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Introduction
Charlotte County has requested the development of a Judicial System Strategic Space Plan. This is a report of that planning effort; its process, its
findings, its conclusions and its recommendations.

Dan L. Wiley & Associates, Inc. (DWA) was selected to conduct the study. DWA is a Florida firm that specializes in judicial system operational and
facilities planning. The firm has direct prior experience in Charlotte County and was responsible for the first Judicial System Master Plan
developed in 1994 and the operational and space program for the new courthouse in Punta Gorda which was completed in 1999. That facility
was programmed to a target of 2010. During design, an additional floor for future expansion was added by foresight of the Board of County
Commissioners. That floor was initially shelled out, but subsequently was converted to use for County Archives.

Since its opening, the Charlotte County Courthouse has passed its planning target of 2010 and has absorbed 15 years of growth and change in
the Judicial System. The facility has now reached the point where the expansion space is needed for Judicial System function and where
additional planning is needed to identify long range space needs and to extend the capacity of the courthouse complex for another 20 to 25
years. This study provides that additional planning.

Executive Summary

The study effort has been underway since late June, 2013 and has included extensive data collection and analysis, facility walk-throughs and
evaluation, meetings and workshops with Judicial System officials, and planning sessions with County staff. The results of these efforts are
detailed in three chapters, each dedicated to a specific set of planning questions. The chapters, along with their basic findings are as follows:

Chapter 1 - Facilities Evaluation

1. The Charlotte County Courthouse provides 145,045 DGSF (departmental space) in a total building area of 197,131 GSF (gross square
feet)

2. The Charlotte County Courthouse is full with the limited exception of some short term surplus in the offices of the Clerk of Courts. Other
areas, particularly the offices of the State’s Attorney are overcrowded (space deficit) and all courtrooms and chambers are occupied.

3. County Archives are located in and fully utilizing the space originally designed for short term judicial system expansion on the ground
floor of the “B” Building.

4. There is not enough space in the existing facility to accommodate the scale of projected growth (see Chapter 2) even with the potential
availability of the space now assigned to County Archives in “B” Building, ground floor.

5. A separate security study has recommended the expansion of the security perimeter to include the “B” Building, Ground floor which is
presently outside the security envelop along with the expansion of the Security Entry Pavilion. This study concurs in those
recommendations.
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6.
7.

The existing building is well prepared to accept horizontal expansion either to the east or the west.
The Courthouse site has sufficient room to accommodate additional court related structures.

Chapter 2 - Growth Projections

1.

Charlotte County will experience significant population growth (16.6% by 2032) and this growth will impact demand for judicial system
services.

In keeping with past trends, the rate of growth for total caseloads will exceed the rate of population growth. Total filings (caseload) are
expected to grow 43% by 2032.

This caseload growth supports the expectation that Charlotte County will need and receive up to 5 additional judicial officer allocations.
The estimate is that Circuit Judgeships will grow from 4 to 8, County Court Judgeships will remain constant at 3, and Magistrates will
grow from 1 to 2. The first of these additional judgeships can be expected by 2015.

Based on the population growth, the anticipated caseload growth and the growth in judgeships, total judicial system staff (excluding
judges) will grow from 201 to 317 (58%) by 2032.

Based on the existing space deficits, the judgeship growth, and the staff growth, judicial system departmental space needs are projected
to rise from the existing 145,045 DGSF to 203,021 DGSF (40%) and the gross area requirements from the existing 197,072 GSF to
275,844 GSF (40%).

Chapter 3 - Options Analysis

1.

w

The use of the planned expansion area on the ground floor of the B building for judicial system function cannot take place unless County
Archives is relocated.

Operational adjustments alone will not significantly diminish the additional needs within the planning window.

Meeting long term needs through commercial leases is potentially costly and operationally dysfunctional.

The historic courthouse offers some space potentially usable as swing space during expansion of the main campus buildings but is not
sufficient or suitable for permanent Judicial System assignment.

The existing site is sufficient to accommaodate facility expansion as well as additional parking.

The existing building is well prepared to accept horizontal expansion either to the east or the west.

There is a need to provide a courthouse addition to meet the long term growth needs and judicial system operational requirements. A
total additional need of 78,722 GSF is estimated.

Of this calculated need, approximately 66,569 GSF would be in the recommended addition and the balance divided among ancillary
projects (expansion of the security pavilion and perimeter, a bus sally port for prisoner delivery, expanded secure parking, etc.) This
calculation does not include additional public or staff parking.

The new building would house courtroom expansion, all of Court Administration, all of the State Attorney’s office, the Law Library, the
Grand Jury suite and supporting spaces for these functions.
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10. The ground level of “B” Building (after transitional use for the State Attorney during construction of the addition) would provide for new
Jury Assembly space and for long term Clerk of Court expansion.

11. The existing “A” Building would accommodate expanded courts and expanded Public Defender and Sheriff functions.

12. The development of the recommended courthouse addition would bring with it the need to provide additional public parking, possibly in
the form of a two level 500 car parking garage at the site of the existing public parking lot. Additional staff parking may also be needed.

13. A preliminary implementation plan has been developed that sequences both the interim spatial adjustments and long term project
development. This schedule anticipates 2022 as the target date for completion of interim space adjustments and the design,
construction and occupancy of the proposed new addition.

14. Preliminary site and facility planning illustrations have been developed.

15. Charlotte County should secure the services of appropriate planning, design and construction professionals to implement a major
campus expansion.

The report includes a Data Appendix that provides tables, graphs, and illustrative drawings related to the analyses described in the text of the
main chapters.
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Chapter 1 - Facility Evaluation

Introduction

The Charlotte County Courthouse is a 197,131 GSF facility opened in 1999 and intended to provide for all judicial system functions
through 2010. That planning target was supplemented by the Board of County Commissioners during the design process by the
inclusion of an additional and initially shelled out expansion floor at the Ground level of Building “B” (the side of the facility occupied by
the Clerk of Court functions). This intended judicial system expansion space was subsequently allocated to and continues to be utilized
for County Archives.

This chapter reports on the facility evaluation activities of the planning team and is focused on the assessment of the sufficiency and
suitability of the existing courthouse for present and long term judicial system occupancy. The main conclusions of the facility evaluation

are:

1.

The Charlotte County Courthouse provides 145,045 DGSF (departmental space) in a total building area of 197,131 GSF (gross
square feet)

The Charlotte County Courthouse is full with the limited exception of some short term surplus in the offices of the Clerk of
Courts. Other areas, particularly the offices of the State’s Attorney are overcrowded (space deficit) and all courtrooms and
chambers are occupied.

County Archives are located in and fully utilizing the space originally designed for short term judicial system expansion on the
ground floor of the “B” Building.

There is not enough space in the existing facility to accommodate the scale of projected growth even with the potential
availability of the space now assigned to County Archives in “B” Building, ground floor.

A separate security study has recommended the expansion of the security perimeter to include the “B” Building, Ground floor
which is presently outside the security envelop along with the expansion of the Security Entry Pavilion. This study concurs in
those recommendations.

The existing building is well prepared to accept horizontal expansion either to the east or the west.

The Courthouse site has sufficient room to accommodate additional court related structures.

Courthouse Location and Background Data

Address:

350 E. Marion Avenue

Punta Gorda, FL 33950

Site size: 10 Acres with 454 cars/parking for public and staff and 15 secure parking spaces
Building size: 197,131 GSF (including Ground level, B side expansion floor)

Components: At opening (Departments and Specialty Functions):
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Courts (8 jury courtrooms, 1 hearing room, 8 chambers)
Court Administration

Clerk of Courts

State Attorney

Public Defender

Sheriff (Civil Office and Court Services)

Law Library

Jury Assembly

Grand Jury

Vending/Public snack area

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0OOo

Design and Construction Dates:
e Design completion —June 1997
e Construction Completion —May 1999

General Deployment
e Side A — Courts, Sheriff, Court Administration, States Attorney and Public Defender
e Side B — Clerk of Courts, County Records Center (Archives)

General Assessment
e Exterior appearance — Good
0 Some reported leakages after Hurricane Charlie in 2004
0 Window replacement project completed
0 Appears well maintained

e Interior appearance — Good
0 Appears well maintained
0 Some reported housekeeping issues associated with contractor performance
0 Surfaces appear to have resisted wear and tear quite well

Facility Adjustment Overview

An early task in the Facility Evaluation process was to determine exactly what changes have taken place in the space of the facility since its
construction. The meetings with Facility Management personnel and a tour of the facility identified a relatively small number of adjustments to
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the facility’s spaces and deployment. While many other spaces have been repurposed, the actual adjustment of room dimensions, walls and
doors is quite minimal. These changes are summarized on the following table.

Lewel A B
Ground Law Library relocated here from Mail Roomrelocated here from
Level 1A Level 2B
State Attorney files relocated here| |County Records relocated here
from Level 2A fromoff-site
Lewel 1 Public Defender expanded into Minor adjustments to closed
vacated Law Library area office count

Pre-trial Program occupies former
Court Reporter area

Lewel 2 State Attorney expanded into
vacated Grand Jury Area (Grand
Jury no longer accommodated as Large shared conference room

a designated space) created from former Mail Room
Minor roomchanges in Court
Administration areas Minor office adjustments
Lewel 3 Cashier workstations adjacent
courtroom vacated

Two attorney/client conference
rooms absorbed into a courtroom
for additional seating

Lewl 4 Two attorney/client conference
rooms absorbed into a courtroom
for additional seating

Centralized electronic court
reporting incorporated into A4078

Functional Assessment
A key question of any facility assessment is whether or not the spaces effectively support the functions for which they were designed and in
addition continue to adequately support the evolving operations of the court and the judicial system partners as well as the public who use it.

The following matrix provides a listing of key functional areas and a numeric rating of the facility in these areas. The rating scale are not
scientific and are intended only to give a general sense of the situation and to yield a summary value that can serve as a starting point for
discussion related to any changes or improvements that may emerge out of further study. The analysis though, confirms the general impression
that the Justice Center is a good facility and that it both suits its intended design purposes and continues to serve the judicial system and the
people of Charlotte County.

8|Page



Charlotte County, Florida Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Chapter 1 — Facility Evaluation

COURTHOUSE FACILITY EVALUATION MATRIX
Charlotte County, FL Justice Center

LOCATION: Rating Scale
350 E. Marion Ave. Poor |Average|Excellent
Punta Gorda, FL 33950 1-2 3-4 5 REMARKS

EVALUATION ISSUES

FUNCTIONAL:
1. Public Access/Circulation/Accommodation 5
2. Security 4 some concerns particularly re: exterior access, Ground level B
3. Prisoner Holding & Movement 5
4. Contiguous Deployment 4 generally good - some fragmentation developing
5. Technology Compatibility 4
6. Working Environment 5
7. Accoustics 4 some hall noise carry over
SPATIAL:
1. Spatial Sufficiency (quantity) 4 in general full - with select areas experiencing shortages
2. Spatial Adequacy (Dimensions, quality) 4 good quality, some overcrow ding, entry pavilion near limit
3. Internal expansion potential 4 limited on A side, extensive on B side/Ground
4. Standards compliance 5
PHYSICAL:
1. Appearance 5
2. Maintenance Status 5
3. Systems 4
4. General Condition 5
5. Sustainability 4
6. ADA Compliance 5
7. Code compliance 5
SITE
1. Expansion Potential 5
2. Adequate Parking 5
3. Prominence 5
4. Public Transportation 3
TOTALS 0 39 60
Total Score = 99
Out of possible 110
=% 90%
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Preliminary Facility Notes
Early in the study process, the team conducted a two day walk-through of the Courthouse. The focus of the walk-through was to detail existing
conditions and issues. The following observations were made:

e Site Plan

(0}
0}
0}

(0}

Site provides plenty of room for expansion

There are clear cut horizontal expansion options for both A and B wings of the building

It may be at some distant time a parking structure will be needed but the site appears more than adequate to accommodate it
when it is needed.

There is ample access to the site from major thoroughfares

e Entry Pavilion

0 Single point of public entry to the facility at this time. There are several other card access points for select staff and the secure
entry to the facility for judges and others permitted to use the secure internal parking lot.
0 The entry pavilion is full. It provides 2 entry lines (one visitor and one staff) and a shared x-ray machine. There is a single exit
lane.
0 At this time the entry pavilion does not provide enclosed secure access to the Ground B side of the building.
0 There are security staff concerns about lines of sight, depth of queuing, location of x-ray observer and general crowding.
0 Thereis no internal room for expansion of the security pavilion
e GroundA
0 This area has absorbed the relocated Law Library and a caged area for State Attorney files
0 The Maintenance area appears adequate despite the loss of space to the Law Library and State Attorney files
e GroundB
0 The arcade leading to staff parking to the east has become a security concern for staff especially in after-hours situations
0 Ground B is not within the secure envelope of the building at this time. It was included in the original design as a long range
expansion option
0 There is no secure access to Ground B from the Entry Pavilion or from any other portion of the complex. Security is by card
access only.
0 Ground B is totally occupied by the COC Mail room and (primarily) by the County Records Center. This location for a Records
Center may be problematic due to its proximity to the river and potential flooding. The Clerk of Courts advises that its
placement here was intended to be temporary as the space was always slated for judicial function expansion.
e Level 1A
0 Jury management area is nearing capacity and is landlocked between Public Defender, Sheriff and Pre-trial services
0 Public Defender expansion into the former Law Library space appears to adequately provide for immediate needs and some

portion of future growth
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0 Pre-trial space is full. Any expansion of staff will lead to over-crowding or to the need for additional space.

0 Sheriff Civil Office space appears adequate.

0 The Sheriff’s holding area on this floor is permanent as it bridges between the vehicular sally port below and the courtroom
related holding above. Additional holding may be needed as additional courtrooms are added and there are spatial issues with
the Central Control room as identified in a separate study.

o level 1B
0 The floor was organized and designed specifically to support an integrated, unified and flexible Clerk of Courts operation
0 Staff reductions in recent years have created internal pockets of vacancy or under-utilization.

e Level2A
0 Shared lobby function between Court Administration (Executive functions) and Probation is not preferred due to the mix of
clientele

0 Probation area is full but limited internal growth might be possible if records storage issues were better addressed
0 There is no contiguous expansion space for Court Administration which has led to some departmental fragmentation to other
locations in the building and in one case (Juvenile Arbitration/Teen Court) to the historic courthouse several blocks away.
0 The States Attorney’s office is the most crowded in the facility despite the acquisition of the former Grand Jury space and the
relocation of files to Ground A.
0 Records retention is an issue in this office as well.
0 There are some security concerns with the entry lobby
0 Thereis no further internal expansion possible.
e Level 2B
0 The floor was organized and designed specifically to support an integrated, unified and flexible Clerk of Courts operation
0 The former mail room (moved due to security considerations) is now a large conference training room, maintained by the Clerk
but shared by all functions in the facility.
e Level 3A
0 The former cashier windows are no longer in use and are available for alternative use if possible
O One of the courtrooms has been expanded by closing two of the attached Attorney/Client conference rooms.
e Level 4A
O Electronic Court Reporting has been instituted and located in Room 4078. All courtrooms are monitored from this location
0 Some Court Administration function is distributed into various rooms available in restricted circulation,
0 There appear to be some concerns about potential security breaches possible both on this level and Level 3 at the central entry
points to restricted circulation on each floor.
O One of the courtrooms has been expanded by closing two of the attached Attorney/Client conference rooms.
0 Two of the Attorney/Client conference rooms have been repurposed for required child-friendly waiting.
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Judicial Center Potentials
e Horizontal expansion of both wings is possible
e \Vertical expansion of the office wing (B) is not an option
e Floor to floor dimensions, bay spacing, and prisoner delivery infrastructure support potential development of courtrooms, hearing
rooms, judicial offices and other court related office space of the “A” Building side of the complex.

Inventory of Existing Components and Area Take-offs Based on a review of construction drawings, discussions with County and Departmental
staffs and the walk-through of the facility, the team has compiled an inventory of space allocations by building, level and department.

Summaries of these calculations follow.
Building B - Office Wing (Clerk of Courts

Building A - Courtroom Wing Level |Occupant DGSF GSF o6 Eff.
Level |Occupant DGSF GSF % EFf, 2 |Official Records 7,570
4 [Courtrooms and Judicial Offices 18,758 26,058 72% Employee Training 1,450
Executive Office 2,809
3 [Courtrooms and Judicial Offices 18,747 26,058 72% MIS 2,055
Conference Room ((B2046) 1,327
2 States Attorney 10,024 File Area (formerly Appeals) 1,066
Court Administration 4,564 Employee Relations 851
County Probation 1.962 Sub-total 17,128 22,991 74.5%
Lobby Areas 1,712
Sub-total 18.262 26.058 70% 1 Criminal Courts Division 5,598
Central Files 7,699
1 Public Defender 5,230 Civil Courts Division 4,776
Jury Management 3,057 Domestic Violence 395
Vending/Snack 575 Sub-total 18,468 22,991 80.3%
Pre Trial Services 1,395 -
Sheriff (including central holding) 6,383 G Mail Room 1,442
Lobby Areas 1712 Historical Society 894
Sub-total 18,352 26,788 68.5% Clerk IT Storage 654
Clean Room 185
G Secure Parking 5,733 Brgak Room 185
Building Management 3,690 Toilets 116
SAO Files 936 Dark and Camera Rooms 888
Law Library 943 County Archives 14,045
Sally Port 1,843 Data Room 75
Lobby Areas (incl. Security Pavilion) 2,796 Work Stations 905
Sub-total 15.941 24921 64% Sub-total 19,389 21,266 91%
Building A - Sub-totals 90,060 129,883 69.3% Building B - Sub-totals 54,985 67,248 81.8%
[Building Totals (A + B) [ 145,045 | | 197,131 | 74%)
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Discussion and Findings

The Charlotte County Courthouse is a 145,045 DGSF/197,131 GSF' courthouse that presently houses all of the major Judicial System
components, including the Circuit and County Courts, Court Administration (and its related programs), the court related functions of the Clerk of
Courts, the local offices of the State Attorney and Public Defender, the Sheriff’s Civil Office and Court Security unit, and supporting functions
such as Jury Assembly, Law Library and a public snack bar.

Since its opening in 1999 it has absorbed the intervening judicial system growth/change and has proved to be operationally sound and flexible in
the accommodation of evolving service delivery patterns. The facility has passed its planning target but has continued to effectively support the
Charlotte County Judicial System and to serve the public in a dignified and cost effective way.

The facility is now reaching its capacity. Though there is some under-utilization in the offices of the Clerk of Courts (temporary, based on the
projections appearing in the next chapter), most of the building is full or overcrowded. In particular, the offices of the State Attorney are
seriously overcrowded. Judicial spaces are full. All other office spaces including Probation, Pre-Trial and the Public Defender are full.
Complicating the situation is that the planned expansion space for judicial system function on the Ground floor of Building “B” is fully utilized by
County Achieves which houses files and records for all of the County’s administrative and service departments. These records are not court
related but are consuming space specifically intended for judicial system expansion.

Recently, greater attention has been given to the security of the facility and the campus. While the building design was security conscious and
provided for entry screening, separate circulation for public, prisoners and judicial officers and staff, concerns have arisen with regard to the
unsecured colonnade along the Ground Level of Building “B” that leads to staff parking, to the congestion and difficult sight lines occurring in the
security pavilion at the main entry to the building and to an extended series of technology and prisoner control related provisions. These issues
have been the subject of a recent, separate security report that has made extensive recommendations among which are that the security
pavilion should be enlarged, the colonnade to staff parking enclosed, and prisoner holding and security control expanded. This report supports
those recommendations, and emphasizes the importance of enclosing the colonnade as a preliminary step needed to convert that Ground-level
space to judicial system function. It needs to be brought within the security envelope of the building.

The Charlotte County Courthouse was designed with excellent potential for future expansion. The linear arrangement of the respective wings of
the complex will allow easy functional integration of an addition with the existing circulation patterns and the extensive site area assure that
further expansion of the complex can be easily absorbed. The existing complex is well prepared to accept horizontal expansion either to the east
or to the west.

! DGSF = Departmental Gross Square Foot and represents the total area needed or used by a department within a larger building. GSF=Gross Square Foot and
is the total space occupied by the buildings. See Chapter 2 for a more detailed set of definitions.
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Chapter 2 — Growth Projections

Introduction

Chapter 1 identified the existing Charlotte County Courthouse as a valuable resource, effectively accommodating the Judicial System for the last
15 years and providing a central, dignified and efficient point of public service. The facility is a prominent and strong symbol of the community’s
commitment to the rule of law and to equal justice under that law. The facility evaluation also found that the courthouse is full and in some
instances, overcrowded. The expansion space designed into the building has been filled with non-court function (County Archives) and unless
that function is relocated, there is no space in which to remediate existing shortfalls or to accommodate any additional judicial system growth.

Growth is the subject of this chapter. Charlotte County is located in southwest Florida, in one of the highest growth areas of the state and
indeed of the nation. While the huge growth rates of the 1990s and early 2000s moderated in the middle of the last decade as a result of the
housing bubble and the economic recession, the pace of growth appears to be picking up again. With the increases in population, comes an
expectation of increases in demands for judicial system services and with that, the expectation of increasing numbers of judicial officers, staff
and ultimately the space needed to support these positions and related functions.

This chapter presents a series of quantitative analysis intended to examine historical trends and to project future trends in population,
caseloads, judicial officers, judicial system staffs, and finally, judicial system space. The findings and conclusions of this chapter are:
1. Charlotte County will experience significant population growth (16.6% by 2032) and this growth will impact demand for judicial system
services.
2. In keeping with past trends, total caseloads will exceed the rate of population growth. Total filings (caseload) are expected to grow 43%
by 2032.
3. This caseload growth supports the expectation that Charlotte County will need and receive up to 5 additional judicial officer allocations.
The estimate is that Circuit Judgeships will grow from 4 to 8, County Court Judgeships will remain constant at 3, and Magistrates will
grow from 1 to 2. The first of these additional judgeships can be expected by 2015.
4. Based on the population growth, the anticipated caseload growth and the growth in judgeships, total judicial system staff (excluding
judges) will grow from 201 to 317 (58%) by 2032. This is in spite of the implementation of new technologies.
5. Based on the existing space deficits, the judgeship growth, and the staff growth, judicial system departmental space needs are projected
to rise from the existing 145,045 DGSF to 203,021 DGSF (40%) and the gross area requirements from the existing 197,072 GSF to
275,844 GSF (40%).

This chapter should be read in conjunction with the projection tables and graphs provided in the Appendix to this report.
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Methodology
The objective of this chapter is to develop projections of Charlotte County judicial system growth that will provide a sound basis for a
determination of present and long term space needs. There is a definite sequence of analysis in the projection of judicial system growth.

e Population is examined first because it is a common sense and widely recognized factor impacting demand for judicial system services.
Typically, a judicial system needs assessment relies on already existing official historical and projected population data. Population
forecasting is a specialized field and involves tracking and factoring birth rates, mortality rates and migration rates as well as other
demographic and economic factors. It is best left to the specialists. Use of official data also relieves the judicial system planning team of
any suspicion of artificially inflating need by generating its own baseline (and perhaps excessive) growth rates to justify higher demand
numbers. This report relies on the 2013 mid-range projections published by the University of Florida, Bureau of Business and Economic
Reporting (BBER).

e (Caseload is the second factor in the assessment of judicial system growth. The basic measure of demand for judicial system services is
case filings. While filings are not the only indicator of judicial workload, they are the most consistently kept, most commonly available
and most easily compared with other jurisdictions in the state (and to some extent elsewhere). Filing trends can be identified from
historical data, and projections of future filings can be developed using various statistical methodologies arising from these trends. In
this study, emphasis is placed on four (4) main methodological approaches which will be described in more detail under the caseload
analysis.

0 Internal trends as measured by the average of year to year real number changes shown in the data available for the time period
2002 - 2013°,

0 Straight line trends as generated by regression analysis

O Ratios to population including high, average and existing ratios. No “low” ratio to population models have been utilized for
reasons that will be clear when the data is presented.

0 Consensus or composite projections are based on the average of all the other models and can be very strong in synthesizing
divergent results from the other projection models.

It should be noted that there are many different statistical models that could be utilized in the assessment and projection of court
caseload trends. This Consultant has found, over 25 years of experience and experimentation with a wide range of statistical models of
varying degrees of sophistication, that these few simple, relatively straightforward ones are frequently the best for the limited purpose
intended; establishing an order of magnitude forecast that will provide a reasonable basis for the projection of judges, staff and
ultimately space.

® This is true for Circuit Court because 2013 data is available. For County Court case filings, consistent data is only available through 2012.
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e Judgeships are the third focus of analysis and are critical factors impacting long term space needs. The expectation of additional judges
(or other judicial officers) carries with it a reasonable expectation of additional courtrooms (or other litigation spaces), offices,
supporting spaces and staff positions as well as growth in related operational elements such as jury assembly and prisoner holding and
delivery. Judgeships trends are analyzed and projected using two (2) main methodologies:3

0 Historical acquisition rates reflect the ability of the system to gain judgeships in response to growing or changing
demand/caseload.

O Ratios to filings reflect the individual high, average or existing relationship between an individual judge and overall demand.
While it may not reflect the exact formula for caseload allocation, it does present a general and comparable value that can be
used for long term projection formulas.

In this connection, it is important to note that Florida uses a “weighted caseload’ methodology for assessing the need for judgeships on a
statewide year to year basis. The central feature of the weighted caseload formula is the assignment of differential values (minutes of
judicial time/level of effort) to various types of cases based on their relative complexity. So different jurisdictions might have the same
number of overall filings, but because one had more of a particular, more heavily weighted case type, the workload would be considered
higher and the need for judges greater.

This is a strong methodology in the “year to year” context but is not considered reliable for long term projections because it would have
to rely on an assumption of indefinite continuation of the existing balance of case types. What has long been recognized is that while
judicial system filings as a total tend to change quite predictably, the individual case types are more volatile and variable and as a
consequence the balance of case types can vary year to year, though the general trend remains relatively stable. For this reason the
“weighted caseload” methodology is not used in this study though an effort is made to translate the existing weighted caseload
calculation into a more usable filings/judge formula that can be useful for long term projections.

e Staff numbers are the final projection category. These are analyzed and projected in the following ways:
0 Historical acquisition rates

Ratios to judges (where appropriate)

Ratios to caseload (or workload where it is different from caseload)

Ratios to population

Comparison to state staffing formulas for select groups

O O 0O

The combination of judge and staff projections provides a significant basis for the calculation of judicial system space needs. The metnodology
used to calculate space needs will be discussed later in this chapter.

* Another methodology based on the ratio of judges to population is useful in some cases but is of little to no relevance in this case and has not been used.
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Population

Population growth is a commonly referenced and recognized factor influencing demand for judicial systems services. While no direct or exact
ratio is universally recognized, there is both anecdotal and analytical data to support a strong relationship. It makes sense that all things being
equal, increasing population will produce increasing caseload in the courts, though the exact increase and ratio may vary because of unique local
conditions, demographics and other influences.

Charlotte County is growing. Official population data is provided by the Bureau of Economic and Business Research and is used by Charlotte
County in all of its planning studies. This information is reflected in the graph below.

Charlotte County Population 2002-2013
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County population in 2002 was estimated at 148,304 and increased steadily through 2004. There was a slight dip in 2005 and growth again to
2008. The time period of 2007 — 2011 was relatively stable (probably as a function of economic recession). From 2011 through 2013, growth
has surged again to about 165,411. Overall, County population has increased over 17,000 since 2002 (11.54%).

Official projections anticipate continued strong and steady growth in Charlotte County. The expectation is that the County will grow from the

165,411 in 2013 to 192,976 by 2032. If realized, that trend would increase overall population by 27,565 or about 16.66%. From 2002 to 2032
County population will have increased by almost 45,000 and by just over 30%
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Caseload

Case filings are a basic indicator of demand for judicial system services. While they are not a complete measure of court workload, they provide
a simple, easy to understand, and comparable set of numbers that support the need for and allocation of judicial officers and staff as well as
other supporting resources. As previously indicated, filings are influenced by population growth, though not exclusively. There are many factors
that “drive” caseloads. These are specific to various case types and can include such things as demographics, economic conditions, police
staffing and policy, prosecutorial policy, legislative enactments, and public priorities.

In this study, historical caseloads/filings are examined for trends, which then become the basis for projections of future filings (demand for
service). For each case type six main trends/projection alternatives are documented. Each provides a different perspective on the historical
data and on the potential future level of demand. These methodologies are:
e Model 1 - Average annual real number change — This methodology converts the yearly changes in filings for a given case type into an
average based on the 2000-2012/13 time period and uses that same average to identify potential caseloads in the target years of 2015,

2020, 2025, and 2030. (to complete the 20 year picture the year 2032 has been added as well)

e Model 2 — Linear Regression — This statistical methodology establishes a straight line through the historical data that best balances the

highs and low of the data set and uses that slope to generate future values at specific points in time.

e Model 3 - High ratio of filings to population — This is the first of three methodologies that examine the relationship of filings to
population. This one looks back over the past 11 years and uses the highest ratio of filings to population as a basis for future forecasts.
This methodology is most useful when there is strong, almost unremitting growth or some indication of a substantial emerging impact of

some demographic, legislative or policy initiative that will likely raise the caseload filing rate.
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e Model 4 - Average ratio of filings to population — This methodology relies on the 11 year average of filings to population as a basis for
projections. This methodology is most useful when there has been relative stability in the filing rate and the data present an
approximately equal distribution above and below the average without dramatic highs or lows.

e Model 5 - Existing ratio to population — This methodology is based on the most recent ratio of filings to population (2013 for Circuit
Court and 2012 for County Court). Typically the selection of this methodology based on this single point is used when there is a recent
departure from what otherwise appears to be a relatively stable pattern. It suggests that the most recent data is the most reliable in
terms of existing influences and provides a reasonable expectation going forward since system influences tend to evolve slowly.

e Model 6 - Composite methodology (Average all models 1-5) — This methodology is what is often called a consensus forecast. By
combining the results of the various alternatives into a single value it tends to absorb or balance the extremes of the other models. As an
example, this is an approach commonly used in hurricane tracking where the results of different models are combined into a single
composite “cone of probability”. It is useful when there is variability in the alternatives.

Available statistics reflect strong caseload growth in Charlotte County. Overall, the combined filings of Circuit and County Courts have increased
from 8,731 in 2002 to 13,007 in 2012 (the last year for which consistent County court data was available). This reflects an overall percentage
growth of 49% in a time period in which population grew approximately 11%. The specific historical growth data and trend for each major
Circuit and County Court case type is provided in the data Appendix.

What is important to note here is that the rate of caseload growth exceeds that of the population in terms of percentages. This is a function of
several factors. The first is that the relative scale of the numbers distorts the percentage comparison. For example, the percentage increase
from 1 to 2 is the same as the percentage increase from 100,000 to 200,000. So to a certain extent the percentage comparison may be
irrelevant, but there are other factors as well. The difference in rates is frequently a reflection of the reality that cases arise out of human
interactions and that the potential quantity of interactions goes up geometrically as population increases, not linearly. Finally, and most
probably, the difference in the rates reflects the fact that population alone is not the driver of cases. As previously noted, each case type has its
own, underlying causes that might include demographics, economic environment, legislative initiatives, police staffing and arrest policy, and
prosecutorial policy and staffing just as a few examples.

So it should not be surprising that the trend of caseload increases exceeding the projected rate of population increases is expected to continue.
e Circuit Court caseload is expected to increase from 8,699 (2012) to 14,334 (2032). This is a projected increase of 65%
e County Court caseload is expected to increase from 13,007 (2012) to 18,601 (2032). This is a projected increase of 43%
e Total caseload is expected to increase from 21,706 (2012) to 32,935 (2032). This is a projected increase of 52% in a time period when
population is expected to increase 18%.

The actual numbers and trend lines are displayed on the following table and chart. Readers are encouraged to see the Appendix for the
individual case type data, trend analysis and projection results.
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Charlotte County Combined Caseload Projections 2002-2032

Caseload
Year Population Circuit County |Totals
2002 143,304 6,582 8,731 15,313
2003 151,269 7,159 9,872 17,031
2004 154,709 8,804 | 11,078 19,882
2005 153,274 8,857 | 10,266 19,123
2006 156,491 8,937 | 10,725 19,662
2007 160,083 9,647 | 14,829 24,476
2008 160,412 12,503 | 15,522 28,025
2009 159,860 12,215 | 13,888 26,103
2010 159,978 11,061 | 12,112 23,173
2011 160,463 8,998 | 12,345 21,343
2012 163,357 8,699 | 13,007 21,706
2013 165,411 . . .
IV BT Combined Caseload Projections
2015 167,434 10,099 | 13,846 23,945 35 000
2016 168,784 , 32,935
2017 170,464 30,000
2018 172,317
2019 174,233 25,000 e
2020 176,106 11,415 | 15,244 26,659 21,706
2021 177,854 Eﬂ 20,000 = o
2022| 179481 = 15000 15, ——Circuit
2023 181,011
2024 182,469 10,000 County
2025 183,880 12,678 | 16,643 29,321 5 000 Totals
2026 185,264 .
2027 186’624 - rT 1 rrrrr rr rr 7 117 11 17T 17 T T T 1T 1T T T T T T1
2008] 157,957 R EEEEEEE R EER:
2005 166,260 SESSEERRERRERERE
2030 190,531 13,850 | 18,041 31,891
2031 191,768 Years
2032 192,976 14,334 | 18,601 32,935
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Judicial Officers

The number of Circuit and County Judges (and other judicial officers, specifically Magistrates, supporting them), are a key factor impacting
existing and long range space needs. The potential growth in the number of Judicial Officers assigned and operating in Charlotte County is an
important consideration in the evaluation of the sufficiency and suitability of existing space to meet the anticipated needs. It is a primary factor
in determining the space need that might be anticipated if a new addition to the Courthouse were to be planned and built.

The projection of judges is typically based on two factors. The first is “historical acquisition rate” or the experience of the jurisdiction in adding
judges in the past in response to growth and change. The second methodology is demand based, that is, based on the relationship of filings to
judges. In this connection, three different calculations are tested.
e Acquisition rate — This is the number of additional judges acquired in the county divided by the number of years to define an average
real number increase/year going forward.
e Average filings/judge/year — This calculation averages the number of filings/judge/year over the years of the historical period and uses
that as a basis for projecting future judgeships.
e Assumed filings/judge/year — This calculation attempts to translate the results of the “weighted caseload” workload analysis developed
by the state into a straightforward filings/judge calculation that is then used for projection purposes.

The historical judicial officer data for Charlotte County is displayed below:

Caseload Circuit Judges County Judges Mag. Combined
Year |Pop Cir County |Totals # Cert. | F/Jud F/CerJ # Cert.| Fldud | FICerJ | |# # Cert. FJud F/Cer J| Totals
2002 143,304 6,582 8,731 15,313 4 1,646 2 4,366 6 2,552 6
2003 151,269 7,159 9,872 17,031 4 1,790 2 4,936 6 2,839 6
2004 154,709 8,804 | 11,078 19,882 4 2,201 2 5,539 1 7 2,840 7
2005 153,274 8,857 | 10,266 19,123 4 2,214 2 5,133 1 7 2,732 7
2006 156,491 8,937 | 10,725 19,662 4 5.5 2,234 1,625 2 2.4 | 5,363 4,469 1 7 7.9 2,809 | 2,489 7
2007 160,083 9,647 | 14,829 24,476 4 5.4 2,412 1,786 3 2.6 | 4,943 5,703 1 8 8.0 3,060 | 3,060 8
2008 160,412 12,503 | 15,522 28,025 4 5.8 3,126 2,156 3 2.7 | 5,174 5,749 1 8 8.5 3,503 | 3,297 8
2009 159,860 12,215 | 13,888 26,103 4 5.8 3,054 2,106 3 25| 4,629 5,555 1 8 8.3 3,263 | 3,145 8
2010 159,978 11,061 | 12,112 23,173 4 5.7 2,765 1,941 3 2.6 | 4,037 4,658 1 8 8.3 2,897 | 2,792 8
2011 160,463 8,998 | 12,345 21,343 4 5.4 2,250 1,666 3 24| 4,115 5,144 1 8 7.8 2,668 | 2,736 8
2012 163,357 8,699 | 13,007 21,706 4 5.3 2,175 1,641 3 21| 4,336 6,194 1 8 7.4 2,713 | 2,933 8
2013 165,411 9,519 4 5.4 2,380 1,763 3 2.0 - - 1 8 7.4 8
Averages 2,354 1,836 4,779 5,353 2,898 2,922
0.14 Mag. Ratio to Judges
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Using the methodologies just identified, the projections of judicial officers in Charlotte County to 2032 are as follows:

Caseload Circuit Judges County Judges Mag. Combined
Year |Pop | Cir |County |Tota|s # Cert. | FJud F/CerJ # | Cert.| FJud | F/CerJ | |# # Cert. FJud F/Cer J| Totals
Projection Models| | # Inc Avg F/J | wtd #Inc Avg F/J| Wtd R/J #Inc Avg F/J | Wtd Rec.

2014| 166,479
2015] 167,434 [ [ 10,099 [ 13846 [ 23,945 4 6 3 3 3 1 8 8 8 9
2016] 168,784
2017| 170,464
2018] 172,317
2019| 174,233
2020] 176,106 | [ 11,415 [ 15244 [ 26,659 5 6 4 3 3 1 9 9 9 10
2021 177,854
2022| 179,481
2023] 181,011
2024] 182,469
2025] 183,880 | [ 12,678 [ 16,643 [ 29,321 5 7 4 3 3 1 10 10 10 11
2026] 185,264
2027| 186,624
2028] 187,957
2029] 189,260

2030 190,531 13,850 [ 18,041 31,891 6 8 4 4 3 2 11 11 11 12
2031 191,768
2032 192,976 14,334 | 18,601 32,935 6 8 5 4 3 2 11 11 11 13

Based on the expected population growth and based on the expected caseload growth and in recognition of the State’s weighted caseload
system for allocation judgeship resources, Charlotte County can expect the have 13 judicial officers by 2032. This is an increase of 5 over existing
levels.

Staffs
Existing and projected staff numbers have a significant impact on space needs. Several projection models for judicial system staff are typically
utilized:

e Staff/judge — This ratio can be calculated for the direct judicial staff, the Court Administrative staff and the combined total. The ratio
recognizes the need for additional staff to support additional judges regardless of caseload.

e Filings/staff — This ratio assumes that the present volume of filings represents the “right” level of workload per staff person and uses
that as a projection model. In some cases (such as the Clerk of Courts) this may also factor in additional and separate “workload” as
opposed to “caseload” information.

e Historical Acquisition rate — This is the rate at which staff has been added in the past, projected to the future. The projection outcomes
could be better substantiated if there were some actual history of acquisition to inform the pace of growth. As it is, the only data
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available to the team is the ratios described above and these show the potential for substantial growth in judicial staff based on the
anticipated additional caseloads and judges.

This historical staffing data available for each department, along with the data needed to support a specific projection methodology, and the
projection alternatives and final recommendation are shown below. It is important to remember that this analysis does not say how many staff
are needed or how many staff the departments should have, but does say how many they can reasonably expect to have based on the historical
data.

Judicial Officers and Direct Judicial Staff

[ Historical Projected
Judicial Officers 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Judges 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 11.0
Magistrates 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
Total Judicial Officer 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 13.0 13.0
Analysis and Projections - Judicial Staff
Historical Ratios
Judicial Staff 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012| 2013| |Existing[Low Avg High
[Judicial staff 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
[Ratio to Judges 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1 1 1 1
Judicial Staff Projections Historical Projected
[Methodology | [ [ [ [ [ | | | | [ 2015]  2020] 2025] 2030] 2032
[Ratio to Judges 6.0 | 6.0 | 6.0 | 6.0 | 6.0 | 7.0 | 7.0 | 7.0 | 7.0 | 7.0 | 70 7.0 8.0 | 9.0 | 10.0 | 11.0 | 11.0
Court Administration (including Probation and Pre-Trial)
Historical Ratios
Court Administration 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012] 2013| [Existing|Low Avg High
|Ct. Admin. Staff (excld Mag) 18.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 25.0 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0 33.0
[Ratio to Judicial Officers 3.0 3.8 3.0 3.3 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.1 3.0 3.62 4.1
Ct. Admin. Staff Projections Historical Projected
Methodologies 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
1[Avg real # increase 18.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 25.0 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0 33.0 36 43 49 56 59
2|Exist/High Ratio/Jud Officers 18.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 25.0 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0 33.0 37 41 45 54 54
3|Low ratio 18.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 25.0 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0 33.0 27 30 33 39 39
4]|Avg ratio 18.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 25.0 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0 | 33.0 33 36 40 47 47
Recommended - Average Models 1 and 2 36 42 47 55 56
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Clerk of Courts

[ Historical Projected
COC staff 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Methodologies
1|Existing ratio/Jud Officers 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 105 116 128 151 151
2| Avg ratio/Jud Officers 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 120 133 146 173 173
3|High ratio/Jud Officers 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 150 167 184 217 217
4| Existing ratio filings/staff 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 88 98 108 117 121
5|Avg ratio filings/staff 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 107 119 131 143 147
6|High ratio filings/staff 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 82 91 100 109 112
Recommended - Avg Models 1 &5 106 118 130 147 149
State Attorney
| Historical Projected
State Attorney (Charlotte County) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 220 2025 2030 2032
Methodologies
1|Ratio to Judicial Officers 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0 55 61 67 80 80
2|Ext ratio filings/staff 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0 50 54 58 62 63
3[Low ratio filings/staff 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0 58 64 68 73 74
4|Avg ratio fiings/staff 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0 51 56 60 63 65
5[High ratio filings/staff 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0 48 52 56 59 60
Recommended - Average Models 1 & 4 53 58 64 72 72
Public Defender
| Historical Projected
Public Defender (Charlotte Co) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Methodologies
Ext ratio to Jud Officers 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 20 23 25 29 29
Ext ratio filings to staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 18 20 21 22 23
Low ratio filings to staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 19 21 22 24 24
Avg ratio filings to staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 16 18 19 20 20
High ratio filings to staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 14 15 16 17 18
Ext ratio to SA staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 20 21 23 26 27
Recommended - Avg Models 1 & 5 20 22 24 28 28
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Sheriff
[ Historical Projected
Sheriff 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012] 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Methodologies
1[High ratio to Judicial Officers 23 24 25 26 30 32 27 30 32 36 40 44 52 52
2|High Ratio of Officers/10,000 cases 23 24 25 26 30 32 27 30 32 33 37 40 44 45
3[Avg ratio of officers/10,000 cases | 23 24 25 26 30 32 27 30 32 29 32 35 38 39
Recommended - Avg Models 1 & 2 35 38 42 48 49
Avg Papers served/civil officers only 9 9 9 9 10 12 6 10 12 10 11 12 13 14
High Papers served/civil officers only 9 9 9 9 10 12 6 10 12 7 8 9 9 10
Low Papers served/civil officers only 9 9 9 9 10 12 6 10 12 12 14 15 16 17
Recommended
Civil 12 14 15 16 17
Security 22 25 27 32 32
Totals
Charlotte County Staffing Analysis (FTE)
Summary Projections
Historical
Year Jud Officers|Jud. Staff |Ct. Adm |COC SA PD Sheriff Totals (w/J) | | Totals (wolj)
2002 6 6 18 84 9 123 117
2003 6 6 23 88 10 133 127
2004 7 6 22 111 11 157 150
2005 7 6 24 116 12 23 165 158
2006 7 6 26 117 14 24 170 163
2007 8 7 29 115 14 25 173 165
2008 8 7 29 112 49 15 26 220 212
2009 8 7 31 89 49 15 30 199 191
2010 8 7 32 83 41 15 32 186 178
2011 8 7 33 81 43 15 27 187 179
2012 8 7 33 80 47 17 30 192 184
2013 8 7 34 93 49 18 32 209 201
Projected
2015 9 8 36 106 53 20 35 232 223
2020 10 9 42 118 58 22 38 259 249
2025 11 10 47 130 64 24 42 286 275
2030 13 12 55 147 72 28 48 327 314
2032 13 12 56 149 72 28 49 330 317
Analysis - 2013-3032
# increas 5 5 22 56 23 10 17 121 116
% increase 63% 71% 65% 60% 47% 56% 53% 58% 58%

Total Judicial System staff (excluding judicial officers) is expected to increase from 201 (2013) to 317 (2032) or 58%.
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Space

Space needs arise out of several factors:

Existing inadequacies (spatially and/or functionally). Chapter 1 provided an overview of the existing building and concluded that it was
full and in some departments, overcrowded. The exact scale of that deficiency will emerge in this analysis.

Organizational and/or operational changes (new or retired programs, redeployment of resources, revised service delivery
priorities/patterns, etc.). Operational changes are emerging in Charlotte County and some of them impact space needs. For example,
the implementation of e-filing will curtail the growth of Clerk of Court hard file requirements and assure the long term adequacy of the
existing main file room. It may also help to reduce the level of traffic to the courthouse as attorneys will be able to file cases “on-line”
without sending runners with large sets of papers to the courthouse. Expanded Victim/Witness services being initiated by the State
Attorney Office (on the other hand) will likely increase space requirements but with the express value of better treatment for the victims
of offenses. The increased use of technology throughout the court system has both increased efficiency and has expanded the range of
services provided. The move to increase utilization and reliance on technology will not likely reduce the number of staff needed but will
likely impact the type of staff hired. However, technology may at some point permit the utilization of home based staff and off hours
work not previously possible.

Growth in population, demands for service, judges, and staffs of justice partner organizations. These factors have been explored in
detail earlier in this chapter.

There are three different measures of space to be understood in the analysis which follows.

NSF= Net Square Feet — This is the basic working area of an office, workstation, or piece of equipment. NSF values are commonly used in
the definition of space standards. Space standards were developed in Charlotte County in the planning, programming and design of the
Courthouse and have proven to be functional and efficient. No reason has been found in the analysis to change them. The courtroom
and court support space standards used in the Charlotte County Courthouse are consistent with nationally recognized area requirements
such as those published by the Nation Center for State Courts and the office standards are consistent with those used for other
government functions throughout Charlotte County.

DGSF=Departmental Gross Square Feet — This is the total of the NSF of a given department multiplied by a factor that accounts for
circulation among the offices, workstations, and equipment and for the thickness of interior walls and partitions. The result is a value
that represents all of the area required by a department within a larger building.

GSF = Gross Square Feet (or sometimes BGSF/Building Gross Square Feet) — This is the total of the DGSF values multiplied by a factor that
accounts for the thickness of exterior walls, major building structure, major public circulation among departments, lobbies, mechanical
and electrical spaces, elevators, stairwells, and any other spaces not covered by NSF or DGSF. In the case of the Charlotte County
Courthouse this is no longer a calculation but an actual measured value based on the real design. This measure percentage is carried
forward in the subsequent calculation of needs.

The following tables show the DGSF and GSF values that make up the Charlotte County Courthouse.
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Building B - Office Wing (Clerk of Courts)
Level Occupant DGSF GSF % Eff.
Building A - Courtroom Wing 2 Official Records 7,570
Level OCCUpant DGSF GSF % Eff. Employee Training 1,450
4 Courtrooms and Judicial Offices 18,758 26,058 72% Executive Office 2,809
MIS 2,055
3 Courtrooms and Judicial Offices 18,747 26,058 72% Conference Room ((B2046) 1,327
File Area (formerly Appeals) 1,066
2 States Attorney 10,024 Employee Relations 851
Court Administration 4,564 Sub-total 17,128 22,991 74.5%
County Probation 1,962
Lobby Areas 1,712 1 Criminal Courts Division 5,598
Sub-total 18,262 26,058 70% Central Files 7,699
Civil Courts Division 4,776
1 Public Defender 5,230 Domestic Violence 395
Jury Management 3.057 Sub-total 18,468 22,991 80.3%
I\D/(reg?l!rr]igallsg:rc\fices 1 g;: G M'ail Rpom - 1.442
— : - : Historical Society 894
Sheriff (including central holding) 6,383 Clerk IT Storage 654
Lobby Areas 1,712 Clean Room 185
Sub-total 18,352 26,788 68.5% Break Room 185
Toilets 116
G Secure Parking 5733 Dark and Camera Rooms 888
Building Management 3,690 County Archives 14,045
SAO Files 936 Data Room 75
Law Library 943 Work Stations 905
Sally Port 1,843 Sub-total 19,389 21,266 91%
Lobby Areas (incl. Security Pavilion) 2,796 Building B - Sub-totals 54,985 67,248 81.8%)
Sub-total 15,941 24,921 64%
Building A - Sub-totals 90,060 129,883 69.3%| |Building Totals (A +B) [ 145,045 || 197,131 | 74%)|

The projection of future space needs can be done in two ways. The first is a detailed space by space “program” for each department for each of
the target years. This can then be multiplied to reach total DGSF and GSF requirements. The problem with this approach at the master planning
stage (and that is what this report really is) is that the program appears to offer a level of specificity that is unrealistic. Departmental
organizations change. Staffing patterns are adjusted with changing needs. Different filing systems are developed. In short, the space by space
methodology yields a result that is almost certainly inaccurate in its details and thus suspect in its aggregate. An alternative, and the
methodology utilized in this analysis, is to assess the existing spaces for DGSF /person sufficiency and utilize that summary value to project
future space needs on the basis of projected staff increases. The value of this methodology is that it yields a strong order of magnitude value
without over-definition of all the spaces within that value. It accommodates future adjustments without difficulty. This “planning average”
methodology was used to project the needs for the existing Charlotte County Courthouse and subsequently confirmed in detailed programming
and design. The calculated space needs of the Charlotte County Judicial System to 2032 are as follows:
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Space Allocation Analysis and Projections (rev)

Updated to include expanded holding, bus sally port and secure parking
Components | | | | |
Sub-components 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
|Inc|uded DGSF Unit DGSF/Stf Ping Avg Staff |DGSF Staff DGSF Staff DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF
Courts and Departments
Judicial 37,505 8 4,688 5,000 9 45,000 10 50,000 11 55,000 13 65,000 13 65,000
Litigation Sets
Judicial Office Sets
Court Administration 7,921 34 233 250 36 9,000 42 10,500 47 11,750 55 13,750 56 14,000
Exec/Judicial Sup
Pre-trial
Probation
Clerk of Courts 38,586 93 415 335 106 35,510 118 39,530 130 43,550 147 49,245 149 49,915
Exec/Adm/Training
Official Records
Criminal
Civil
Mail/Storage
State Attorney 10,960 49 224 300 53 15,900 58 17,400 64 19,200 72 21,600 72 21,600
Offices
File Storage
Public Defender 5,230 18 291 300 20 6,000 22 6,600 24 7,200 28 8,400 28 8,400
Sheriff - - - - -
Civil Office & Sec. 4,164 32 130 150 35 5,250 38 5,700 42 6,300 48 6,246 49 6,376
Central Holding 2,219 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200
Total Courts and Departments 106,585 234 455 119,860 132,930 146,200 167,441 168,491
| Additional Needs 16,351 26,345 39,615 60,856 61,906
Court Support
Jury Services 3,057 100 30 30 108 3,240 120 3,600 140 4,200 156 4,680 156 4,680
Law Library 943 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Grand Jury 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030
Security Pavilion (entry scr) 2,796 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500
Sally Port 1,843 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600
Secure Parking 5,733 15 400 18 7,200 20 8,000 22 8,800 26 10,400 26 10,400
Total Court Support 14,372 20,570 21,730 23,130 25,210 25,210
|Additiona| Needs 6,198 7,358 8,758 10,838 10,838
Building Support
Building Management 3,690 3,690 3,690 3,690 3,690 3,690 3,690
Vending/Snack 575 575 575 575 575 575 575
Lobbies (excpt Entry) 3,424 3,596 3,988 4,386 5,023 5,055
Total Building Support 7,689 7,861 8,253 8,651 9,288 9,320
[Additional Needs 172 564 962 1,599 1,631
Non-Court Function
[County Archives 16,399 16,399
Total Non-Court Functions 16,399 16,399
[Additional Needs (16,399) (16,399) (16,399) (16,399) (16,399)
Grand Tot. DGSF 145,045 148,291 162,913 177,981 201,939 203,021
|Tolal Additional Needs DGSF 6,322 17,868 32,936 56,894 57,976
GSF Total @ 74% (rounded) 197,072 201,482 221,349 241,822 274,374 275,844
|T0tal Additional Needs BGSF 4,410 24,277 44,750 77,302 78,772
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The planning averages utilized are derived as follows:

Judicial is based on a rounding off of the existing judicial floor modules including both litigation sets, holding sets, and judicial office sets.
Court Administration is based on a small increase in the existing average to improve some waiting and staff/client conferencing area
allocations

Clerk of Courts is based on the DGSF/person at the highest historical staffing level of 116 when the space was full. Note that there is a
small short term surplus.

State Attorney is based on commonly utilized professional governmental office area allocation.

Public Defender is based on commonly utilized professional government office area allocation.

Sheriff has two bases:

0 Existing Civil Office area serves staff of both Civil and Court Security functions. Most of the Security personnel are not in the
space at the same time and so a lower planning average is justified.

0 Central Holding includes a control room and holding cells. The control room needs expansion and this has been added to the
basic area requirement. Also, additional cells are required for anticipated expanded volume and to accommodate “hold
separate” and “juvenile” categories.

Jury Services can be expected to grow. The growth has been computed as a ratio to judicial officers of 12/1. The result has been
multiplied by a DGSF/person of 30 DGSF which is the present average.

Grand Jury function has been restored to the facility at its initial program size. The original space has been absorbed into the State
Attorney’s office but should be returned to the facility.

Security Pavilion (entry screening and lobby space) has been increased by the measured size of the enclosure of the entire Ground Level
breezeway and the expansion of the actual entry pavilion. . This will provide for a secure staff entry close to staff parking and for the
inclusion of the Building B, Ground level space within the security envelope of the building.

The Sally Port is in need of expansion (or replacement) to accommodate bus delivery of prisoners and increased prisoner traffic.

Secure parking is expanded to cover the additional judicial officers and judicial assistants.

Building Management will need more space as the campus grows but it is believed that this additional space will be picked up in the
facility gross up.

Existing lobby space is 3% of total Courts and Departmental space. This ratio is predicted to hold as the campus increases.

No projection has been made for County Archives. Its growth is not in the scope of services

Building Grossing is estimated at .74 based on the existing measured drawings and the level of measured detail.
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Conclusions

1. Based on the existing space deficits, the judgeship growth, and the staff growth, judicial system departmental space needs are projected
to rise from the existing 145,045 DGSF to 203,021 DGSF (40%) and the gross area requirements from the existing 197,072 GSF to
275,844 GSF (40%).

2. Based on this projection, the team projects that by 2032 Charlotte County will need an additional 57,976 DGSF for Judicial System
functions. This translates into an additional 78,772 GSF.

3. These calculated needs are well in excess of the roughly 16,000 DGSF available at Ground Level, Building “B”, even if it were to be
cleared of County Archives.

4. It appears reasonable to conclude that a substantial addition to the Courthouse is needed.
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Chapter 3 — Options Analysis
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Chapter 3 — Options Analysis

Introduction

Chapter 1 provided an overview of the Charlotte County Courthouse, its occupants, its space allocations, and its existing conditions. It was
concluded that the facility is suitable for continued Judicial System use, that it is well organized for function and for expansion, and that the site
provides sufficient area to accommodate any needed additional judicial structures.

Chapter 2 developed projections of short term and long term space needs by department and identified an existing and growing shortfall in
Judicial System space. The conclusion of the chapter was that the scale of the deficit precluded solution within the existing building and that a
significant addition appeared to be needed.

This chapter discusses key planning questions and options, recommends consideration of a significant addition to the Courthouse, and provides

a suggested sequence and schedule for implementing the recommended option. Key findings of this chapter are:

1. The use of the planned expansion area on the ground floor of the B building for judicial system function cannot take place unless County
Archives is relocated.
2. Operational adjustments will not significantly diminish the additional needs within the planning window.

Meeting long term needs through commercial leases is potentially costly and operationally dysfunctional.

4. The historic courthouse offers some space potentially usable as swing space during expansion of the main campus buildings but is not
sufficient or suitable for permanent Judicial System assignment.

5. The existing site is sufficient to accommodate facility expansion as well as additional parking.

6. The existing building is well prepared to accept horizontal expansion either to the east or the west.

7. There is a need to provide a courthouse addition to meet the long term growth needs and judicial system operational requirements. An
total additional need of 78,722 GSF is estimated.

8. Of the calculated additional need to 2032, approximately 66,569 GSF would be in the recommended addition and the balance divided
among ancillary projects (expansion of the security pavilion and perimeter, a bus sally port for prisoner delivery, expanded secure
parking, etc.) This calculation does not include additional public or staff parking.

9. The new building would house courtroom expansion, all of Court Administration, all of the State Attorney’s office, the Law Library, the
Grand Jury suite and supporting spaces for these functions.

10. The ground level of “B” Building (after transitional use for the State Attorney during construction of the addition) would provide for new
Jury Assembly space and for long term Clerk of Court expansion.

11. The existing “A” Building would accommodate expanded courts and expanded Public Defender and Sheriff functions

12. The development of the recommended courthouse addition would bring with it the need to provide additional public parking, possibly in
the form of a two level 500 car parking garage at the site of the existing public parking lot. Additional staff parking may also be needed.

w
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13. A preliminary implementation plan has been developed that sequences both the interim spatial adjustments and long term project
development. This schedule anticipates 2022 as the target date for completion of interim space adjustments and the design,
construction and occupancy of the proposed new addition.

14. Preliminary site and facility planning illustrations have been developed.

15. Charlotte County should secure the services of appropriate planning, design and construction professionals to implement a major
campus expansion.

Preliminary Perspective
The basic issue facing Charlotte County is how best to address the existing and projected deficit of space for Judicial System departments and
operations. From a planning perspective the starting place for the discussion of options should be recognition of the tremendous value and
exceptional advantages of the existing Courthouse complex. These advantages were part of the initial rationale for the complex and are still
important in considering future plans. The Courthouse complex:
1. Unifies Judicial system components and operations and simplifies service delivery patterns
Provides a single point of public access to Judicial system services (one-stop shopping)
Encourages staff efficiencies.
Simplifies security and prisoner handling.
Supports economies of scale and the utilization of shared resources,
Provides public accessibility from major thoroughfares.
Provides adjacent and free parking.
Maintains the historic significance of and connection to the County Seat
Provides expandability.

Lo NOUAWN

This is an exceptional set of advantages and points to the wisdom of maintaining Judicial System unity on this site as long as possible. At some
point, growth may overwhelm the site and building capacities and force difficult choices about other locations, service delivery patterns, and
distributed (fragmented) deployments, but until then, Charlotte County is well advised to maximize the potential of this prominent public site.

Planning Questions and Alternatives
The identified scale of need and prospective costs associated with meeting that need make it important to address several questions about
alternatives to outright construction of the required space.

Question #1 - Why are more courtrooms needed when the existing ones are frequently empty?

The observation that courtrooms are “dark” (unoccupied) for some period of time can raise questions about their utilization, the court’s
scheduling practices, basic efficiency, and the need for more courtrooms. The common logic is:
e |tisevident that there are “dark courtrooms”.
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e |t appears from the extent to which they are dark, that their use is not well managed and that higher utilization rates could be achieved,
and,
e |t appears that better utilization of courtroom space might reduce demand for more space.

This issue frequently becomes a point of contention between the funding body (County Commissions, most commonly) and the Courts. The
discussion can be fraught with misunderstandings, misconceptions, misinterpretations, and misrepresentations. Courts frequently bristle at the
suggestion that they are not efficient, are insensitive to the need for public economies, and/or are incompetent managers of scarce resources.
They often suggest that funding bodies are unfamiliar with the complexities and complications of case and courtroom scheduling and are
intrusive on the prerogatives and independence of the judiciary. Neither perspective is entirely accurate or useful.

First, it is important to understand that there are some perfectly legitimate reasons why any given courtroom may be dark at any given time and
not the product of judicial laziness, incompetence, professional arrogance, or disdain for management of public resources.

1. Trial washouts - The number 1 reason for dark courtrooms is “trial washout”. It is a fact that cases are more likely to plea (criminal
matters) or settle (civil matters) the closer they are to actual trial. The Court may set a case, or most commonly several cases, for trial on
the same day at the same time and one or all of them may plea or settle at the last moment when there is no time to schedule
something else in the allotted calendar interval. Courts try to compensate for this by “oversetting” proceedings, but this is a hit or miss
proposition and down time for the courtroom may be unavoidable.

2. Trial patterns and predictability — Despite aggressive judicial management, the actual length of any particular jury trial is essentially
unpredictable. Last minute motions may arise, witnesses may be temporarily unavailable (sick, delayed in travel, etc.), testimony may
take longer than estimated, or other complications develop. The result is a trial that either ends early or runs over to another partial
day, leaving un-fillable time in the schedule and a dark courtroom as a result.

3. Judicial illness/vacations/conferences/education — These are self-evident reasons why any particular judge may be absent from his or
her courtroom at any particular time. |llinesses are of course unpredictable but most courts try to compensate for vacations,
conferences and education times by use of auxiliary judges (pro tem, retired, senior status, special masters, etc.) to fill at least some of
the time slots, keep the caseload moving and use the courtrooms, if funding permits.

4. Non-courtroom work — Judges have duties related to file review, preparation for calendars, legal research and signing of orders (among
others) that are conducted out of the courtroom. Sometimes judges actually schedule time for these activities and other times use
“washout” time to perform these important but less visible duties. The amount of time needed for this varies by judge, by caseload and
by case type involved. This variability essentially precludes predictability and thus fixed scheduling..

5. Secondary causes — Included in this category are such things as inappropriate space (Sometimes the available courtroom is simply not
appropriate to the specific need generated by the calendar), and systemic complications (staff shortages, lack of funding, etc.)

Second, despite these legitimate explanations for dark courtrooms, most courts can do better at courtroom utilization if they focus on the issue
and undertake the following actions:
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e Utilization assessment — It is important for Courts as part of their public duty to wisely manage resources, to map their own courtroom
utilization patterns. Most courtrooms are scheduled full but in fact, are not fully used. Some of the vacancies are predictable and (as
noted above) many are not. So the fundamental question is whether there is a clear cut pattern to the vacancies that can be put to
good use. This will be a matter of speculation unless a survey is conducted over some extended period of time. This self-survey will
prove enlightening. Based on the survey results:

0 Some courts have identified down time that can be put to good use through adjusted scheduling. A common example of this is
to use predictable trial washout time at the end of the week (when it is too late to start another trial) as a standard time to
schedule high volume, non-jury proceedings.

0 Some courts have recognized that there is a need for coordinated management of courtroom use rather than the individualized
approach that is often characteristic.

e Routine review of case scheduling practices and patterns — Caseloads and related proceedings are not static entities. The variability in
the balance of case types, the emerging impacts of technology on proceedings, the trend toward therapeutic courts, and evolving rules
of procedure suggest that a regular internal management review can be beneficial in promoting effectiveness and efficiency and in
fulfilling the Court’s inherent responsibility to wisely manage scarce resources.

Funding authorities, for their part, should recognize that 100% courtroom utilization is not realistic, feasible or even desirable. Case and
courtroom scheduling are far more difficult and complex than commonly thought. Better to understand the reality that some limited and
managed degree of vacancy is normal and that there is a far more serious risk from justice delayed by courtroom shortages.

Finally, it is important to recognize that courtrooms share something in common with school classrooms. Neither of these public resources can
or should be thought of in terms of a factory, where value is measured only by constant use and production. Better to see their value as
community investment in critical processes: the one in education and the other in justice. Both are indispensable.

Question #2 - Are there operational changes that would reduce the projected space needs?

The most common questions in this connection pertain to the implementation of technology and to the potential conduct of off-hours
proceedings (night court) to reduce space needs.

As earlier indicated, technology integration does have potential to restrain spatial demands in some areas. File storage requirements can be
expected to stabilize over time as more and more case processing documentation moves to digital media. It must be recognized however, that
these impacts will emerge over a long period of time and that in the short run, the existing paper files will still be utilized and unless they are all
converted to digital media (a lengthy and costly undertaking) will need to be maintained in archives according to the relevant state statues. In
most jurisdictions there is a period of time when the paper and the digital systems run in parallel. Also, the size of computers is shrinking and
this can have a beneficial impact on space though it may well be off-set by additional staff needs related to the operation and programming of
the equipment. Finally, staffing in the digital age in court systems does not appear to reduce so much as it does to change. Technicians replace
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clerks and sometimes in higher numbers as the technology not only makes some work more efficient but adds services to the department’s
responsibilities that were not there before.

It is well to remember that Charlotte County has a strong history of implementing technological advances in its court operations. The Clerk of
Courts has been a statewide leader in this regard. The point is that the existing space utilization already includes some benefits of the advances
in technology and thus these are already accounted for to some degree in the calculation of need.

Night Court has limited application in the standard trial court such as that operating in Charlotte County. Many of Florida’s larger jurisdictions
operate some kind of evening court particularly for traffic arraignments and some for very limited special purpose rehabilitative courts like drug
court or veteran’s court. The most significant portion of standard trial court proceedings simply cannot be done off hours. There are significant
issues of juror availability, attorney availability, and overtime costs of prosecutors, public defenders, clerks and court deputies. There are
coordination issues with law enforcement witnesses and regular witnesses. There are the additional costs of extended building operations. In
short, with limited exception in certain types of proceedings, night court has not been a viable option. Even when it is used, it does almost
nothing to diminish the demand for standard trial courtrooms. High volume proceedings that are potentially eligible are only a very small portion
of the court’s workload.

Question #3 - Can the projected needs be met in existing structures (on-site and at the historic courthouse)?

The simple answer to this question is that it cannot. The projected additional need to 2032 is respectively 57,976 DGSF and 78,772 GSF more
than exists on the campus at the present time. The only potential additional DGSF available on the campus would come from the relocation of
County Archives off-site. In this connection, the relocation of County Archives 9approximately 16,000 DGSF provides opportunity to relieve short
term space pressures but is not adequate to meet the full long term needs. Actually, the space, once free of County Archives and any
transitional occupants is just the right size for Clerk of Court long term expansion and for the relocation and expansion of Jury Assembly.

The historic courthouse presents an interesting situation. The facility housed all the courts for many years but since the opening of the new
courthouse, has undergone changes. A portion was torn down to accommodate a new parking facility. It is now the home of the Charlotte
County Supervisor of Elections and also houses a local congressional office. A very small element of Court Administration (the Juvenile
Arbitration and Teen Court functions) is located on the second floor. At this time, approximately 4,500 DGSF are unoccupied. The space is still
configured as an appellate courtroom with what used to be judge’s chambers surrounding except for the spaces occupied by Teen Court and the
Congressional office. In its entirety the top floor of the building is approximately 9,900 DGSF (excluding the stair wells)

Our evaluation is that as short term swing space while the main campus addition is being developed, this area may have some potential, but as
long term judicial system space it is neither sufficient nor suitable. It breaks the unity of the campus. It complicates security. It collocates
incompatible functions. It is not suitably configured. There is only one elevator. The building has been remodeled to reflect its historical
character and high traffic court functions may well damage it. There is really no court system component that is clearly suited to the space.

37|Page



Charlotte County, Florida Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Chapter 3 — Options Analysis

Question #4 — Can the projected needs be met through commercial leases?
Some courts have solved short term space problems through use of commercial leases for Judicial System office functions such as Probation,
Pre-Trial, Public Defender, and even in some cases State’s Attorney. In places where this has become a long term situation, there is frequently a
major effort to eliminate the leases and return these functions to County owned space. In particular there is an effort to return them to the
court campus. The issues facing Charlotte County if commercial leases were to be contemplated would include:

1. Sufficient size
Close proximity to the court campus
Affordability
Willingness of the landlord to accommodate judicial system functions (potentially criminal offenders)
Potential dysfunction related particularly to file movement, client confusion, and lost time in transit to court.
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From our perspective, commercial leases are not a good long term solution in that they are costly and can be dysfunctional. They may be a short
term necessity but in this case should not be considered a responsible strategic solution.

Findings and Recommendations

1. The use of the planned expansion area on the ground floor of the B building for judicial system function cannot take place unless County
Archives is relocated.

2. The relocation of County Archives provides short term opportunity to relieve short term space pressures but is not adequate to meet all
the calculated long term needs.

3. Operational adjustments alone will not significantly diminish the additional needs within the planning window.

4. Meeting long term needs through commercial leases is potentially costly and operationally dysfunctional.

5. The historic courthouse offers some space potentially usable as swing space during expansion of the main campus buildings but is not
sufficient or suitable for permanent Judicial System assignment.

6. The existing site is sufficient to accommodate facility expansion as well as additional parking.

7. The existing building is well prepared to accept horizontal expansion either to the east or the west.

8. There is a need to provide a courthouse addition to meet the long term growth needs and judicial system operational requirements.An
total additional need of 78,722 GSF is calculated.

9. Charlotte County should secure the services of appropriate planning, design and construction professionals to implement a major
campus expansion.
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Project Description
To meet the projected needs of the Charlotte County Judicial System to 2032, the team proposes the development of a courthouse addition of
approximately 66,569 GSF. Occupancy and space requirements are shown in the following table.

Courthouse Expansion Plan
New Building Occupancy and Space Fstimates

New Building Assighment
Components I
|Sub-cnmpnnents 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032

I |Induded DGSF Unit |DGSF/Stf Plng Avg Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF
Courts and Departments
Judicial 37,505 3 4,688 5,000 2 10,000 2 10,000 2 10,000 2 10,000
Litigation Ses
Judicial Office Sels
Court Administration 7,921 34 233 250 42 10,500 47 11,750 55 13,750 56 14,000
Execi Rudicial Sup
Pre-irial
Probation
Clerk of Courts 38,586 93 415 335
Execiddm/Training
Cfficial Recards
Criminal
Chal
Al Storags
State Attorney 10,940 49 224 300 58 17,400 64 18,200 72 21,600 72 21,600
|Qﬁces
|ﬂfe Storage
Pablic Defender 5,230 18 291 300
Shenff

Chil Offfee 4,164 32 130 150
Ceniral Aolding 2,219 3,200
Total Courts and Departments 106,585 234 455 37,900 40,950 45,350 45,600

Court Support

Jury Services 3,057 100 a0 a0
Law Library 943 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Grand Jury 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030
Security Pavilion {entry scr) 2,798 5,500
Zally Port 1,843 7,443
Secure Parking 5,733 15 400

Total Court Support 14,372 2,030 2,030 2,030 2,030

Building Support

Building Management 3,690 3,690

Vending'Snack 575 575

Lobbies (excpt Entry) 3,424 1,631 1,631 1,631 1,631
Total Buil ding Support 7,680 1,631 1,631 1,651 1,631

Nan-Court Function

[Comty Archives 16,399 16,359
Total Non-Court Functions 16,390 16,300
Grand Tot. DGSF 145,045 New Building DGSF 41,561 44,611 49,011 49,261
GSF Total @ 74% (rounded) 106,007 New Building GSF 56,164 60,285 66,231 66,569
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This addition could be located on the east side of Building “A” and would connect the public and judicial circulation systems so that the addition
could be functionally integrated with Building A. The following diagrams illustrate how the new addition could be placed to effectively integrate
with Building A. Two options are shown, one without a two story connector at the staff entry end of the building and the other with such a
connector. In both cases the project would be preceded by the enclosure of the Ground Level, Building B, so as to include that area in the
security envelope of the campus and by the addition of another elevator core as part of the expansion and upgrade of the Security Pavilion.

Expansion Plan without Connector
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Expansion Plan with Connector
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Of the calculated additional need to 2032, approximately 66,569 GSF would be in the recommended addition and the balance divided among
ancillary projects (expansion of the security pavilion and perimeter, a bus sally port for prisoner delivery, expanded secure parking, etc.) This
calculation does not include additional public or staff parking.
e The new building would house courtroom expansion, all of Court Administration, all of the State Attorney’s office, the Law Library, the
Grand Jury suite and supporting spaces for these functions.
e The ground level of “B” Building (after transitional use for the State Attorney during construction of the addition) would provide for new
Jury Assembly space and for long term Clerk of Court expansion.
e The existing “A” Building would accommodate expanded courts and expanded Public Defender and Sheriff functions

At completion and occupancy, this addition could be organized and integrated with the existing Building A (a more complete illustration is given
in the implementation section that follows).

Preliminary Stacking Plan for Expanded Campus

2022
Building B Lobby Building A Addition
Level Occupants Level Occupants Level Occupants
4 Courts Courts Courts Courts 4 Courts Courts
3 COC COC COC COC 3 Courts Courts Courts Courts 3 SA SA
2 COC COC COC COC 2 Courts Courts Courts Courts 2 SA SA
1 CcoC CcoC CoC COoC 1 Pub Def Sheriff 1 Ct. Adm |G Jury/LL
G COC expansion and new Jury Assembly G Sally Port |Parking Building Support G Probation/Pre-trial
Expanded Security
Pavilion/Lobby, Expanded Sally port for bus delivery, expanded secure 5 floors at 13,000 GSf/floor =
Expanded vertical judicial parking, Public Defender expansion on Level 1, 66,000 GSF. Building
Expanded Security Perimeter transportation Central Holding and Sheriff Civil expansion on Level 1 accommodates 49,261 DGSF

The development of the recommended courthouse addition would bring with it the need to provide additional public parking, possibly in the
form of a two level 500 car parking garage at the site of the existing public parking lot. Additional staff parking may also be needed.

Project Implementation

The development of the recommended addition to the Courthouse is not an overnight undertaking. The approval, funding, design and
construction could be expected to take between 5 and 10 years. In the meantime, there are existing deficits to be overcome and growing needs
to be met. It is clear that some kind of a phased interim and implementation plan is needed.

The first consideration is the list of pressing issues to be addressed.
1. Relocation of County Archives
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Accommodation for an additional judge expected by 2015.
Relief from overcrowding in the State Attorney’s offices.

Expansion of the Security Pavilion (Entry/Lobby) and the security perimeter to prepare for expanded judicial system use of the Building

B, Ground Floor and other campus expansion.

Expanded secure sally-port for bus delivery

Expanded secure judicial parking

Design and construction of a courthouse addition on campus
Interim space accommodations

Additional public and staff parking (garage or garages)

The second consideration is the sequence and tentative schedule that integrates the long term
project (the addition) with the interim remediation of needs and the staging of spatial
adjustments in a way that retains functionality and minimizes operational complications
during the long run up to the proposed final solution.

The team has developed this Preliminary and Tentative Implementation Schedule to identify in
rough order and in terms of time required, the tasks and activities needed to accomplish the
objective by 2022.

The length of time for implementation is driven by the overall complexity of the sequence.

First, County Archives has to be relocated. Until it is, there is no space on campus for
interim relocation or deficit reduction.

Once the Archives are relocated off-campus, the vacated space can be remodeled to
house the offices of the State Attorney.

Moving the State Attorney from Level 2, Building A, provides the expansion space
needed to accommodate the additional judgeship anticipated in the short term and
could (depending on the situation at the time) even accommodate a second judicial
officer addition.

Meanwhile, and before the State Attorney relocation, the expansion of the Security
Pavilion and most importantly, the Security Perimeter should be accomplished. This
would involve a period of design and construction. It is suggested that these tasks be
undertaken in parallel with the development of off-site accommodations for County
Archives. It is important that as soon as Archives is moved, the remodeling work for
the vacated space get underway.

Preliminary Tentative Implementation Schedule

Year

Event

Phases

2014

Project discussion and approval

Preparation of detailed delivery plan

Funding request

Detailed programming

2015

Funding availability (preliminary)

AJE selection process

Initiate Archives relocation

2016

Design start

Archives relocation

Security Pavilion/perimeter design

Preparation - 4 years

Construction mgmt selection

2017

Archive remodel design and construction

Archive occupancy

Secuirity design completion

2018

Security construction

Design work for addition

2019

Security construction completion

Design completion for addition

2020

Construction of addition

2021

Construction of addition

Transition - 5 years

2022

Construction completion and occupancy

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

2031

2032

Planning target

Occupancy - 10 years +

2033

2034

2035
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e While all this is going on, the design of the remodels to be effected when the State Attorney has moved should be underway and
detailed programming and design of the addition should be in progress.

e Assoon as the State Attorney is relocated. The remodeling work on level 2, Building A should be started

e While all of this is being done, the design and construction of the expanded bus sally port and the expansion of secure judicial parking at
grade could be undertaken as well.

It is easy to see that the process is both complicated and time consuming. Even under the most ideal estimates, there is no immediate relief for
the existing space deficits. For this reason, the team developed a set of interim options for discussion with the representatives of the Judicial
System. These options have been grouped according to the phasing categories identified in the Implementation Plan just shown.

The short term choices are basically that all departments will have to live with the existing shortages and crowding until the larger solution is
available or that one or more of the Judicial system functions would have to move off campus temporarily, either to the historic courthouse or
to lease space. These off site alternatives are not well liked by those functions potentially impacted and so there was consensus that
assuming the major project appears to be moving forward, everyone would live with the existing situation.
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Preliminary Options by Phase

Phase

Challenges

Options/Actions

Preparation

2014-2017

Plus 1 Judges, SA overcrowding, Sheriff Holding
growth, Short term departmental growth

1. Accommodate additional Judge in existing office space and utilize Ct.
Adm. and/or COC conferencing spaces as necessary for proceedings

2. Relocate Probation/Pre-trial to lease space or to Historic Courthouse
2nd floor to gain expansion space for SA (in Probation) and either
Sheriff or PD (in Pre-trial). (This relocation is not preferred and may
not be necessary if the project timetable is met. It might however, be
necessary if there are delays in overall implementation.)

3.Relocate PD to lease space - reuse vacated space for Ct.Adm and
Probation - SA expansion into Ct. Admin space. (This relocation is not
preferred and should not be necessary if the overall project sequence
and schedule are met. It might be necessary if there are any substantial
delays. If necessary becuase of delays, this relocation would follow that
of Probation and Pre-Trial.)

Transition

2017-2022

Plus 2 Judges, PD expansion, COC expansion,
Continuing departmental growth

1. Relocate SA to Archive space

2. Replace SA space with either 1 or 2 Court sets

3. Relocate Jury Assembly to COC side of campus using some
combination of COC conference rooms and adjusted staff spaces to gain
PD expansion

4. COC expansion in place

Occupancy

2022 FF

Plus 2 Judges, General growth

1. Open addition for 2 court sets, SA, and Ct. Adm including Probation
and Pre-trial

2. Archives area for COC expansion and new Jury Assembly

3. Level 1 "A" for PD and Sheriff expansion

Note: these options are merely recommendations for future planning purposes and are subject to final architectural design and construction

scheduling.

The final illustration shows the sequence of deployment in the complex, as it is, as it would be during development of the addition, and as it
would be at completion.
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends, and Projections

Charlotte County Historical Population 2002-2012

Source - Bureau of Economic and Business Research Trends

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013] 02-13 | 02-13 Avg.

Population 148,304 151,269 154,709 153,274 156,491 160,083 160,412 159,860 159,978 160,463 | 163,357 | 165,411 | 17,107

# Changelyr 2,965 3,440 (1,435) 3,217 3,592 329 (552) 118 485 2,894 2,054 1,555

% Change/yr 2.0% 2.3% -0.9% 2.1% 2.3% 0.2% -0.3% 0.1% 0.3% 1.8% 1.3%| 10.14% 0.9%

Charlotte County Population 2002-2013
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Charlotte County Population Profile 2002-2032
Source - Bureau of Economic and Business Research

Year Population

2002 148,304 .

2003 151,269 Charlotte County Population 2002-

2004 154,709

2005| 153,274 2032

2006 156,491

2007 160,083

2008| 160,412 250,000 192'97j

2009] 159,860 < 200,000 --148; ;

2010 159,978 0

2011 160,463 & 1°0,000

2012| 163,357 §_ 100,000

2013 165,411 e —— :

2014 166,479 50,000 Population

2015 167’434 - TrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrorrT

2016 168,784 N WD W A TN O MO O N

2017| 170,464 S 88z 3838833
o o o o o o o o o o o

2018 172,317

2010| 174,233 Years

2020 176,106

2021 177,854

2022 179,481 Trends 2002-2013 Trends 2013-2032

2023 181,011 # Change |[% Change # Change [% Change

2024 182,469 17,107 11.54% 27,565 16.66%

2025 183,880

2026 185,264

2027 186,624 Trends 2002-2032

2028 187,957 # Change |[% Change

2029 189,260 44,672 30.12%

2030 190,531

2031 191,768

2032 192,976

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014
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Circuit Criminal Caseload Analysis Trends

# Chg % Chg
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 02-13 02-13
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 | 165,411 17,107 11.54%
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 17 11.54%

Circuit Criminal
| Totals | 1,016 | 1,271 | 1,297 | 1,402 | 1,554 | 1,893 | 2,124 | 1,725 | 1,757 | 1,796 | 1,899 | 1,95 | | 949 [ 93.41%]|

Ratio to Population
[Total Filings/1000 | 6.85 | 8.40 | 8.38 | 9.15 | 9.93| 1183| 1324 1079] 10098| 1119 11.62] 11.88] | 5[ 73.40%|

Circuit Criminal

2,500
2,000 — .
% 1,500
£
i 1,000 +
Totals
500
N 0N < N W N0 OO O 4 N M
O O O O O O O O o «H «H -
O O O O O O O O O oo o o
AN AN AN &N AN AN NN NN AN NN
Years

Historical Circuit Criminal Filings - 2002-2012

e Circuit Criminal (felony) case filings grew by a total of 949 in this time period (93%).

e The spike in criminal filings in the 2004-2008 time period can perhaps be attributed to the corresponding increase in population
after the hurricane (2004) and the criminal activities of some unscrupulous contractors, some clean-up crews, and some
transient workers.

e |tisimportant to note though that the trend data essentially ignores the huriicane related spike and reports the overall trend
from the start to the finish of the time period.

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014 3
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Circuit Civil Caseload Analysis Trends

# Chg % Chg
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 02-13 02-13
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 | 165,411 17,107 11.54%
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 17 11.54%
Circuit Civil
[Totals | 1,506 | 1,398 | 2,226 | 1,893 1626| 2303 4951 5850 | 4838| 2437 2640| 2638) | 1,132] 75.17%)]

Ratio to Population
[Total Filings/1000 | 10.15 | 924 1439| 1235] 1039] 1439| 30.86| 3659| 3024| 1519] 1616| 1595 | 579 | 57.05%|

Circuit Civil

7,000
6,000

5,000
4,000 // \\

3,000 ¥, \

2,000 ,&w

1,000

Filings

=== Totals

2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

Circuit Civil Filings 2002-2012

e Qverall, Circuit Civil filings have increased by 1,132 in the time period (75%).

e There has been a 57% increase in the ratio of filings/1,000 population

* The dramtic spike in Contracts and Real Property filings, which drives the overall Circuit Civil filing profile is clearly related to the
foreclosusre crisis resulting from the economic recession.

e The trend data, though, does not factor in the "bubble" but reflects the overall start to finish conditions and the reality is that there
are signs of renewed growth in the Contracts and Real Property category (though other categories appear flat).

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014 4
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Circuit Family Caseload Analysis Trends

# Chg % Chg
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 02-13 02-13
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 | 165,411 17,107 11.54%
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 17 11.54%
Circuit Family
| Totals | 2613] 2839| 3031| 2676 3431| 3465| 3565 3026 2820] 2995]| 2435[ 3,078 | 465 | 17.80%|

Ratio to Population
[Total Filings/1000 | 1762 1877 1959 | 1746 | 2192 2165| 2222| 18.93] 1763| 1866 14.91| 1861 | 099 |  5.61%|

Circuit Family

4,000

3,000 /TN X

2,000

Filings

1,000 Totals

N O < 1N O N 0 OO O 1 N M

O O O O O O © O I « «

O ©O O O OO O O o o o o

AN AN AN AN AN AN ANANAN AN NN
Years

Circuit Family Filings 2002-2012
e Family Filings surged till about 2008 then drifted lower but now appear to have surged again
e The ratio to population in 2012 was at a record low for the 2002-2012 time period but is now very close to the 12 year average

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014 5
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Circuit Probate Caseload Analysis Trends

# Chg % Chg
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 02-13 02-13
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 | 165,411 17,107 11.54%
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 17 11.54%

Circuit Probate
| Totals | 1,447 | 1,651 | 2,250 | 2,886 | 2,326 | 1,986 | 1,863 | 1,614 | 1,646 | 1,770 | 1,752 | 1,838 | 391 [ 27.02%]

Ratio to Population
[Total Filings/1000 | 9.76 | 10091| 1454| 1883 1486| 1241 1161] 1010[ 1029 11.03] 1072 1111 | 14| 13.88%|

Circuit Probate

3,500
3,000
2,500 —
2,000
1,500 -+
1,000 Totals

500

Filings

2004
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

2002
2003
2005
2006
2007
2008

Years

Circuit Probate Filings 2002-2012

e Circuit Probate filings surged 2002-2006, then declined to 2009 and have since drifted higher.

e Probate filings remain the dominant case type. Guardianships have decreased in real numbers and as a percentage.
e There is a slight increase overall. The ratio to population has increased about 14%.

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014 6
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Circuit Court Summary Caseload Analysis Trends
Source SRS Fiscal Years 2002-2012, Monthly Official Statistics for July 2012 - June 2013 # Chg % Chg
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 02-13 02-13
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 [ 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 | 165,411 17,107 11.54%
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 17 11.54%
Circuit Court Totals

Criminal 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 949 93.41%
Civil 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 1,132 75.17%
Family 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 465 17.80%
Probate 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 391 27.02%
Totals 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 12,503 12,215 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 2,937 | 44.62%

Ratio to Population
[Total Filings/1000 | 4438 | 4733 5691| 5779 5711 60.26| 7794 7641] 69.14| 56.08] 5342| 5755 | 1317 ] 29.66%|

Circuit Court Summary Caseload

14,000
12,000 —_—
9,519

“ 10,000 e Criminal
a0 8,000 N
:E 6,000 6,582 Civil

4,000 Family

2,000 t——a——

) e Probate

Totals

Circuit Court Total Filings 2002-2012

e Total filings are up by 2,144 or 33% during the 2002-2012 time period.

e The historical profile shows the impact of the foreclosure bubble driven by the economic recession.

e All case categories have shown an increase over the time period

* The overall ratio to population has increase about 30%.

e In summamry, there has been an increase in both total filings and filing rate. These trends will impact projection alternatives.

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014 7
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Circuit Court Summary Caseload - Projection Bases

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013] JAvg # chg/y| Avg % chg/y|Cor.Coeff.

Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 [ 163,357 | 165,411 1,555 1.05%

Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 1.6 1.05%

Circuit Court Totals

Criminal 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 86 8.49% 0.93

Civil 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 103 6.83% 0.49

Family 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 42 1.62% 0.26

Probate 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 36 2.46% -0.26

Totals 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 12,503 12,215 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 267 4.06% 0.61

Ratio to Population

Total Filings/1000 | 4438 4733] 5691 5779 5711 6026 77.94] 7641 6914 56.08] 5342 5755]] 13] 0.297]

Circuit Court Projection Alternatives by Case Type

Criminal Filings

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032

Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 [ 163,357 | 165,411 167,434 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 [ 192,976

Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 Ratios to Population

Criminal Filings 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 || Existing [ High | Low [ Avg ]

Filings/1000 Pop. 6.85 8.40 8.38 9.15 9.93 11.83 13.24 10.79 10.98 11.19 11.62 11.88 11.88 I 13.24 | 6.85 | 10.35 |
Methodology Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives

#1 - Avg. annual real number change 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 2,138 2,569 3,000 3,432 3,604

#2 - Linear Regression 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 2,230 2,759 3,234 3,640 3,789

#3 - High ratio to population 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 1,991 2,058 2,124 2,190 2,217

#4 - Avg. ratio to population 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 1,986 2,037 2,089 2,141 2,162

#5 - Existing ratio to population 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 1,989 2,048 2,108 2,167 2,191

#6 - Avg all models (1-5) 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 2,067 2,294 2,511 2,714 2,792

Civil Filings

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032

Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 [ 163,357 | 165,411 167,434 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 | 192,976

Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 Ratios to Population

Civil Filings 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 |[ Existing [ High | Low [ Avg |

Filings/1000 Pop. 10.15 9.24 14.39 12.35 10.39 14.39 30.86 36.59 30.24 15.19 16.16 15.95 15.95 I 36.59 | 9.24 | 17.99 |
Methodology Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives

#1 - Avg. annual real number change 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 2,844 3,358 3,873 4,387 4,593

#2 - Linear Regression 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 4,261 5,523 6,655 7,623 7,979

#3 - High ratio to population 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 2,711 2,894 3,077 3,260 3,333

#4 - Avg. ratio to population 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 2,674 2,764 2,854 2,944 5,913

#5 - Existing ratio to population 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 2,670 2,750 2,829 2,909 5,700

#6 - Avg all models (1-5) 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 3,032 3,458 3,858 4,225 5,504

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014
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Circuit Court Summary Caseload - Projection Bases

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013] [Avg # chg/y] Avg % chg/y|Cor.Coeff.

Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 | 165,411 1,555 1.05%

Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 1.6 1.05%

Circuit Court Totals

Criminal 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 86 8.49% 0.93

Civil 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 103 6.83% 0.49

Family 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 42 1.62% 0.26

Probate 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 36 2.46% -0.26

Totals 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9647 | 12503 | 12215 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 267 4.06% 0.61

Ratio to Population

Total Filings/1000 | 4438 4733] 5691 5779 5711 6026 77.94] 7641 6914 56.08] 5342 5755]] 13] 0.297]

Family Filings

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032

Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 [ 165411 167,434 | 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 | 192,976

Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 Ratios to Population

Family Filings 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 |[ Existing [ High | Low [ Avg ]

Filings/1000 Pop. 17.62 18.77 19.59 17.46 21.92 21.65 22.22 18.93 17.63 18.66 14.91 18.61 18.61 | 2222 | 1491 19.00
Methodology Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives

#1 - Avg. annual real number changd 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 3,163 3,374 3,585 3,797 3,881

#2 - Linear Regression 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 3,175 3,334 3477 3,599 3,644

#3 - High ratio to population 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 3,122 3,234 3,345 3,456 3,500

#4 - Avg. ratio to population 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 3,116 3,211 3,306 3,401 3,439

#5 - Existing ratio to population 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 3,115 3,208 3,301 3,394 3,432

#6 - Avg all models (1-5) 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 3,138 3,272 3,403 3,529 3,579

Probate Filings

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 [ 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 | 165,411 167,434 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 [ 192,976
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 Ratios to Population

Probate Filings 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 Existing I High | Low | Avg |
Filings/1000 Pop. 9.76 10.91 14.54 18.83 14.86 12.41 11.61 10.10 10.29 11.03 10.72 11.11 11.11 I 18.83 | 9.76 | 12.18 |

Methodology Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives

#1 - Avg. annual real number change 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 1,909 2,087 2,265 2,442 2,513
#2 - Linear Regression 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 1,821 1,733 1,654 1,587 1,562
#3 - High ratio to population 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 1,876 1,970 2,064 2,158 2,196
#4 - Avg. ratio to population 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 1,862 1,923 1,984 2,045 2,069
#5 - Existing ratio to population 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 1,860 1,916 1,971 2,027 2,049
#6 - Avg all models (1-4) 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 1,866 1,926 1,988 2,052 2,078

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014



Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Data, Trends, and Projections

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc.

Circuit Court Summary Caseload - Projection Bases
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013] [Avg # chg/yy| Avg % chg/y|Cor.Coeff.
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 | 165411 1,555 1.05%
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 1.6 1.05%
Circuit Court Totals
Criminal 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 86 8.49% 0.93
Civil 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 103 6.83% 0.49
Family 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 42 1.62% 0.26
Probate 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 36 2.46% -0.26
Totals 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 | 12503 | 12215| 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 267 4.06% 0.61
Ratio to Population
Total Filings/1000 | 4438 4733] 5691 5779 5711 6026 77.94] 7641 6914 56.08] 5342 5755]] 13] 0.297]
Total Filings (Baseline)
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 | 165411 167,434 | 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 | 192,976
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 Ratios to Population
Circuit Court Total Filings 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 | 12503 | 12215 [ 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 || Existing [ High | Low [ Avg |
Filings/1000 Pop. 44.38 4733 56.91 57.79 57.11 60.26 77.94 76.41 69.14 56.08 53.42 57.55 57.55 | 77.94 | 4438 | 5953 |
Methodology Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives
#1 - Avg. annual real number changd 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 | 12503 | 12215[ 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 10,053 11,388 | 12,723 | 14,058 | 14592
#2 - Linear Regression 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 [ 12503 | 12215| 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 11,487 13,350 [ 15,020 | 16,449 | 16,974
#3 - High ratio to population 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 [ 12503 | 12215| 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 9,675 10,065 [ 10,454 | 10,844 | 11,000
#4 - Avg. ratio to population 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9647 [ 12503 | 12215| 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 9,638 9936 | 10,233 | 10531 ] 10,650
#5 - Existing ratio to population 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 | 12503 | 12215[ 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 9,634 9,922 [ 10210 10497 | 10612
#6 - Avg all models (1-5) 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 | 12503 | 12215| 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 10,097 10,932 | 11,728 | 12,476 | 12,766
Total Filings (Aggregated)
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 | 165411 167,434 | 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 | 192,976
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4 Ratios to Population
Circuit Court Total Filings (Aggr) 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9647 | 12503 | 12215| 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 | [ Existing [ High | Low [ Avg ]
Filings/1000 Pop. 44.4 47.3 56.9 57.8 57.1 60.3 77.9 76.4 69.1 56.1 53.4 57.5 5755 |  77.94| 4438 5953 |
Case Types Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives
Criminal 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 2,230 2,759 3,234 3,640 3,789
Civil 1,506 1,398 2,226 1,893 1,626 2,303 4,951 5,850 4,838 2,437 2,640 2,638 2,844 3,358 3,873 4,387 4,593
Family 2,613 2,839 3,031 2,676 3,431 3,465 3,565 3,026 2,820 2,995 2,435 3,078 3,116 3,211 3,306 3,401 3,439
Probate 1,447 1,651 2,250 2,886 2,326 1,986 1,863 1,614 1,646 1,770 1,752 1,838 1,909 2,087 2,265 2,442 2,513
Totals 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 | 12503 | 12215| 11,061 8,998 8,726 9,519 10,099 11415 | 12,677 | 13870 | 14,334
2/14/2014
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends, and Projections

Charlotte County Circuit Court Projections 2002-2032

Circuit Court
Year Population Criminal |Civil Family Probate |Totals . o o o
2002 143,304 1016 | 1,506 2,613 1,447 6,582 Circuit Court Criminal
2003] 151,269 1271 1,398 2,839 1,651 7,159
4,000

2004] 154,709 1207 | 2,226 3,031 2,250 8,804 ] 3,789

2005] 153,274 1,402 | 1,893 2,676 2,886 8,857 3,500

2006] 156,491 1554 | 1,626 3,431 2,326 8,937 3000 e

2007] 160,083 1,803 | 2,303 3,465 1,086 9,647 2’500 o~

2008] 160,412 2124 | 4951 3,565 1,863 | 12,503 Eo ’

2009 159,860 1,725 5,850 3,026 1,614 | 12,215 = 2,000 - y

2010] 159,978 1,757 | 4,838 2,820 1,646 | 11,061 % 1,500 o

2011] 160,463 1796 | 2,437 2,995 1,770 8,998 1,000 J"’les === Criminal

2012] 163,357 1,809 | 2,640 2,435 1,725 8,699 500

2013| 165411 1,065 | 2,638 3,078 1,838 9,519

2014 166’479 = rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrorroT

2015| 167,434 2230 | 2,844 3,116 1,009 | 10,099 8 883 03 s 88838
o o o o o o o o o o o

2016 168,784 N N N N N N N N N N N

2017 170,464 Years

2018] 172,317

2019| 174,233

2020] 176,106 2759 | 3,358 3,211 2,087 | 11415

2021] 177,854

2022] 179,481 . . . .

2023] 181,011 Circuit Court Civil

2024] 182,469

2025] 183,880 3234 | 3873 3,306 2,265 | 12,678 7,000

2026] 185,264 6,000

2027] 186,624

2028 187,957 5,000

2029 189,260 % 4,000 [ 1 _oe| 4593

2030] 190,531 3640 | 4387| 3401| 2422 13,850 £ [ \ e

2031 101,768 T 3,000 R

2032] 192,976 3789 | 4503 3,439 2513 | 14,334 2,000 )@(X\g Civil

1,000 1,398
N < O 0 O N < WO NS O O N
O O 0O 0O d d dd d AN N AN AN AN OOV O
O O O O O 0O 00000 0o o o o
AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN AN NN
Years

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014 11



Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends, and Projections

Charlotte County Circuit Court Projections 2002-2032

Circuit Court Family
4,000
3,500 3 e 3,439
3,000 - 35078
& 2,500 ;613 ¢
£ 2,000
i 1,500
1,000 Family
500 Circuit Court Totals
S 893830 352X 2833 16,000
Years /
12,000 X
£ 8,000 %)@ﬁ!
T 6000 6,582 |
. . === Totals
Circuit Court Probate 4,000
2,000
3’500 - TT rrrrrrrrrrrrr1rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrT
3,000 X S 89383 g IS5 82 93
2,500 > 2,513 R R R R RRAKRRKRK LR
(%]
.uso 2’000 _%@54 Years
T 1,500 1447
1,000 == Probate
500
- (\;ILAI;I:_:I;II,\II;ILY;ILDIIIO;II
o (@) o i — i o o o o
O O O O O O O o o o
AN AN AN AN N AN NN NN
Years
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Data, Trends, and Projections

County Criminal Caseload Analysis Trends
#Chg | % Chg

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 02-12 02-12
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 15,053 | 10.15%
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4

County Criminal

Misd. & Crim Traf 3,242 3,576 4,284 4,490 3,774 4,760 4,847 4,239 4,205 4,798 5,040 1,798 | 55.46%
Co & Muni Ord. - - - - - - - 1 - - - -

DUI 570 576 696 715 500 713 625 655 535 608 596 26 4.56%
Totals 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 1,824 | 47.85%
Ratio to Population
[Total Filings/1000 | 2570 |  27.45| 3219| 33.96| 2731| 3419 3411 3062 2963| 33.69] 3450 | | | 8.80 | 34.22%|

County Criminal
6,000

5000 ———; ——f—\—7—
4,000 -—//\v

& e Mlisd. & Crim Traf
.S 3,000
T Co & Muni Ord.
2,000
DUI
1,000 v
Totals
= T T T T T T T T T T 1 |
200220042006200820102012

Years

County Court Criminal Filings 2002-2012

e County Criminal filings have risen 48% in the 2002-2012 time period.

e The growth profile shows year to year fluctuations but the overall trend is higher.
¢ DUI cases have been relatively constant

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Data, Trends, and Projections

County Civil Caseload Analysis (excld Infractions) Trends

#Chg | % Chg
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 02-12 02-12
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 15,053 | 10.15%
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4
County Civil
Small Claims 1,099 1,305 1,466 1,044 1,348 1,695 1,900 1,518 1,304 983 884 (215)[ -19.56%
Civil 447 499 613 533 713 816 1,021 1,048 1,342 964 657 210 | 46.98%
Other Civil 35 49 26 17 13 29 45 28 28 20 23 (12)] -34.29%
Evictions 489 494 540 582 689 841 838 633 671 626 650 161 |  32.92%
Totals 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 144 6.96%
Ratio to Population
[Total Filings/1000 | 1396 [ 1552 1710| 1420| 1766| 2112| 2371 2029 2091 16.16] 1355 | | [ (0.40)] -2.90%|

County Civil

4,000
3,000
0
oo
£ 2,000
T
~
1,000 —
- I I L L O L L L L L T
N OO SN ONOWO O — N
O OO0 OO0 00O « o -
O OO0 OO0 0000 o o
N AN ANNANNNNNNN
Years

= Small Claims
Civil
Other Civil
Evictions

Totals

County Court Civil Filings 2002-2012 (excluding Infractions)
e Excluding Infractions, County Civil filings are up only 7%

¢ Despite some dramatic increases in Small Claims filings in the hurricane recovery period, total filings are only marginall y higher than

they were at the beginnning of the period
e The ratio to population is actually lower than it was in 2002.

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc.
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Data, Trends, and Projections

County Civil Caseload Analysis (excld Infractions) Trends
#Chg | % Chg
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 02-12 02-12
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 15,053 | 10.15%
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4
County Civil
Civil Trf Infractions 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157
Totals 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 2,308 | 81.01%
Ratio to Population
[Total Filings/1000 | 1921 [ 2230 2232| 1882| 2357 3732 3894 36.07] 2517 27.08] 3157 | [ 12.36 | 64.33%|
Infractions Only
7,000
6,000 S
5,000
& 4,000
£
Z 3,000 4=
2,000 Totals
1,000
- T T T T T T T T T T T
N N g N O N 0 O O «+
O O O O O O O O W «w
o O O O O O o O O O
AN AN &N AN AN ANAN AN AN NN
Years
County Court Infractions Only 2002-2012
e Infractions are up 81%
e The ratio to population for infractions has increase 64%
Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends, and Projections

County Court Caseload Analysis (Including Infractions) Trends

# Chg % Chg
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 02-12 02-12
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 | 165,411 15,053 10.15%
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 165.4
County Court Caseload (Including Infractions)
Criminal 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 1,824 47.85%
Civil 4,919 5,720 6,098 5,061 6,451 9,356 10,050 8,993 7,372 6,939 7,371 2,452 49.85%
Totals 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 4,276 48.97%

Ratio to Population
[Total Filings/1000 | 5887 | 6526 71.61] 66.98| 6853] 9263|] 9676| 86.88] 75.71| 76.93] 79.62 | | [ 2075 35.25%]|

County Court (incld Infractions)

20000
e County Court
15000 = Caseload
@ (Including
:FE- 10000 Infractions)

5000 '—7'%—; e Criminal

0 T 1 T T T 1T T T T T 7T
NN < LN OO O N
O OO0 OO O0OO0O0 O -
O OO0 OO 000 o oo
NANNNNNNNNNN L.
Civil
Years
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Data, Trends, and Projections

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc.

County Court Summary Caseload - Projection Bases

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013] JAvg # chg/y] Avg % chg/y|Cor.Coeff.

Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 1,505 1.02%

Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 1.5 1.02%

County Court Totals

Criminal 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 182 4.78% 0.79

Civil 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 14 0.70% 0.56

Infrations 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 231 8.10% 0.79

Totals 8,731 9872 | 11078 | 10266 | 10,725 | 14,829 | 15522 | 13,888 | 12,112 | 12,345 | 13,007 - 428 4.90% 0.84

Ratio to Population

Total Filings/1000 | 5887 6526] 7161 6698] 6853 9263 9676 86.88] 7571 7693[ 79.62] [T 2] 3.52%] 0.79

County Court Projection Alternatives by Case Type

Criminal Filings

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032

Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 167,434 | 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 | 192,976

Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 Ratios to Population

Criminal Filings 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 Existing [ High | Low | Avg |

Filings/1000 Pop. 25.70 27.45 32.19 33.96 27.31 34.19 34.11 30.62 29.63 33.69 34.50 3450 | 3450 | 2570 3121
Methodology Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives

#1 - Avg. annual real number changd 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 6,183 7,095 8,007 8,919 9,284

#2 - Linear Regression 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 5972 6,861 7,659 8,341 8,501

#3 - High ratio to population 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 5,740 5912 6,085 6,257 6,326

#4 - Avg. ratio to population 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 5,730 5,886 6,042 6,198 6,260

#5 - Existing ratio to population 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 5,740 5,912 6,085 6,257 6,326

#6 - Avg all models (1-5) 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 5,873 6,333 6,775 7,194 7,358

Civil Filings

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032

Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 167,434 | 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 | 192,976

Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 Ratios to Population

Civil Filings 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 Existing [ High | Low | Avg |

Filings/1000 Pop. 13.96 15.52 17.10 14.20 17.66 21.12 23.71 20.19 20.91 16.16 13.55 1355 | 2371 1355 17.64 |
Methodology Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives

#1 - Avg. annual real number changd 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 2,257 2,329 2,401 2,473 2,502

#2 - Linear Regression 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 3,502 4,109 4,653 5,119 5,290

#3 - High ratio to population 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 2,285 2,404 2,522 2,641 2,688

#4 - Avg. ratio to population 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 2,267 2,355 2,443 2,532 2,567

#5 - Existing ratio to population 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 2,255 2,322 2,390 2,458 2,485

#6 - Avg all models (1-5) 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 2,513 2,704 2,882 3,045 3,106

2/14/2014
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Data, Trends, and Projections

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc.

County Court Summary Caseload - Projection Bases
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013] JAvg # chg/y| Avg % chg/y|Cor.Coeff.
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 1,505 1.02%
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 1.5 1.02%
County Court Totals
Criminal 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 182 4.78% 0.79
Civil 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 14 0.70% 0.56
Infrations 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 231 8.10% 0.79
Totals 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 - 428 4.90% 0.84
Ratio to Population
Total Filings/1000 | 5887 6526] 7161 6698] 6853 9263 9676 86.88] 7571 7693[ 79.62] [T 2] 3.52%] 0.79
Infraction Filings
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 167,434 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 [ 192,976
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 Ratios to Population
Infraction Filings 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 Existing [ High | Low | Avg |
Filings/1000 Pop. 19.21 22.30 22.32 18.82 23.57 37.32 38.94 36.07 25.17 27.08 31.57 31.57 I 38.94 | 18.82 | 30.24 |
Methodology Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives
#1 - Avg. annual real number change 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 5,849 7,003 8,157 9,311 9,773
#2 - Linear Regression 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 6,527 8,362 10,007 11,414 11,931
#3 - High ratio to population 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 5,274 5,468 5,663 5,858 5,936
#4 - Avg. ratio to population 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 5,248 5,399 5,550 5,701 5,762
#5 - Existing ratio to population 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 5,252 5,410 5,567 5,157 5,788
#6 - Avg all models (1-5) 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 5,630 6,328 6,989 7,488 7,838
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 167,434 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 [ 192,976
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 Ratios to Population
Existing [ High | Low | Avg |
Filings/1000 Pop. - - - - - - - - - - -
Methodology | Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives
#1 - Avg. annual real number change
#2 - Linear Regression
#3 - High ratio to population
#4 - Avg. ratio to population
#5 - Existing ratio to population
#6 - Avg all models (1-4)
2/14/2014
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Data, Trends, and Projections

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc.

County Court Summary Caseload - Projection Bases
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013| JAvg # chg/yl| Avg % chg/y|Cor.Coeff.

Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 1,505 1.02%

Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 1.5 1.02%

County Court Totals

Criminal 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 182 4.78% 0.79

Civil 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 14 0.70% 0.56

Infrations 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 231 8.10% 0.79

Totals 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 - 428 4.90% 0.84

Ratio to Population

Total Filings/1000 | 5887 6526] 7161 6698] 6853 9263 9676 86.88] 7571 7693[ 79.62] [T 2] 3.52%] 0.79

Total Filings (Baseline)

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 167,434 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 [ 192,976
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 Ratios to Population

County Court Total Filings 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 - Existing I High | Low | Avg |
Filings/1000 Pop. 58.87 65.26 71.61 66.98 68.53 92.63 96.76 86.88 75.71 76.93 79.62 79.62 I 96.76 | 58.87 | 83.98 |

Methodology Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives

#1 - Avg. annual real number change 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 14,290 16,428 18,566 20,704 21,559
#2 - Linear Regression 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 16,001 19,332 22,319 24,874 25,813
#3 - High ratio to population 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 13,297 13,781 14,265 14,749 14,942
#4 - Avg. ratio to population 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 13,259 13,679 14,099 14,519 14,687
#5 - Existing ratio to population 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,5622 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 13,246 13,644 14,042 14,440 14,599
#6 - Avg all models (1-5) 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,5622 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 14,018 15,373 16,658 17,857 18,320
Total Filings (Aggregated)

Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population 148,304 | 151,269 | 154,709 | 153,274 | 156,491 | 160,083 | 160,412 | 159,860 | 159,978 | 160,463 | 163,357 167,434 176,106 | 183,880 | 190,531 [ 192,976
Pop/1000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160.0 160.5 163.4 Ratios to Population

County Court Total Filings (Aggr)| 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9647 | 12503 | 12215| 11,061 8,998 8,726 Exising [ High | Low | Avg |
Filings/1000 Pop. 44.4 47.3 56.9 57.8 57.1 60.3 77.9 76.4 69.1 56.1 53.4 - I

Case Types Historical Caseload Projection Alternatives
Criminal 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 5,740 5,912 6,085 6,257 6,326
Civil 2,070 2,347 2,645 2,176 2,763 3,381 3,804 3,227 3,345 2,593 2,214 2,257 2,329 2,401 2,473 2,502
Infractions 2,849 3,373 3,453 2,885 3,688 5,975 6,246 5,766 4,027 4,346 5,157 5,849 7,003 8,157 9,311 9,773
Totals 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 13,846 15,245 16,643 18,042 18,600
2/14/2014
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Data, Trends, and Projections

County Court
Year Population Criminal |Civil Infractions| Totals
2002 143,304 3,812 2,070 2,849 8,731
2003 151,269 4,152 2,347 3,373 9,872
2004 154,709 4,980 2,645 3,453 11,078
2005 153,274 5,205 2,176 2,885 10,266
2006 156,491 4,274 2,763 3,688 10,725
2007 160,083 5,473 3,381 5,975 14,829
2008 160,412 5,472 3,804 6,246 15,522
2009 159,860 4,895 3,227 5,766 13,388
2010 159,978 4,740 3,345 4,027 12,112
2011 160,463 5,406 2,593 4,346 12,345
2012 163,357 5,636 2,214 5,157 13,007
2013 165,411
2014 166,479
2015 167,434 5,740 2,257 5,849 13,846
2016 168,784
2017 170,464
2018 172,317
2019 174,233
2020 176,106 5,912 2,329 7,003 15,244
2021 177,854
2022 179,481
2023 181,011
2024 182,469
2025 183,880 6,085 2,401 8,157 16,643
2026 185,264
2027 186,624
2028 187,957
2029 189,260
2030 190,531 6,257 2,473 9,311 18,041
2031 191,768
2032 192,976 6,326 2,502 9,773 18,601

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc.
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Charlotte County Court Projections 2002-2032
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Charlotte County Combined Caseload Projections 2002-2032

Filings
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Year Population Circuit County |Totals
2002 143,304 6,582 8,731 15,313
2003 151,269 7,159 9,872 17,031
2004 154,709 8,804 11,078 19,882
2005 153,274 8,857 10,266 19,123
2006 156,491 8,937 10,725 19,662
2007 160,083 9,647 14,829 24,476
2008 160,412 12,503 15,522 28,025
2009 159,860 12,215 13,888 26,103
2010 159,978 11,061 12,112 23,173
2011 160,463 8,998 12,345 21,343
2012 163,357 8,699 13,007 21,706
2013 165,411
2014 166,479
2015 167,434 10,099 13,846 23,945
2016 168,784
2017 170,464
2018 172,317
2019 174,233
2020 176,106 11,415 15,244 26,659
2021 177,854
2022 179,481
2023 181,011
2024 182,469
2025 183,880 12,678 16,643 29,321
2026 185,264
2027 186,624
2028 187,957
2029 189,260
2030 190,531 13,850 18,041 31,891
2031 191,768
2032 192,976 14,334 18,601 32,935

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc.
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Charlotte County Judicial Officer Analysis 2002-2013

Caseload Circuit Judges | County Judges Mag. Combined
Year |Pop Cir County [Totals # Cert. | F/dud | F/CerJ |# Cert. | F/Jud | F/Cer J | J# # Cert. F/Jud F/Cer J| Totals
2002| 143,304 6,582 8,731 15,313 4 1,646 2 4,366 6 2,552 6
2003| 151,269 7,159 9,872 17,031 4 1,790 2 4,936 6 2,839 6
2004| 154,709 8,804 | 11,078 19,882 4 2,201 2 5,539 1 7 2,840 7
2005 153,274 8,857 | 10,266 19,123 4 2,214 2 5,133 1 7 2,732 7
2006 156,491 8,937 | 10,725 19,662 4 5.5 2,234 1,625 2 24| 5,363 4,469 1 7 7.9 2,809 | 2,489 7
2007| 160,083 9,647 | 14,829 | 24,476 4 54| 2412 1,786 3 2.6 | 4,943 5,703 1 8 8.0 3,060 | 3,060 8
2008| 160,412 12,503 | 15,522 28,025 4 5.8 3,126 2,156 3 27| 5,174 5,749 1 8 8.5 3,503 | 3,297 8
2009| 159,860 12,215 | 13,888 26,103 4 5.8 3,054 | 2,106 3 25| 4,629 5,555 1 8 8.3 3,263 | 3,145 8
2010| 159,978 11,061 | 12,112 | 23,173 4 5.7 2,765 1,941 3 2.6 | 4,037 4,658 1 8 8.3 2,897 | 2,792 8
2011| 160,463 8,998 | 12,345 | 21,343 4 54| 2,250 1,666 3 24| 4,115 5,144 1 8 7.8 2,668 | 2,736 8
2012| 163,357 8,699 | 13,007 21,706 4 5.3 2,175 1,641 3 21| 4,336 6,194 1 8 7.4 2,713 | 2,933 8
2013| 165,411 9,519 4 54| 2,380 1,763 3 2.0 - - 1 8 7.4 8
Averages 2,354 1,836 4,779 5,353 2,898 | 2,922

0.14 | |Mag. Ratio to Judges

Projection Modelsf | # Inc Avg F/J| Wtd # Inc Avg F/J Wtd R/J # Inc Avg F/J | Wtd Rec.

2014] 166,479
2015| 167,434 | | 10,099 | 13,846 | 23,945 4 6 3 3 3 1 8 8 8 9
2016] 168,784
2017| 170,464
2018] 172,317
2019] 174,233
2020] 176,106 | | 11,415 | 15244 | 26,659 5 6 4 3 3 1 9 9 9 10
2021 177,854
2022 179,481
2023] 181,011
2024] 182,469
2025 183,880 | | 12,678 | 16,643 | 29,321 5 7 4 3 3 1 10 10 10 11
2026 185,264
2027| 186,624
2028 187,957
2029] 189,260

2030] 190,531 13,850 | 18,041 31,891 6 8 4 4 3 2 11 11 11 12
2031 191,768
2032| 192,976 14,334 | 18,601 32,935 6 8 5 4 B 2 11 11 11 13
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Judicial System Order of Magnitude Estimate *

Existing Space and Judicial Officers

DGSF GSF Jud | DGSF/J | GSF/J
Building A 90,060 129,883
Building B 54,985 67,248
Total 145,045 197,131 8| 18,131 24,641

Projected Judicial Officers and Space

2015 9 18,131 24,641
2020 10 36,261 49,283
2025 11 54,392 73,924
2030 12 72,523 98,566
2032 13 90,653 123,207

Adjusted for Existing Internal Capacity

2015 14,045 15,309 4,086 9,332
2020 22,216 33,974
2025 40,347 58,615
2030 58,478 83,256
2032 76,608 107,898

* This table is for planning committee discussion only. Outcomes will change

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc. 2/14/2014 24
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Charlotte County Staffing Analysis (FTE)
Historical Summary

Year |Jud OfficerjJud. Staff{Ct. Adm|COC [SA PD Sheriff Totals (w/J) | | Totals (wo/j)
2002 6 6 18 84 9 123 117
2003 6 6 23 88 10 133 127
2004 7 6 22 111 11 157 150
2005 7 6 24 116 12 23 188 181
2006 7 6 26 117 14 24 194 187
2007 8 7 29 115 14 25 198 190
2008 8 7 29 112| 485 15 26 246 237.5
2009 8 7 31 89| 485 15 30 229 220.5
2010 8 7 32 83 41 15 32 218 210
2011 8 7 33 81 43 15 27 214 206
2012 8 7 33 80 47 17 30 222 214
2013 8 7 34 93 49 18 32 241 233

Analysis 2008-2013

# increas 0 0 5 -19 0.5 3 6 -5 -5

% increa 0% 0% 17%| -17% 1% 20% 23% -2% -2%

Ratios to Jud/Officers (2008-2013)

2002 1 3 14 1.5 19.5
2003 1 3.8 14.7 1.7 21.2
2004 0.857 3.1 15.9 1.6 21.4
2005 0.857 3.4 16.6 1.7 25.9
2006 0.857 3.7 16.7 2.0 26.7
2007 0.875 3.6 14.4 1.8 23.8
2008 0.875 3.6 14.0 6.1 1.9 3.3 29.7
2009 0.875 3.9 11.1 6.1 1.9 3.8 27.6
2010 0.875 4.0 10.4 5.1 1.9 4.0 26.3
2011 0.875 4.1 10.1 5.4 1.9 3.4 25.8
2012 0.875 4.1 10.0 5.9 2.1 3.8 26.8
2013 0.875 43 11.6 6.1 2.3 4.0 29.1
Avg. 0.808 3.7 13.3 5.8 1.8 3.7 27.5
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Staff Projection Analysis - Historical Data Base

Base Factors
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Population/1,000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160 160.5 163.4] 165.4
Circuit Caseload 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 12,503 12,215 11,061 8,998 8,726 9519]
County Caseload (incld Infrac) 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007
Total Caseload 15,313 17,031 19,882 19,123 19,662 24,476 28,025 26,103 23,173 21,343 21,733

Other Workload Measures 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Cir. Crim Filings 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1965
Co. Crim Filings 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636
Total Crim Filings 4,828 5,423 6,277 6,607 5,828 7,366 7,596 6,620 6,497 7,202 7,535

COC Other Workload Measures 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
COC Circuit Actions 6,517 7,198 7,810 9,306 8,479 10,436 12,380 11,809 10,315 9,163 9,001
COC County Actions 32,955 | 34,472 31,139 | 28,640 | 36,616 37,450 32,724 29,688 26,992 | 25,274 21,775
COC Child Sup Actions 6,023 6,454 6,995 7,417 8,041 8,566 9,076 9,538 10,140 10,813 [ 11,051
COC Doc. Record. Actions 115,527 | 144,167 | 179,942 | 184,773 | 127,012 | 103,246 87,753 86,735 83,141 75,730 81,553
COC Total these Actions 161,022 | 192,291 | 225,886 | 230,136 | 180,148 | 159,698 | 141,933 | 137,770 | 130,588 | 120,980 | 123,380

COC Financial Measures ($M) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Fines/Forfeitures $ 369[$ 360($ 379|$ 437($ 451|$ 528|$% 533|$ 505|% 420($ 408[$ 4.24
Child Support Payments $ 1180 |$ 1259 |$ 1324 |$ 1352 |$ 13.17|$ 1283 |$ 12.65|$ 1201 |$ 1225|$ 13.14|$ 12.92
Total these Items $ 1549 [$ 16.19[$ 17.03[$ 17.89[$ 1768 [$ 1811 [$ 17.98[$ 17.06[$ 1645[% 17.22[$ 17.16

Sheriff 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
[Papers served 13,870 | 10,921 | 10,413

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc 2/14/2014
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Historical Staffing and Analysis

Judicial Officers 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Judges 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Magistrates 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Total Judicial Officer 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0

Judicial Staff 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Judicial staff 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Ratio to Judges 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Court Administration 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Ct. Admin. Staff (excld Mag) 18.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 25.0 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0 33.0
Ratio to Judicial Officers 3.0 3.8 3.0 3.3 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.1

Clerk of Courts (Charlotte Co) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Clerk of Courts staff 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0
Ratio to Judicial Officers 14.0 14.7 15.9 16.6 16.7 14.4 14.0 11.1 10.4 10.1 10.0 11.6
Ratio Filings/Staff 182.3 193.5 179.1 164.9 168.1 212.8 250.2 293.3 279.2 263.5 271.7 -
Ratio Actions/Staff 1,916.9 [ 2,185.1 2,035.0 | 1,983.9| 1539.7| 1,388.7| 1,267.3| 15480 | 1573.3| 1,493.6 [ 1,542.3 -

State Attorney (Charlotte County) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
State Attorney staff 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0
Ratio to Judicial Officers 6.1 6.1 5.1 5.4 5.9 6.1
Ratio Crim filings/staff 156.6 136.5 158.5 167.5 160.3 -

Public Defender (Charlotte Co) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Public Defender staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0
Ratio to Judicial officers 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.7 2.0 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 2.1 2.3
Ratio Crim filings/staff 536.4 542.3 570.6 550.6 416.3 526.1 506.4 441.3 433.1 480.1 443.2 -
Ratio to SA staff 0.31 0.31 0.37 0.35 0.36 0.37,

Sheriff | 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Court Security (sworn & civilian 14 15 16 17 20 20 21 20 20,
Civil (sworn & civilian) 9 9 9 9 10 12 6 10 12
Totals 23 24 25 26 30 32 27 30 32
Ratio to Judicial Officers 3.29 3.43 3.13 3.25 3.75 4.00 3.38 3.75 4.00
Ratio officers/10,000 cases 12.03 12.21 10.21 9.28 11.49 13.81 12.65 13.80
Ratio Papers served/civil officer 1,156 1,820 1,041

Note: Shaded values estimate FTE equivalent of PT staff numbers

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc 2/14/2014
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Staff Projection Analysis - Judicial staff and Court Administration staff

Base Factors Projected
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012] 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population/1,000 148.3] 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160 160.5 163.4| 165.4 167.4 176.1 183.8 190.5 192.9
Circuit Caseload 6,582 | 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 | 12,503 | 12,215 | 11,061 8,998 8,726 9519] | 10,099 | 11,415 12,678 13,850 | 14,334
County Caseload (incld Infrac) 8,731 | 9,872 11,078 | 10,266 | 10,725 | 14,829 | 15522 | 13,888 | 12,112 12,345 | 13,007 13,846 | 15,244 16,643 18,041 | 18,601
Total Caseload 15,313 | 17,031 19,882 | 19,123 | 19,662 | 24,476 | 28,025 | 26,103 | 23,173 21,343 | 21,733 23,945 | 26,659 29,321 31,891 | 32,935
| Historical Projected
Judicial Officers 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012] 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Judges 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 11.0
Magistrates 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
Total Judicial Officer 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 13.0 13.0
Analysis and Projections - Judicial Staff
Historical Ratios
Judicial Staff 2002| 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012| 2013| |Existing|Low Avg High
Judicial staff 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
Ratio to Judges 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1 1 1 1
Judicial Staff Projections Historical Projected
Methodology 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Ratio to Judges 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 11.0
Analysis and Projections - Court Administration
Historical Ratios
Court Administration 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012| 2013| |Existing|Low Avg High
Ct. Admin. Staff (excld Mag) 18.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 25.0 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0| 33.0
Ratio to Judicial Officers 3.0 3.8 3.0 3.3 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.1 3.0 3.62 4.1
Ct. Admin. Staff Projections Historical Projected
Methodologies 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
1|Avg real # increase 18.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 25.0 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0| 33.0 36 43 49 56 59
2|Exist/High Ratio/Jud Officers 18.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 25.0 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0| 33.0 37 41 45 54 54
3|Low ratio 18.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 25.0 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0| 33.0 27 30 33 39 39
4|Avg ratio 18.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 25.0 28.0 28.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0| 33.0 33 36 40 47 47
Recommended - Average Models 1 and 2 36 42 47 55 56
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Staff Projection Analysis Clerk of Courts

Data, Trends and Projections

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc

Base Factors Projected
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012| 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population/1,000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160 160.5 163.4] 165.4 167.4 176.1 183.8 190.5 192.9
Circuit Caseload 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 | 12,503 12,215 11,061 8,998 8,726 9519 10,099 11,415 12,678 13,850 14,334
County Caseload (incld Infrac) 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 13,846 15,244 16,643 18,041 18,601
Total Caseload 15,313 | 17,031 19,882 | 19,123 [ 19,662 | 24,476 | 28,025 26,103 23,173 | 21,343 | 21,733 23,945 26,659 29,321 31,891 32,935
COC Other Workload Measures 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012| 2013
COC Circuit Actions 6,517 7,198 7,810 9,306 8,479 | 10,436 | 12,380 11,809 10,315 9,163 9,001
COC County Actions 32,955 34,472 31,139 28,640 36,616 37,450 32,724 29,688 26,992 25,274 21,775
COC Child Sup Actions 6,023 6,454 6,995 7,417 8,041 8,566 9,076 9,538 10,140 | 10,813 | 11,051
COC Doc. Record. Actions 115,527 | 144,167 179,942 | 184,773 | 127,012 | 103,246 87,753 86,735 83,141 75,730 81,553
COC Total these Actions 161,022 | 192,291 | 225,886 | 230,136 | 180,148 | 159,698 | 141,933 [ 137,770 [ 130,588 | 120,980 | 123,380
COC Financial Measures ($M) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012| 2013
Fines/Forfeitures $ 369|$% 360|$ 379|% 437|$ 451|$ 528|$% 533|$ 505|$ 420|$ 4.08|$ 4.24
Child Support Payments $ 1180 |$ 1259 [$ 1324 [$ 1352 |$ 1317 |$ 1283 |$ 1265|$ 1201 |$ 1225($ 13.14 | $ 12.92
Total these ltems $ 1549 |% 1619 |$ 17.03|$ 1789 |$ 1768 |$ 1811 |$ 1798 |$ 17.06 [$ 16.45|$ 1722 |$ 17.16
[ Historical Projected
Judicial Officers 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012| 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Judges 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 11.0
Magistrates 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
Total Judicial Officer 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 13.0 13.0
Clerk of Courts (Charlotte Co) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012| 2013 Ratios
Clerk of Courts staff 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 | |Ext. Low Avg High
Ratio to Judicial Officers 14.0 14.7 15.9 16.6 16.7 14.4 14.0 11.1 10.4 10.1 10.0 11.6 11.6 10.0 13.29 16.7
Ratio Filings/Staff 182.3 193.5 179.1 164.9 168.1 212.8 250.2 293.3 279.2 263.5 271.7 - 271.7 164.9 223.50 293.3
Ratio Actions/Staff 1,916.9 | 2,185.1 2,035.0 | 1,983.9| 1539.7| 1,388.7| 1,267.3 1,548.0 15733 | 1,493.6 | 1,542.3 - 1,542.3 1,267.3 | 1,679.44 2,185.1
Projections
| Historical Projected
COC Staff 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Methodologies
1|Existing ratio/Jud Officers 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 105 116 128 151 151
2| Avg ratio/Jud Officers 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 120 133 146 173 173
3|High ratio/Jud Officers 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 150 167 184 217 217
4|Existing ratio filings/staff 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 88 98 108 117 121
5| Avg ratio filings/staff 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 107 119 131 143 147
6|High ratio filings/staff 84.0 88.0 111.0 116.0 117.0 115.0 112.0 89.0 83.0 81.0 80.0 93.0 82 91 100 109 112
Recommended - Avg Models 1 & 5 106 118 130 147 149
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Staff Projection Analysis - State Attorney

Data, Trends and Projections

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc

Base Factors Projected
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012] 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population/1,000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160 160.5 163.4| 165.4 167.4 176.1 183.8 190.5 192.9
Circuit Caseload 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 | 12,503 12,215 11,061 8,998 8,726 9519 10,099 11,415 12,678 13,850 14,334
County Caseload (incld Infrac) 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 13,846 15,244 16,643 18,041 18,601
Total Caseload 15,313 | 17,031 19,882 | 19,123 | 19,662 | 24,476 | 28,025 26,103 23,173 | 21,343 | 21,733 23,945 26,659 29,321 31,891 32,935
Other Workload Measures 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012] 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Cir. Crim Filings 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 2,230 2,759 3,234 3,640 3,789
Co. Crim Filings 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 5,740 5,912 6,085 6,257 6,326
Total Crim Filings 4,828 5,423 6,277 6,607 5,828 7,366 7,596 6,620 6,497 7,202 7,535 7,970 8,671 9,319 9,897 10,115
| Historical Projected
Judicial Officers 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012] 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Judges 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 11.0
Magistrates 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
Total Judicial Officer 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 13.0 13.0
| Historical Ratios
State Attorney (Charlotte County) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012)  2013| | Ext Low Avg High
State Attorney staff 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0
Ratio to Judicial Officers 6.1 6.1 5.1 5.4 5.9 6.1 6.1 5.1 5.8 6.1
Ratio Crim filings/staff 156.6 136.5 158.5 167.5 160.3 - 160.3 136.5 155.9 167.5
Projections
| Historical Projected
State Attorney (Charlotte County) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012] 2013 2015 220 2025 2030 2032
Methodologies
1|Ratio to Judicial Officers 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0 55 61 67 80 80
2|Ext ratio filings/staff 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0 50 54 58 62 63
3|Low ratio filings/staff 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0 58 64 68 73 74
4|Avg ratio fiings/staff 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0 51 56 60 63 65
5|High ratio filings/staff 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0 48 52 56 59 60
Recommended - Average Models 1 & 4 53 58 64 72 72
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Staff Projection Analysis - Public Defender

Data, Trends and Projections

Base Factors Projected
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population/1,000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160 160.5 163.4] 1654 167.4 176.1 183.8 190.5 192.9
Circuit Caseload 6,582 7,159 8,804 8,857 8,937 9,647 | 12,503 12,215 11,061 8,998 8,726 9519 10,099 11,415 12,678 13,850 14,334
County Caseload (incld Infrac) 8,731 9,872 11,078 10,266 10,725 14,829 15,522 13,888 12,112 12,345 13,007 13,846 15,244 16,643 18,041 18,601
Total Caseload 15,313 | 17,031 19,882 | 19,123 | 19,662 | 24,476 | 28,025 26,103 23,173 | 21,343 | 21,733 23,945 26,659 29,321 31,891 32,935
Other Workload Measures 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Cir. Crim Filings 1,016 1,271 1,297 1,402 1,554 1,893 2,124 1,725 1,757 1,796 1,899 1,965 2,230 2,759 3,234 3,640 3,789
Co. Crim Filings 3,812 4,152 4,980 5,205 4,274 5,473 5,472 4,895 4,740 5,406 5,636 5,740 5,912 6,085 6,257 6,326
Total Crim Filings 4,828 5,423 6,277 6,607 5,828 7,366 7,596 6,620 6,497 7,202 7,535 7,970 8,671 9,319 9,897 10,115
| Historical Projected
Judicial Officers 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Judges 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 11.0
Magistrates 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
Total Judicial Officer 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 13.0 13.0
| Historical Projected
State Attorney (Charlotte County) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
|State Attorney staff 48.5 48.5 41.0 43.0 47.0 49.0 53 58 64 72 72
| Historical Ratios
Public Defender (Charlotte Co) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012)  2013| | Ext Low Avg High
Public Defender staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0
Ratio to Judicial officers 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.7 2.0 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 2.1 2.3 2.3 15 1.8 2.3
Ratio Crim filings/staff 536.4 542.3 570.6 550.6 416.3 526.1 506.4 441.3 433.1 480.1 443.2 - 443.2 416.3 495.1 570.6
Ratio to SA staff 0.31 0.31 0.37 0.35 0.36 0.37 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.4
Projections
| Historical Projected
Public Defender (Charlotte Co) 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Methodologies
Ext ratio to Jud Officers 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 20 23 25 29 29
Ext ratio filings to staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 18 20 21 22 23
Low ratio filings to staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 19 21 22 24 24
Avg ratio filings to staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 16 18 19 20 20
High ratio filings to staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 14 15 16 17 18
Ext ratio to SA staff 9.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 14.0 14.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 17.0 18.0 20 21 23 26 27
Recommended - Avg Models 1 & 5 20 22 24 28 28
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends and Projections

Staff Projection Analysis - Sheriff

Base Factors Projected
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010f 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Population/1,000 148.3 151.3 154.7 153.3 156.5 160.1 160.4 159.9 160 160.5 163.4| 165.4 167.4 176.1 183.8 190.5 192.9
Circuit Caseload 6,582 7,159 8,804 | 8,857 | 8,937 9,647 | 12,503 | 12,215 | 11,061 | 8,998 | 8,726 | 9519 10,099 11,415 12,678 | 13,850 14,334
County Caseload (incld Infrac) 8,731 9,872 | 11,078 | 10,266 | 10,725 | 14,829 | 15,522 | 13,888 | 12,112 | 12,345 | 13,007 13,846 15,244 16,643 | 18,041 18,601
Total Caseload 15,313 | 17,031 | 19,882 | 19,123 | 19,662 | 24,476 | 28,025 | 26,103 | 23,173 | 21,343 | 21,733 23,945 26,659 29,321 | 31,891 32,935
Sheriff 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010f 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Papers served 13,870 | 10,921 | 10,413 12,686 14,124 15,534 | 16,895 17,449
| Historical Projected
Judicial Officers 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012| 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Judges 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 11.0
Magistrates 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0
Total Judicial Officer 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 9.0 10.0 11.0 13.0 13.0
Sheriff 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012| 2013 Ratios
Court Security (sworn & civilian) 14 15 16 17 20 20 21 20 20| | Ext Low Avg High
Civil (sworn & civilian) 9 9 9 9 10 12 6 10 12
Totals 23 24 25 26 30 32 27 30 32
Ratio to Judicial Officers 3.29 3.43 3.13 3.25 3.75 4.00 3.38 3.75| 4.00 4.0 3.3 3.6 4.0
Ratio officers/10,000 cases 12.03 | 1221 10.21 9.28 11.49 13.81| 12.65| 13.80 13.8 9.3 11.9 13.8
Ratio Papers served/civil officer 0.87 0.55 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.79 0.55
Note: Shaded values estimate FTE equivalent of PT staff numbers

Projections

| Historical Projected
Sheriff 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010f 2011 2012 2013 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Methodologies
1[High ratio to Judicial Officers 23 24 25 26 30 32 27 30 32 36 40 44 52 52
2|High Ratio of Officers/10,000 cases 23 24 25 26 30 32 27 30 32 33 37 40 44 45
3| Avg ratio of officers/10,000 cases | 23 24 25 26 30 32 27 30 32 29 32 35 38 39
Recommended - Avg Models 1 & 2 85 38 42 48 49
Avg Papers served/civil officers only 9 9 9 9 10 12 6 10 12 10 11 12 13 14
High Papers served/civil officers only 9 9 9 9 10 12 6 10 12 7 8 9 9 10
Low Papers served/civil officers only 9 9 9 9 10 12 6 10 12 12 14 15 16 17
Recommended
Civil 12 14 15 16 17
Security 22 25 27 32 32
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends and Projections

Charlotte County Staffing Analysis (FTE)
Summary Projections

Historical

Year Jud Officers [Jud. Staff |Ct. Adm [COC SA PD Sheriff Totals (w/J)| | Totals (wo/j)
2002 6 6 18 84 9 123 117
2003 6 6 23 88 10 133 127
2004 7 6 22 111 11 157 150
2005 7 6 24 116 12 23 165 158
2006 7 6 26 117 14 24 170 163
2007 8 7 29 115 14 25 173 165
2008 8 7 29 112 49 15 26 220 212
2009 8 7 31 89 49 15 30 199 191
2010 8 7 32 83 41 15 32 186 178
2011 8 7 33 81 43 15 27 187 179
2012 8 7 33 80 47 17 30 192 184
2013 8 7 34 93 49 18 32 209 201

Projected
2015 9 8 36 106 53 20 35 232 223
2020 10 9 42 118 58 22 38 259 249
2025 11 10 47 130 64 24 42 286 275
2030 13 12 55 147 72 28 48 327 314
2032 13 12 56 149 72 28 49 330 317

Analysis - 2013-3032

# increas 5 5 22 56 23 10 17 121 116

% increase 63% 71% 65% 60% 47% 56% 53% 58% 58%
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends and Projections

Charlotte County Justice Center
Preliminary Space Allocation Summary

Building A - Courtroom Wing

Level [Occupant DGSF GSF % Eff.
4 Courtrooms and Judicial Offices 18,758 26,058 72%
3 Courtrooms and Judicial Offices 18,747 26,058 72%
2 States Attorney 10,024
Court Administration 4,564
County Probation 1,962
Lobby Areas 1,712
Sub-total 18,262 26,058 70%
1 Public Defender 5,230
Jury Management 3,057
Vending/Snack 575
Pre Trial Services 1,395
Sheriff (including central holding) 6,383
Lobby Areas 1,712
Sub-total 18,352 26,788 68.5%
G |Secure Parking 5,733
Building Management 3,690
SAO Files 936
Law Library 943
Sally Port 1,843
Lobby Areas (incl. Security Pavilion 2,796
Sub-total 15,941 24,921 64%
Building A - Sub-totals 90,060 129,883 69.3%
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Building B - Office Wing (Clerk of Courts)

Level [Occupant DGSF GSF % ETT.
2 Official Records 7,570
Employee Training 1,450
Executive Office 2,809
MIS 2,055
Conference Room ((B2046) 1,327
File Area (formerly Appeals) 1,066
Employee Relations 851
Sub-total 17,128 22,991 74.5%
1 Criminal Courts Division 5,598
Central Files 7,699
Civil Courts Division 4,776
Domestic Violence 395
Sub-total 18,468 22,991 80.3%
G Mail Room 1,442
Historical Society 894
Clerk IT Storage 654
Clean Room 185
Break Room 185
Toilets 116
Dark and Camera Rooms 888
County Archives 14,045
Data Room 75
Work Stations 905
Sub-total 19,389 21,266 91%
Building B - Sub-totals 54,985 67,248 81.8%
|Building Totals (A + B) | 145,045 || 197,131 | 74%|

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends and Projections

Space Allocation Analysis and Projections (rev)
Updated to include expanded holding, bus sally port and secure parking

Components | | | | |
Sub-components 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
[Included DGSF Unit  |DGSF/Stf Plng Avg Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF
Courts and Departments
Judicial 37,505 8 4,688 5,000 9 45,000 10 50,000 11 55,000 13 65,000 13 65,000

Litigation Sets

Judicial Office Sets

Court Administration 7,921 34 233 250 36 9,000 42 10,500 47 11,750 55 13,750 56 14,000
Exec/Judicial Sup
Pre-trial
Probation

Clerk of Courts 38,586 93 415 335 106 35,510 118 39,530 130 43,550 147 49,245 149 49,915

Exec/Adm/Training

Official Records

Criminal
Civil
Mail/Storage
State Attorney 10,960 49 224 300 53 15,900 58 17,400 64 19,200 72 21,600 72 21,600
Offices
File Storage
Public Defender 5,230 18 291 300 20 6,000 22 6,600 24 7,200 28 8,400 28 8,400
Sheriff - - - - -
Civil Office & Sec. 4,164 32 130 150 35 5,250 38 5,700 42 6,300 48 6,246 49 6,376
Central Holding 2,219 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200
Total Courts and Departments 106,585 234 455 119,860 132,930 146,200 167,441 168,491
| Additional Needs 16,351 26,345 39,615 60,856 61,906
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends and Projections

Space Allocation Analysis and Projections (rev)
Updated to include expanded holding, bus sally port and secure parking

Components | | | | |
Sub-components 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
[Included DGSF Unit  |DGSF/Stf Ping Avg Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF
Court Support
Jury Services 3,057 100 30 30 108 3,240 120 3,600 140 4,200 156 4,680 156 4,680
Law Library 943 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Grand Jury 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030
Security Pavilion (entry scr) 2,796 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500
Sally Port 1,843 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600
Secure Parking 5,733 15 400 18 7,200 20 8,000 22 8,800 26 10,400 26 10,400
Total Court Support 14,372 20,570 21,730 23,130 25,210 25,210
[Additional Needs 6,198 7,358 8,758 10,838 10,838
Building Support
Building Management 3,690 3,690 3,690 3,690 3,690 3,690 3,690
Vending/Snack 575 575 575 575 575 575 575
Lobbies (excpt Entry) 3,424 3,596 3,988 4,386 5,023 5,055
Total Building Support 7,689 7,861 8,253 8,651 9,288 9,320
[Additional Needs 172 564 962 1,599 1,631
Non-Court Function
[County Archives 16,399 16,399
Total Non-Court Functions 16,399 16,399
|Additional Needs (16,399) (16,399) (16,399) (16,399) (16,399)
Grand Tot. DGSF 145,045 148,291 162,913 177,981 201,939 203,021
[ Total Additional Needs DGSF 6,322 17,868 32,936 56,894 57,976
GSF Total @ 74% (rounded) 197,072 201,482 221,349 241,822 274,374 275,844
[ Total Additional Needs BGSF 4,410 24,277 44,750 77,302 78,772
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends and Projections

Charlotte County Justice Center

Preliminary Occupancy Plan for Main Buildings
Based on proposed courthouse expansion

Building A - Courtroom Wing Existing Short-term deployment and vacancies Build-out 2032
Level [Occupant DGSF GSF % Eff. Remain Reassign/ON [Reassign/OFF | JAdd DGSF|Component Total Diff
4 Courtrooms and Judicial Offices 18,758 26,058 72% 18,758 18,758 -
3 Courtrooms and Judicial Offices 18,747 26,058 72% 18,747 18,747
18,262 |4 Courts and Judicial Office set 18,262
States Attorney 10,024 10,024
Court Administration 4,564 4,564
County Probation 1,962 1,962
Lobby Areas 1,712 1,712
2 Total 18,262 26,058 70% 18,262 18,262 18,262 -
Public Defender 5,230 5230 3,170 |Public Defender
Jury Management 3,057 3,057
Vending/Snack 575 575
Pre Trial Services 1,395 1,395
Sheriff (including central holding) 6,383 6,383 2,493 |Sheriff Holding and Civil
Lobby Areas 1,712 1,712
1 Total 18,352 26,788 68.5% 13,325 5,027 5,663 18,988 (636)
Secure Parking 5,733 5,733 4,550 [secure parking (+12 spaces)
Building Management 3,690 3,690 936 |Bldg Mgt
SAO Files 936 936
Law Library 943 943
Sally Port 1,843 1,843 600 [bus sally port
Lobby Areas (incl. Security Pavilion) 2,796 2,796 2,740 |securty pavilion and perimeter
G |Total 15,941 24,921 64% 15,005 936 8,826 23,831 (7,890)
Building A - Sub-totals DGSF 90,060 129,883 69.3% 65,835 24,225 32,751 98,586 (8,526)
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Charlotte County Justice Center

Preliminary Occupancy Plan for Main Buildings
Based on proposed courthouse expansion

Data, Trends and Projections

Building B - Office Wing (Clerk of Courts) Existing Short-term deployment and vacancies Build-out 2032
Level |Occupant DGSF GSF % Eff. Remain Reassign/ON [Reassign/OFF | JAdd DGSF|Component Total Diff
Official Records 7,570 7,570
Employee Training 1,450 1,450
Executive Office 2,809 2,809
MIS 2,055 2,055
Conference Room ((B2046) 1,327 1,327
File Area (formerly Appeals) 1,066 1,066
Employee Relations 851 851
2 Total 17,128 22,991 74.5% 17,128 - 17,128
Criminal Courts Division 5,598 5,598
Central Files 7,699 7,699
Civil Courts Division 4,776 4,776
Domestic Violence 395 395
1 Total 18,468 22,991 80.3% 18,468 18,468
Mail Room 1,442 1,442 11,329 |COC expansion
Historical Society 894 894 4,680 |Jury Services
Clerk IT Storage 654 654 575 |Vending
Clean Room 185 185
Break Room 185 185 593 [Vacant
Toilets 116 116
Dark and Camera Rooms 888 888
County Archives 14,045 14,045
Data Room 75 75
Work Stations 905 905
G |Total 19,389 21,266 91% 2,212 17,177 17,177 19,389 -
Building B - Sub-totals DGSF 54,985 67,248 81.8% 37,808 - 17,177 17,177 54,985 -
Building Totals (A + B) DGSF [ 145,045 || 197,131 | 74%|] 103,643 | 24,225 17,177 || 49,928 | | 153,571 ] (8,526)]
Total Recovered DGSF 41,402
Total Existing Building Requirements DGSF 153,571 |
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends and Projections

New Building Occupancy and Space Estimates

New Building Assignment

Components | | | | |
Sub-components 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Included DGSF Unit DGSF/Stf PIng Avg Staff |DGSF Staff DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF
Courts and Departments
Judicial 37,505 8 4,688 5,000 2 10,000 2 10,000 2 10,000 2 10,000

Litigation Sets
Judicial Office Sets

Court Administration 7,921 34 233 250 42 10,500 47 11,750 55 13,750 56 14,000
Exec/Judicial Sup
Pre-trial
Probation

Clerk of Courts 38,586 93 415 335

Exec/Adm/Training
Official Records

Criminal
Civil
Mail/Storage

State Attorney 10,960 49 224 300 58 17,400 64 19,200 72 21,600 72 21,600
Offices
File Storage

Public Defender 5,230 18 291 300

Sheriff - - - -
Civil Office 4,164 32 130 150
Central Holding 2,219 3,200

Total Courts and Departments 106,585 234 455 37,900 40,950 45,350 45,600
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Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends and Projections

Components | | | | |
Sub-components 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
|Inc|uded DGSF Unit  |DGSF/Stf PIng Avg Staff [DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF
Court Support
Jury Services 3,057 100 30 30
Law Library 943 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Grand Jury 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030
Security Pavilion (entry scr) 2,796 5,500
Sally Port 1,843 2,443
Secure Parking 5,733 15 400
Total Court Support 14,372 2,030 2,030 2,030 2,030
Building Support
Building Management 3,690 3,690
Vending/Snack 575 575
Lobbies (excpt Entry) 3,424 1,631 1,631 1,631 1,631
Total Building Support 7,689 1,631 1,631 1,631 1,631

Non-Court Function

[County Archives 16,399 16,399
Total Non-Court Functions 16,399 16,399

I I
Grand Tot. DGSF 145,045 New Building DGSF 41,561 44,611 49,011 49,261
GSF Total @ 74% (rounded) 196,007 New Building GSF | 56,164 60,285 66,231 66,569

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc 2/14/2014 41



Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan

Courthouse Expansion Plan

Campus Overview at 2032 Build-out

Data, Trends and Projections

New Building Assignment
Components | | | | |
Sub-components 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
Ilncluded DGSF Unit DGSF/Stf Ping Avg Staff |DGSF Staff DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF
Courts and Departments
Judicial 37,505 8 4,688 5,000 2 10,000 2 10,000 2 10,000 2 10,000
Litigation Sets
Judicial Office Sets
Court Administration 7,921 34 233 250 42 10,500 47 11,750 55 13,750 56 14,000
Exec/Judicial Sup
Pre-trial
Probation
Clerk of Courts 38,586 93 415 335
Exec/Adm/Training
Official Records
Criminal
Civil
Mail/Storage
State Attorney 10,960 49 224 300 58 17,400 64 19,200 72 21,600 72 21,600
Offices
File Storage
Public Defender 5,230 18 291 300
Sheriff - - - -
Civil Office 4,164 32 130 150
Central Holding 2,219 3,200
Total Courts and Departments 106,585 234 455 37,900 40,950 45,350 45,600
Court Support
Jury Services 3,057 100 30 30
Law Library 943 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Grand Jury 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030 1,030
Security Pavilion (entry scr) 2,796 5,500
Sally Port 1,843 2,443
Secure Parking 5,733 15 400
Total Court Support 14,372 2,030 2,030 2,030 2,030
Building Support
Building Management 3,690 3,690
Vending/Snack 575 575
Lobbies (excpt Entry) 3,424 1,631 1,631 1,631 1,631
Total Building Support 7,689 1,631 1,631 1,631 1,631
|
Non-Court Function
|County Archives 16,399 16,399
Total Non-Court Functions 16,399 16,399
Grand Tot. DGSF 145,045 New Building DGSF 41,561 44,611 49,011 49,261
GSF Total @ 74% (rounded) 196,007 New Building GSF | 56,164 60,285 66,231 66,569
Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc 2/14/2014 42



Charlotte County Judicial System Strategic Space Plan Data, Trends and Projections

Courthouse Expansion Plan
Campus Overview at 2032 Build-out

Existing Building

Components | | | | |
Sub-components 2015 2020 2025 2030 2032
|Included DGSF Unit  |DGSF/Stf Ping Avg Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF Staff |DGSF
Courts and Departments
Judicial 37,505 8 4,688 4,688 9 42,192 9 42,192 10 46,880 12 56,256 12 56,256

Litigation Sets
Judicial Office Sets

Court Administration 7,921 34 233 250
Exec/Judicial Sup
Pre-trial
Probation
Clerk of Courts 38,586 93 415 335 106 38,586 118 39,530 130 43,550 147 49,245 149 49,915

Exec/Adm/Training
Official Records

Criminal
Civil
Mail/Storage
State Attorney 10,960 49 224 300 53 15,900
Offices
File Storage
Public Defender 5,230 18 291 300 20 6,000 22 6,600 24 7,200 28 8,400 28 8,400
Sheriff - - - - -
Civil Office 4,164 32 130 150 85 5,250 38 5,700 42 6,300 48 6,246 49 6,376
Central Holding 2,219 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200 3,200
Total Courts and Departments 106,585 234 455 111,128 97,222 107,130 123,347 124,147
[ [
Court Support
Jury Services 3,057 100 30 30 3,057 3,600 4,200 4,680 4,680
Law Library 943 1,000 943
Grand Jury 1,030
Security Pavilion (entry scr) 2,796 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500 5,500
Sally Port 1,843 2,443 2,443 2,443 2,443 2,443 2,443
Secure Parking 5,733 15 400 18 6,933 20 8,000 22 8,800 26 10,400 26 10,400
Total Court Support 14,372 18,876 19,543 20,943 23,023 23,023

Building Support

Building Management 3,690 3,690 3,690 4,626 4,626 4,626 4,626
Vending/Shack 575 575 bYb) 575 575 575 575
Lobbies (excpt Entry) 3,424 3,424 3,424 3,424 3,424 3,424
Total Building Support 7,689 7,689 8,625 8,625 8,625 8,625
Non-Court Function
[County Archives 16,399 16,399 16,399
Total Non-Court Functions 16,399 16,399 16,399
Grand Tot. DGSF Existing Bldg. | 145,045 154,092 125,390 136,698 154,995 155,795
GSF Total @ 74% (rounded) 196,007 208,232 169,446 184,727 209,453 210,534
Shortfall requiring Interim solution 9,047
Grand Total DGSF 145,045 154,092 166,951 181,309 204,006 205,056
Grand total GSF 196,007 208,232 225,609 245,012 275,684 277,103

Dan L. Wiley Associates, Inc 2/14/2014 43



Summary Projections

Item Existing 2032 # %
Population 165,411 | 192,976 27,565 17%
Caseload (combined filings)* 21,706 32,935 11,229 52%
Judicial Officers 8 13 5 63%
Staff(s)** 209 330 121 58%
Space - DGSF*** 145,045 203,021 57,976 40%
Space - GSF*** 197,072 275,844 78,772 40%

* Existing total is 2012 data - last complete year of consistent reporting

** Includes Judicial Officers

*** DGSF = Departmental Gross Square Feet - includes departmental circulation
**** GSF = Gross Square Feet - Includes building circulation, ME and structure
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