proposed layout from either the main courtroom 
entrance or juror deliberation must pass immediately past the public galley. This may present 
problems and create potential for juror contamination or juror intimidation. 

• The proposed location of the evidence display screens shown behind the counsel tables may 
not be viewable to attorneys who are presenting a case. It is unclear from the proposed layout 
where evidence display screens may be placed in a manner that could be viewed by all 
courtroom participants. There are three of them. Of course, they arc viewable! 

• Access from the back of the courtrooms into the proposed new egress stairs should be 
checked for compliance with the International Building Code in terms of exit width required. 
We don't usc the International Building Code. Before this person comments, he should 
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lmow what building code we use. We use the Florida Building Code and we have added 
two complete stairs to an existing building that had only two stairs so I am sure that this 
wiH be acceptable. However, any design would have to be a permitted and this 
requirement can be verified with the building department at a later date. 

Jmy Deliberation Rooms 
• The jmy deliberation rooms as shown on the proposed layou t plan are approximately 200 square 

feet in size which is signi ficantly less than typicall y observed by the NCSC in other courthouse 
projects. Given the architectural industry standard of providing 25 sf for every occupant in a 
conference room, a twelve person jury deliberation room should be sized at 300 sf. Additionally, 
the small space provided may limit the abil ity of wheelchair bound jurors to maneuver in and out 
of the jury deliberation rooms. It seems that NCSC loves wasting space. The fumiture is to 
scale so the jurors can be accommodated in these spaces. People in a wheelchair can also 
fit just fine! There are three jury rooms. Anyone who can read a plan and see scaled 
furniture can sec that the furniture fits just fine. Not only is there room for the jury, there 
is additional room for storage and coffee. 

• There are no rest rooms provided in the jury deliberation suites as shown on tbe proposed 
layout plan. I added r est rooms to the jury area. Sec new plan. The provision of at least 
one restroom within the jury deliberation suite is a critical program requirement and the use 
of public rest rooms for use by deliberating jurors is not considered acceptable. The 
requirement for a ptivate set of juror rest rooms is maintained so that juror confidentiality is ensured 
and to limit potential for juror contamination ancllor intimidation. 

Judges' Chambers 
• The judges' chambers as shown on the proposed layout plan are approximately 200 squme feet in size 

which, like the jllly deliberations rooms, is significantly less than typically observed by the NCSC in other 
courthouse projects. The small space provided may limit the ability of judges to be able to conduct 
meetings with parties in chambers. Again, your size judges' chambers are too large. I have 
shown fumiture to scale, so an "L" shape desk can be accommodated along with a small 
table which will accommodate 4 chairs. This should be fine for the judges. In case they 
need to have a larger meeting, I also included three additional conference rooms. 

I am pleased to provide this prel iminary analysis and hope you will find review helpful. 

Sincerely, 

1/r-#~ 
Architect/Senior Consultant 
National Center for State Courts 

This 1·esponse to Mr. Hall above is respectfully submitted by Maria Luisa Castellanos, R.A. 
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Preliminary Design Review of Typical Proposed Com1room Floor at 140 W. FJaglet· Building by 
Daniel J, Hall of the National Center for State Com1s sent to Miami-Dade County Courts at their 
request (2nd Review): 

('f11e conm1ents from Daniel J. Hall, who holds himself out as an architect, but who may not be an architect according to 
the record-; oft he state of Colorado, are below and the 1-rsponses by Mruia Luisa Castellanos, R. A., who is a registered 
architect h1 the state ofFlodda, are in bold below IVlr. Hall's comment-;. Mr. Hall's Resume is attached, Attachment 
C-3.) 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposed courtroom floor layout of the 140 
W. Flagler building dated November 17. 2015. This is the second drawing of the proposed 140 
W. Flagler building layout reviewed by NCSC (The first layout reviewed was dated September 
14, 2015). Similar to the review of the first layout concept, the NCSC has assessed the proposed 
court floor layout plan to evaluate the building's suitability for future court use, giving 
consideration to the unique functional requirements of the modern courthouse environment. This 
letter is not meant to be an exhaustive investigation on building renovation feasibility in tenus 
of cost and building infrastructme; rather, this assessment is intended as a preliminary opinion 
of whether the building is a good candidate for court use, given the existing building 
configuration and proposed layout plan. 

The NCSC has reviewed the proposed layout in comparison to courthouse planning and 
design principles used by the NCSC in comthouse planning and design projects across the 
country and which are described in detail in the NCSC publication, The Courtlzouse: A Planning 
and Design Guide for Court Facilities. The review highlights a number of functional issues 
observed in the proposed layout plan which are not consistent with modern cou1thouse design 
principles and may negatively impact the Court's environment and function. Considerations 
included in the preliminary review include: 

I. Does the proposed layout provide adequate functional space? Functional space 
adequacy refers to the appropriateness of the court environment and the adequacy of 
the space provided for the comt and court-related offices within the facility. 
Consideration is given to both the amount of space provided and the arrangement of 
space provided. 

2. Is proper adjacency and circulation provided? Adjacency and circulation refers to the 
physical association of functional spaces as well as the orderly and efficient movement 
of people from one space to another in the facility. 

2. Does the proposed layout enhance security and safety? Security and safety refers to 
interior access control and facility circulation zoning. In addition, consideration is given to the 
proposed design's compliance with life safety codes. 

3. Does the proposed layout provide proper access to the court? Accessibility refers to the 
case with which public visitors can reach their destination and receive services and the 
convenience with which judges and court employees arc able to accomplish their work. 
Accessibility issues also apply to physical barriers that may prohibit building users and 
visitors who arc impaired from getting to, entering, or using the services provided that are 
essential for free and open access to justice. 

After reviewing the courtroom floor layout dated November 17, 2015, it i:S the opinion of 
the NCSC that the proposed layout does not address the fundamental design issues raised in the 
NCSC assessment of the previous floor plan. Furthermore, it does not appear that the utilization 
of the building may offer adequate space to house all of the needed comtrooms. Therefore, any 
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court space utilization strategy involving the 140 W. Flagler building will likely require that the 
Civil Comt be split into multiple locations, a result which the NCSC believes will greatly hinder the 
courts ability to provide effective service to the public. A summary of observed potential design 
deficiencies that are yet unresolved from the previous layout concept is included below: 

Public Areas 
• There does not appear to be adequate waiting space outside of the comtrooms for the 

general public. It is unclear where the public will wait given the potential large volume 
of visitors to the three comtrooms situated on the courtroom floor. In most comthouse 
projects observed by the NCSC, the corridor outside of the waiting area is typically 12' -
16' wide so as to accommodate benches and other waiting spaces. In comparison, the 
public corridor outside the courtrooms observed in the proposed plan appear to be 
approximately 6' in width. 

We already commented on this on the first review, everyone waits downstairs on 
the ground floor. This allows for better security so that the public is not 
wandering the halls. 

Since there is no waiting area upstairs and no benches, there is no need to waste 
space with extra wide hallways. The amount of circulation is small since there are 
only 3 courtrooms per floor. 

• It does not appear there will be oppmtunity to introduce natural light to public areas in 
the proposed plan. 

The courtroom is a public area and will have windows. We said this previously 
as well. If he means that the hallways don't have a window, that is true of many 
buildings and is not a reason to reject a floor plan. Again, people are not going 
to spend a great deal of time in the hallways in this proposed plan. The idea is 
to get into the elevators and get to the courtroom as soon as possible. 

Courtrooms 
• The comtroom design typical to all three of the comtrooms observed in the proposed 

layout plan appears dysfunctional in many regards. It is likely that the existing building 
floorplate configuration and a desire to maximize the number of comtrooms, situated on 
each floor may be driving the current courtroom design rather than programmatic 
requirements and the functional needs of the comt. It is the opinion of NCSC that there 
is not adequate space available on the floor layout to accommodate three complete court 
sets as proposed in a manner that respects accepted colllthouse design standards and 
principles. Therefore. consideration should be given to reducing the number of 
comtrooms proposed on the floor from tluee to two couttrooms. Specific issues noted 
include the following: 

What is dysfunctional is the amount of wasted space in the plans that the NCSC 
proposes. There is no reason these courtrooms would not be viable as they are 
often larger and with better visibility than the DCC which has been operating and 
where the judges have been rendering verdicts for years. 

Page 2 of4 



784

Attachment C-2 

• The judge's bench is situated at the center of the comtroom rather than at one end or 
comer of the courtroom as is common practice in comtroom design. The proposed 
arrangement presents a challenge for the silting judge to maintain visual control of the 
courtroom. For example, the judge would have to maintain an impracticall80 degree 
field of vision to be able to observe jurors and spectators in the galley simultaneously. 

There are no columns in the way and tl1ere is no reason why a judge could not 
contml this room. It is obvious he can see everything from where he sits. 
Please see the photo in Attachment F and imagine the spectators opposite the 
jury. That wouJd be the only difference. 

Access to the couttrooms in a common public hallway in the proposed layout plan is 
shared between the general public, judges, court staff, and jurors. The lack of separate 
entrance points into the courtroom is in direct contradiction to modern coLntroom and 
courthouse design principles which require that separate zones of circulation be 
provided for various courtroom pmticipants in order to maintain security and safety 
among the various user groups. 

There is one central hallway for the public, but the judges and staff do not share 
elevators or their administrative area with the public. Where the public and 
staff intersect are very small areas. 

J my Deliberation Rooms 
• The jury deliberation rooms as shown on the proposed layout plan are pproximately 200 

square feet in size which is significantly less than typically observed by the NCSC in 
other comthouse projects. Given the architectural industry standard of providing 25 sf 
for every occupant in a conference room, a twelve person jury deliberation room should 
be sized at 300 sf. Additionally, the small space provided may I i mit the ability of 
wheelchair bound jurors to maneuver in and out of the jury deliberation rooms. 

There is nothing sacred in these square feet calculations. The National Center 
for State Courts is an organization made up mostly of judges and court 
personnel. See Attachment D for their Board of Directors. Then, see their staff 
at http:/h''" w.ncsc.org/Contact.asp~#Court-Consulting-Scniccs . There is no 
one there who even calls himself an architect. 

• New comment 12/9/20 15: Of particular concern is the size and width of the deliberation 
depicted on the bottom left portion of the drawing. The size of this room is approximately 150 
SF and the width is nine feet. It is recommended that the width of deliberation rooms be no 
less than 1 I feet. 

This is not even tme. The jut·y rooms are 230 S.F., 267 S.F. and 270 S.F. I have now 
shown these square footages in the plan. 

Judges' Chambers 
• The judges" chambers as shown on the proposed layout plan are approx imately 220 square 

feet in size which, like the jmy deliberations rooms, is significantly less than typically 
observed by the NCSC in other coutthouse projects. The small space provided may limit the 
ability of judges to be able to conduct meetings with parties in challlbers. 
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This is another one of those numbers taken out of the air with no particular 
requirement by any code. My phm is intended to resolve a problem- add additional 
courtroon1s to a system which seems to need more space. But this plan is not 
intended to build a monument to the court system. 

I am pleased to provide this preliminary analysis and hope you will find review helpful. 

Sincerely. 

1/J-JU/ 
Architect/Senior Consultant 
National Center for State Courts 

This nsponse to Mr·. Hall above is respectfully submitted by Maria Luisa Castellanos, R.A. 
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Round Courtrooms 
Marin County Civic Center, 1962 
Frank Llo d Wright and Aaron Green 

Attachment E 

•Early example of round courtroom. 
•Popular in 1970s and 1980s 
•Extremely rare today -no examples in 
current Retrospective 

t)lCSC ©Retrospective of Courthouse Design 7th International Conference on Just i2Joesign 
........,._ .... _ ._... Al l Rights Reserved Boston, MA- November 2010 
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COST ESTIMATES ACCORDING TO INTERNAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT (ISO) 

140 W. Flagler Street 

Costs Court Floors Parking All Floors Court Floors Parking 
Sq. Ft. Sq.Ft. Sq. Ft. Per Sq. Ft Per Sq. Ft 

at 75% of cost at 25% of cost 

A/E Professional Services@ 14.6% $9,521,061 

Desigr1 Services $7,267,986 

Desigr1 Contingency $726,799 
Reimbursable Expenses $72,680 

Dedicated Allowance $1,453,597 
Total Design Services $9,521,061 132,575 100,940 233,515 

(ir1cl. Add. Stairs} 
Construction Cost $59,472,597 

Construction Contingency $5,947,260 

Total for Construction . $65,419;857 132,575 100,940 233,515 •···•·.·.··· >($370/S.F/ ·· < $162/S;F; 

(incl. Add. Stairs) Court Rooms Parkir1g 

DlV 17 (IT/AV) $4,560,000 233,515 

Art in Public Places@ 2.6% of Const. $1,668,827 233,515 

ISO Fees, Labor, Permits, etc. $15,686,321 233,515 

Temporary Works to accom. MDCC 

Furniture, Fixtures, & Equip. $8,280,234 233,515 

Total for Security $2,700,000 233,515 

TOTALS __f$107,836j300 233515 

This document prepared by Maria Luisa Castellanos using lSD cost estimates 

Here in this document you can see how off the cost estimates are. The 140 W. Flagler Street building is about half parking. So if 

if we assume 75% of the cost of the facility will go to the courtrooms, the parking number is still too high at $162 per square foot. 

The parking at most will need a few repairs and painting. So how can someone spend that kind of money on this building? 

Attachment G-1 

Cost a II floors 
Per Sq. Ft. 

$40.77 

••.•. ············•.: .•... $280,00 

$19.52 

$7.15i 

'_S_fj··········2.±i··.•$67_..17 

Not required 

••····•·\:·< i···.··.•···:•·.··:······•;;>:>:>• .. o 

$11.56 

·.····•·•••·· .i? ·i$461•;80· 
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COST ESTIMATES ACCORDING TO INTERNAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT (lSD) 

73 W. Flagler * Library New Proposed Building 

Costs From HOK Report 
Sq. Ft. Per Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. Per Sq. Ft. 

A/E Professional Services $1,899,935 A/E Professional Services @11.9% $30,000,000 
Design Services $1,450,332 
Design Contingency $145,033 
Reimbursable Expenses $14,503 
Dedicated Allowance $290,067 
Total Design Services $1,899,935 S7,400 $33.10 Total Design Services $30,000,000 

Construction Cost $10,984,838 Construction cost $205,000,000 
Construction Contingency $1,098,484 Site Develop./Remediation $6,000,000 

Contingency+ Escalation $42,000,000 

Total for Construction $14S,114,4ii7 273,884 <> i >$533;49 •• $12,083,322 57,400 ··•·••• $210.51 Total for Construction $253;000~000 

DIV 17 (IT/AV) $0 $1,520,000 57,400 $26.48 DIV 17 (IT /AV) 40,000,000 

Art in Public Places $0 $3S7,665 57,400 $6.23 Art in Public Places@ 2.0% of Canst. 5,000,000 

lSD Fees, Labor, Permits, etc. $0 $3,271,540 57,400 • >;$57.00 lSD Fees, Labor, Permits, Testing 12,000,000 

Temporary Works Not required Temporary Works to accom. MDCC 3,000,000 

Furniture, Fixtures, & Equip. $0 $0.00 $3,154,375 57,400 .·· • $54;95··· Furniture, Fixtures, & Equipment 18,000,000 

Total for Security $900,000 57,400 $15.68 Total for Security Not available 

TOTALS $14Gi114;407 273,884 • • ,i . •·•·$5~~ ~~j!!!§~8!ZJS7,400 ····· > J.~~03;!~· TOTALS t_$~~?;~~0;00~ 

This document prepared by Maria Luisa Castellanos using lSD cost estimates 

• There is a memorandum from Mayor Carlos Gimenez to Chairwoman Rebeca Sosa dated Sept. 2, 2014 in which he states, "lSD has estimated 

the cost to renovate the current courthouse at $25 million to allow for an operational lifespan of up to 5 years or $47 million to allow for an 

a lifespan of up to 10 years." What happened to that cost estimate? Also, in that same memorandum, it says," ... the annual operational and 

maintanance costs for the new courthouse is estimated at $8,000,000." Multiply that out & the maintenance cost is $240,000,000 over 30 years 

and not $148,608,390 as shown in the majority report Attachment B. 

Attachment G-2 

Sq. Ft. Per Sq. Ft. 

$38.39/S.F. 

i 

620,000 ·. ·< .$408;06.•. 

620,000 $64.51 

620,000 $8.06 

620,000 .. • /$19"35 i 

620,000 

620,000 < <$29.03j 

620,000 .. •.• . L$_5!!~2•·•1 
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140 W. Flagler Street Cost Estimate Provided by lSD Attachment G-3 

AE Professional Services 
$ 7,267,986 Design Services 
$ 726,799 Design Contingency 
$ 72,680 Reimbursable Expenses 
$ 1 .453.597 Dedicated Allowance 
$ 9,521,061 Sub-Total for Design Services 

Scope of Work: Full Interior and Exterior renovation of the existing 140 Building to convert existing office spaces into courtrooms. Work includes, but 
not limited to : 01) Interior renovations and finishes, including Mechanical, Plumbing, Sprinkler System, Building Management System, Smoke 
Management System, and Electrical Systems; 02) Parking Structure renovations ; 03) New egress stairs ; 04) New Elevator shafts and Elevators ; 05) 
New Roof; 06) Exterior Cladding repairs; and 7) New Exterior Windows and Storefronts. 

Dedicated Design Allowance includes design for Voice/Data Communications, Electronic/Audio Visual, Security, LEED Consultation, Interior 
Design, and Extended Construction Administration services. 

Construction Cost 
$ 59,472,597 Construction 
$ 5.947.260 Construction Continaencv 
$ 65,419,857 Sub-Total for Construction 

Furniture and Fixtures (FF&E) 
$ 8,280,234 Sub-Total for FF&E 

Security 
$ 2,700,000 Sub-Total for Security 

Tel/Data Infrastructure 
$ 4,560,000 Sub-Total for IT 

Art in Public Places (APP) 
$ 1,668,827 Sub-Total for APP 

ISO Fees, Labor, Permits, Testing, Contingency for cost Escalation 
$ 15,686,321 Sub-Total for Other 

Total Project Cost= $107,836.300 

. .,. 



793

Cost Breakdown from lSD for the 140 W. Flagler Building 

This is the breakdown based on the scope of work we provided for the $59,472,597 construction cost. 
Construction Cost Breakdown (For Budget Purposes): 

01) Interior renovations and finishes; 
a. $13,800,000 

02) Mechanical; 
a.$ 5,1 oo,ooo 

03) Sprinkler System; 
a. $ 2,400,000 

04) Building Management System ; 
a.$ 1,600,000 

05) Smoke Management System; 
a. $ 1 ,400,000 

06) Electrical Systems; 
a. $ 2,400,000 

07) Parking Structure renovations; 
a. $ 2,472,597 

08) New egress stairs; 
a. $ 2,600,000 

09) New Elevator shafts and Elevators; 
a. $ 5,500,000 

1 O) New Roof; 
a. $ 2,400,000 

11) Exterior Cladding repairs; 
a. $11,500,000 

12) New Exterior Windows and Storefronts. 
a. $ 8,300,000 

Attachment G-4 




