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such programs.

“1585C Special Categories
Grants and Aids-Flagler Centennial
Celebration

From General Revenue Fund 125.;,000”

The following project included in Specific Appropriation 1606B on
page 269 is hereby vetoed: $200,000 from the General Revenue Fund for
international programs sponsored by the Orlandé Chamber of Commerce.
Sufficient information is not available to merit funding this particular
project outside of the normal budgetary process.

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1673A on page 277
appropriating $8,000,000 from the Toll Facilities Revolving Trust Fund
to the Mid Bay Bridge Authority is hereby vetoed. This project should
not commence unless and until a number of environmental and state
policy issues have been adequately addressed.

It appears that the Mid Bay Bridge project would be in direct conflict
with Executive Order 81-105 which directs that no state funds be used to
subsidize growth in hazardous coastal barrier areas. The area to be served
by the bridge has been so designated under the Federal Coastal Barrier
Resources Act (CBRA) of 1982. Even if the project was found to be
consistent with state policy and CBRA, the project may require federal
environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act.
Funding this project would be premature in light of the serious environ-
mental and policy questions still unanswered.

In addition, the proposed uses of this appropriation would be contrary
to previous uses of the Toll Facility Revolving Trust Fund which were
limited to advances for preliminary engineering, traffic and revenue
studies, environmental impact studies, financial advisory services, engi-
neering design and certain purchases of right-of-way.

“4, Mid Bay Bridge Authority 8,000,000”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1700A on page 280
appropriating from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust Fund,
$500,000 from the Valkaria Airport, $2,875,000 for the Lakeland Munici-
pal Airport runway extension, $2,500,000 for the Miami International
Airport, $100,000 for the Tri-County, Airport Authority, and $30,000,000
for a Orlando International Airport loan, is hereby vetoed. The Lakeland
Municipal Airport runway extension project was included in the depart-
ment’s budget request and has been funded elsewhere in the bill in the
amount of $2,156,000 which represents the State’s normal 75% match for
this type of project. The other four projects were not included in the
department’s budget request. Further, the total amount appropriated for
airport projects $70.9 million, nearly doubles the estimated annual
receipts from the aviation fuel tax of $36.8 million. I am therefore vetoing
all airport projects which were not in the department’s budget request
and in the Governor’s Recommended Budget.

“Funds in Specific Appropriation 1700A includes
funding for projects as follows:

PROJECT AMOUNT

1. Valkaria Airport $ 500,000

2. Lakeland Municipal Airport 2,875,000

3. Miami International Airport 2,500,000

4. Tri-County Airport Authority 100,000
5. Loan-Orlando International

Airport 30,000,000"

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1700B on page 280
appropriating $185,000 from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust
Fund, for a Gainesville Light Rail Study is hereby vetoed. This project is
not included in the 5-year transportation plan. It does not meet the
department’s proposed minimum feasibility criteria for public transit
projects.

“3. Gainesville Light Rail Study 185,000”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1700B on page 280
appropriating $150,000 from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust
Fund for a Port Canaveral/Orlando Airport Light Rail Study is hereby
vetoed. This project is not included in the 5-year transportation plan. It
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does not meet the department’s proposed minimum feasibility criteria for
public transit projects.

Port Canaveral/Orlando Airport
Light Rail Study

“4.
150,000"

Specific Appropriation 1704 and associated proviso language on page
281 appropriating $175,000 from the State Transportation (Primary)
Trust Fund for a commuter rail study from Green Cove Springs to Jack-
sonville is hereby vetoed. This project does not meet the department’s
proposed minimum feasibility criteria for public transit projects and it
was not included in the Governor’s Recommended Budget.

“1704 Special Categories
Engineering and Planning Consultants
From State Transportation: (Primary)

Trust Fund 175,000

Funds in Specific Appropriation 1704 are for the Green Cove Springs
to Jacksonville Commuter Rail Study.”

Proviso language following Specific ‘Appropriation 1708B on page 282
appropriating $400,000 from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust
Fund for signs for the Shands Medical Center-is hereby vetoed. The pro-
vision of proper and necessary signs to direct traffic t6-Shands Medical
Center can be accomplished at lesser cost as a part of the department’s
routine traffic operations and maintenance functions.

“Funds in Specific Appropriation 1708B include funding totaling
$400,000 for signs for Shands Medical Center.”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1721A on pages 283
and 284 appropriating from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust
Fund, $20,000 for North Dale Mabry Highway, $10,000 for Wildwood,
$10,000 for State Road 699 and from the State Infrastructure Fund
$10,000 for Gulf Boulevard is hereby vetoed. The highway beautification
projects listed in proviso language have not gone through the appropriate
evaluation process by the Florida Highway Beautification Council.

“Funds in Specific Appropriation 1721A include funding for projects as
follows:

PROJECT AMOUNT
1. North Dale Mabry Highway $20,000
2. Gulf Boulevard 10,000
3. Wildwood, Florida 10,000
4., State Road 699 10,000”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1727 on page 284
appropriating from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust Fund,
$200,000 for shoulder repair at the Gulfbreeze Wayside Park, $128,000
for lighting on State Road 3, and $600,000 for curb and gutter repair on
State Road AlA is hereby vetoed. The Gulfbreeze Wayside Park is not
State Highway System property and it is not appropriate to use State
transportation funds for this project. The lighting on the State Road 3
project is not in the 5-year transportation plan. Such projects should be
incorporated into the department’s production schedules based upon pri-
ority and need. The design phase of the State Road A1A project, includ-
ing the need for additional lanes on this road, is in the department’s work
program for 1988-89. However, this project will not be ready for produc-
tion in 1988-89.

“Funds in Specific Appropriation 1727 include funding for projects as
follows:

PROJECT AMOUNT

1. Shoulder Repair Gulfbreeze
Wayside Park $ 200,000
2. Lighting on State Road 3 128,000
3. Curb and Gutter on State Road AlA 600,000”

Specific Appropriation 1736A on page 287 appropriating $300,000 from
the General Revenue Fund for facility planning, relocation, and construc-
tion of an agriculture museum administration building is hereby vetoed.
The priority associated with providing facilities for this new program
does not, from a statewide perspective, warrant a commitment of state
funds at this time.
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“1736A Fixed Capital Outlay
Planning/Construction/Relocation, Florida
Agriculture Museum Administration Building
and Grounds, Tallahassee

From General Revenue Fund 300,000"

Specific Appropriation 1737D on page 288 appropriating $1,000,000
from the Market Improvements Working Capital Trust Fund for land
acquisition and construction of new market facilities is hereby vetoed.
Farmers’ markets generate revenues through rental fees to operate and
maintain the program. The agricultural industry should support opera-
tions, maintenance and expansion of markets through this revenue
stream.

“1737D Fixed Capital OQOutlay
Land Acquisition/Additions/Replacement,
Pompano State Farmers' Market
From Market Improvements Working Capital
Trust Fund 1,000,000"

Specific Appropriation 1808A on page 298 appropriating $861,500 from
the State Infrastructure Fund to replace the Administrative Facility at
the Dozier School is hereby vetoed. The Department of Health and Reha-
bilitative Services has determined that the existing Administration
Building can be renovated to suit the needs of the campus. The estimated
cost of renovation would be less than $200,000; substantially less costly
than replacement.

“1808A Fixed Capital Outlay
Replace Administrative Facility, Dozier
From State Infrastructure Fund 861,500"

Specific Appropriation 1866F on page 312 appropriating $200,000 from
the State Infrastructure Fund for construction and renovation of the
Jackson County Agriculture Center is hereby vetoed. Facilities serving
local needs should depend upon local funds for construction and renova-
tion.

“1866F Fixed Capital Outlay
Grants and Aids - Construction/Renovation
- Jackson County Agriculture Center

From State Infrastructure Fund 200,000”

Specific Appropriation 1866H on page 313 appropriating $50,000 from
the State Infrastructure Fund for the Nassau County Agriculture Mul-
tipurpose Building is hereby vetoed. Facilities serving local needs should
depend upon local funds for construction and renovation.

“1866H Fixed Capital Qutlay
Grants and Aids - Nassau County
Agriculture Multipurpose Building

From State Infrastructure Fund 50,000"

Specific Appropriation 18661 on page 313 appropriating $140,000 from
the State Infrastructure Fund for land acquisition and construction of
the Washington County State Farmers’ Market is hereby vetoed. Facili-
ties serving local needs should depend upon local funds for construction
and renovation.

“18661 Fixed Capital Outlay
Grants and Aids - Land
Acquisition/Construction/Repairs -
Washington County State Farmers’ Market
From State Infrastructure Fund 140,000"

Specific Appropriation 1866K on page 313 appropriating $426,157 from
the State Infrastructure Fund for construction and renovations of the
Polk County Livestock Pavilion is hereby vetoed. Insufficient informa-
tion has been provided to demonstrate the need for the project or the
statewide benefit that would be derived from the use of state funds.

“1866K Fixed Capital Outlay
Grants and Aids -
Additions/Renovations/New Construction -
Polk County Livestock Pavilion

From State Infrastructure Fund 426,157"

JOURNAL OF THE SENATE

April 4, 1989

Specific Appropriation 1866L on page 313 appropriating $135,000 from
the State Infrastruciure Fund for construction, repairing and paving at
the Walton County Fair is hereby vetoed. Facilities serving local needs
should depend upon local funds for construction and renovation.

“1866L Fixed Capital OQutlay
Grants and Aids -
Planning/Construction/Renovation/Repair/
Paving - Walton County Fair

From State Infrastructure Fund 135,000

Specific Appropriation 1866M on page 313 appropriating $25,000 from
the State Infrastructure Fund for planning of the Bay County State
Farmers’ Market is hereby vetoed. Facilities serving local needs should
depend upon local funds for construction and renovation.

“1866M Fixed Capital Outlay
Grants and Aids - Planning/Bay County
State Farmers’ Market

From State Infrastructure Fund 25,0007

Specific Appropriation 18660 on page 313 appropriates $200,000 from
the State Infrastructure Fund for construction and paving the Livestock
Pavilion in Gadsden County is hereby vetoed. Facilities serving local
needs should depend upon local funds for construction and renovation.

“18660 Fixed Capital Outlay
Renovation, Construction, Paving Livestock
Pavilion, Gadsden County

From State Infrastructure Fund 200,000"

Specific Appropriation 1866P on page 313 appropriating $125,000 from
the State Infrastructure Fund for the Agriculture Center in Okaloosa
County is hereby vetoed. Facilities serving local needs should depend
upon local funds for construction and renovation.

“1866P Fixed Capital Outlay
Agriculture Center, Okaloosa County

From State Infrastructure Fund 125,000"

Specific Appropriation 1866Q on page 313 appropriating $750,000 from
the State Infrastructure Fund for planning and construction of the South
Florida Fair in Palm Beach County is hereby vetoed. Insufficient infor-
mation has been provided to demonstrate the need for or the statewide
benefit of the project, and the appropriateness of using state funds.

“1866Q Fixed Capital Outlay
Grants and Aids - Planning/Construction,
Scuth Florida Fair - Palm Beach County
From State Infrastructure Fund 750,000”

Specific Appropriation 1866R on page 313 appropriating $100,000 from
the State Infrastructure Fund for the Gainesville State Farmers’ Market
is hereby vetoed. Facilities serving local needs should depend upon local
funds for construction and renovation.

“1866R Fixed Capital Outlay
Grants and Aids - Retail Market -
Gainesville State Farmers’ Market

From State Infrastructure Fund 100,000”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1878 on page 321
providing additional funding to the Conservation and Recreation Lands
Trust Fund is hereby vetoed. Authority for the additional funding was
not enacted into law.

“Funds in the amount of $10,000,000, included in Specific Appropria-
tion 1878 are contingent upon HB 1014 or similar legislation becoming
law.”

Specific Appropriation 1878C and associated proviso language on page
321 appropriating $112,000 from the Beach Management Trust Fund for
environmental/sand source studies is hereby vetoed. No evidence was
provided that this project was reviewed competitively along with other
needs of the state through the appropriations process.
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“1878C Fixed Capital Outlay
Environmental/Sand Source Study - Indian
River County

From Beach Management Trust Fund 112,000

The funds in Specific Appropriation 1878C are contingent on a 25%
local match.”

Specific Appropriation 18831 on page 322 appropriating $225,000 from
the Beach Management Trust Fund for environmental/sand source
studies in Brevard County is hereby vetoed. No evidence was provided
that this project was reviewed competitively along with other needs of the
state through the appropriations process.

“18831 Fixed Capital Outlay
Environmental/Sand Source Studies -
Brevard County

From Beach Management Trust Fund 225,000"

Specific Appropriation 1883L on page 323 appropriating $1,400,000
from the State Infrastructure Fund for parking facilities at Sunny Isles
Beach is hereby vetoed. A contract between the Department of Natural
Resources and Dade County concerning restoration of this beach speci-
fies that the county would provide this parking. This project is a local
responsibility.

“1883L Fixed Capital Outlay
Sunny Isles Beach/Parking

From State Infrastructure Fund 1,400,000”

Specific Appropriation 1885B on page 323 appropriating $600,000 from
the State Infrastructure Fund for development of the Gainesville to Haw-
thorne Rails to Trails project is hereby vetoed. Legislation establishing
the Rails to Trails Program provides for the Department of Natural
Resources to determine corridors for acquisition and development. This
project was not requested by the Department of Natural Resources nor
has adequate information been presented to support the need for the
project.

“1885B Fixed Capital Outlay
Development/Gainesville To Hawthorne/Rails
To Trails

From State Infrastructure Fund 600,000"

Specific Appropriation 1894A on page 326 appropriating $1,250,000
from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust Fund for construction of
a topographic facility in Tallahassee is hereby vetoed. The topographic
facility was intended to sit atop a new four story parking garage which
was not funded by the Legislature.

“1894A Fixed Capital Outlay
Topographic Facility, Tallahassee
From State Transportation (Primary)

Trust Fund 1,250,000"

Specific Appropriation 1898A on page 327 appropriating $35,000 from
the State Transportation (Primary) Trust Fund for construction of a new
maintenance building in Greensboro is hereby vetoed. This project was
not requested by the Department of Transportation nor was adequate
information presented to support the need for the project.

“1898A Fixed Capital Outlay
Greensboro Maintenance Building
From State Transportation (Primary)

Trust Fund 35,000”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1923A on page 331
appropriating $8,000,000 from the Public Education Capital Outlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund to Daytona Beach Community College for the
construction of an Administration and Student Services building on the
main campus is hereby vetoed. The Department of Education did not
request this project and insufficient justification has been provided to
properly evaluate the need for this project.
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“Admin/Student Svcs Bldg-DB (c) . . 8,000,000"

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1923B on page 333,
appropriating $400,000 from the Public Education Capital Qutlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund to the University of Central Florida for a Day-
tona Beach Research Center is hereby vetoed. This appropriation is for
utility and road improvements on the site designated for the project but
sufficient information on the overall project scope, cost and schedule is
not available to justify state funding at this time.

“Daytona Beach Res Ctr (p,c) . 400,000~

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1923B on page 333,
appropriating $4,000,000 from the Public Education Capital Outlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund to the University of Central Florida for a Day-
tona Beach Joint Use Building is hereby vetoed. This appropriation is for
the construction of a second joint use building which was not requested
by the Board of Regents. This project appears in the future plans of the
community college but it does not warrant state funding at this time.

“Daytona Beach Jt Use Bldg (c,e) 4,000,000”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1923B on page 333
appropriating $2,000,000 from the Public Education Capital Outlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund to the University of Central Florida to provide
additional funds for the construction of track facilities is hereby vetoed.
This project does not appear on the Board of Regents Three-Year Capital
Outlay Project List nor has it been requested by the Commissioner of
Education.

“Track 2,000,000"

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1923B on page 333
appropriating $2,500,000 from the Public Education Capital Outlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund to the University of Florida for the planning
and construction of the State Museum Exhibit Hall is hereby vetoed.
This project does not appear on the Board of Regents Three-Year Capital
Outlay Project List nor has it been requested by the Commissioner of
Education.

“Museum Annex (p,c) . 2,500,000”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1923B on page 333
appropriating $200,000 from the Public Education Capital Outlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund to the University of West Florida to plan for the
construction of an Athletic Facility is hereby vetoed. This project does
not appear on the Board of Regents Three-Year Capital Outlay Project
List nor has it been requested by the Commissioner of Education.

“Athletic Facilities (p,c) . 200, 000"

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1928A on page 336
appropriating $700,000 from the Public Education Capital Qutlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund for a Joint-Use Education Facility in Broward
County is hereby vetoed. The project for Broward Community College,
Florida International University and Florida Atlantic University is for
Phase II of the Tower facility. The project has not been the subject of an
educational fdcilities survey and was not requested by the Commissioner
of Education.

“Broward CC/FAU/FIU Joint Tower

Phase II (p) . $§ 700,000

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1928C on page 336
appropriating $400,000 from the Public Education Capital Outlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund for a Public School Project in Bradford County
is hereby vetoed. School districts receive funding for maintenance,
repairs and new construction by allocation pursuant to section 235.435
(1) and (3), Florida Statutes, respectively. This project was not requested
separately by the Commissioner of Education and insufficient informa-
tion is available to support a level of funding above the normal alloca-
tions.

“Bradford School District . $ 400,000"
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Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1928C on page 336
appropriating $356,891 from the Public Education Capital Outlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund for a Public School Project in Lafayette County
is hereby vetoed. School districts receive funding for maintenance,
repairs and new construction by allocation pursuant to section 235.435
(1) and (8), Florida Statutes, respectively. This project was not requested
separately by the Commissioner of Education and insufficient informa-
tion is available to support a level of funding above the normal alloca-
tions.

“Lafayette School District . 356,891"

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1928C on page 336
appropriating $15,000 from the Public Education Capital Outlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund for a Public School Project in Levy County is
hereby vetoed. School Districts receive funding for maintenance, repairs
and new construction by allocation pursuant to section 235.435 (1) and
(3), Florida Statutes, respectively. This project was not requested sepa-
rately by the Commissioner of Education and insufficient information is
available to support a level of funding above the normal allocations.

“Levy School District . 15,000"

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1928C on page 337
appropriating $150,000 from the Public Education Capital Outlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund for a Public School Project in Taylor County is
hereby vetoed. School districts receive funding for maintenance, repairs
and new construction by allocation pursuant to section 235.435 (1) and
(3), Florida Statutes, respectively. This project was not requested sepa-
rately by the Commissioner of Education and insufficient information is
available to support a level of funding above the normal allocations.

“Taylor School District . 150,000”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1928C on page 337
appropriating $200,000 from the Public Education Capital Outlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund for a Public School Project in Volusia County
is hereby vetoed. School districts receive funding for maintenance,
repairs and new construction by allocation pursuant to section 235.435
(1) and (8), Florida Statutes, respectively. This project was not requested
separately by the Commissioner of Education and insufficient informa-
tion is available to support a level of funding above the normal alloca-
tions.

“Yolusia School District-Magnet School . 200, 000"

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 1928C on page 337
appropriating $100,000 from the Public Education Capital Outlay and
Debt Service Trust Fund for a Public School Project in Washington
County is hereby vetoed. School districts receive funding for mainte-
nance, repairs and new construction by allocation pursuant to section
935.435 (1) and (3), Florida Statutes, respectively. This project was not
requested separately by the Commissioner of Education and insufficient
information is available to support a level of funding above the normal
allocations.

“Washington School District Vo-Tech . 100,000"

Specific Appropriation 2049 and associated proviso language on page
344 appropriating $595,715 from the State Infrastructure Fund for reno-
vation of the Knott Building is hereby vetoed. Proviso language limited
the use of the facility to legislative purposes. The Department of General
Services is the appropriate agency to prioritize and satisfy existing space
requirements.

“2049 Fixed Capital Outlay
Renovation, Knott Building Leon County

From State Infrastructure Fund 595,715

Funds in Specific Appropriation 2049 shall be used to renovate the
Knott Building for use by the legislature. Design and specifications of
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building renovations shall not be subject to the Department of General
Services approval unless requested by the legislature.”

Portions of proviso language following Specific Appropriation 2076 on
pages 351 and 352 appropriating from the State Transportation (Pri-
mary) Trust Fund $4,000,000 for improvements to Creighton Boulevard,
Burgess and Olive Roads, $1,300,000 for State Road 78, and $1,575,000
for Biscayne Boulevard is hereby vetoed. These projects are for right-of-
way land acquisition and generally are programmed in either the 5-year
transportation plan or in the first year implementation of the Strategic
Transportation Plan. The Legislature appropriated a substantially higher
amount from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust Fund than was
contained in the Governor’s Recommended Budget. If fully implemented,
this appropriation level would impair the department’s ability to comply
with the financial management requirements of Section 339.135, Florida
Statutes. The Legislature passed a joint resolution calling for a Constitu-
tional Amendment to be voted upon in November to permit the sale of
bonds for right-of-way acquisition for state roads and for state bridge
construction projects. Further, Senate Bill 2F authorizes the Executive
Office of the Governor to amend the department’s budget to reflect
changes and additions to the work program as a result of the issuance of
bonds. Accordingly, should additional revenues be generated in 1988-89
from the sale of bonds, the department’s budget will be revised to include
additional right-of-way and bridge projects as are contained in the
increased 5-year transportation plan.

“Funds in Specific Appropriation 2076 include funding for projects as
follows:

PROJECT AMOUNT
1. Improvements to Creighton Boulevard,
Burgess and Olive Roads $4,000,000
2. State Road 78 1,300,000
3. Biscayne Boulevard 1,575,000"

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 2083 on page 353
appropriating $7,200,000 from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust
Fund for the construction of an interchange at Northwest 22nd Avenue
and 1-95 in Palm Beach County is hereby vetoed. This project is not in
the 5-year transportation plan. Current cost estimates for the project are
$9.1 million and thus the amount appropriated will not adequately fund
the project. It is unlikely that the project will be ready for production in
1988-89.

“Funds in Specific Appropriation 2083 include $7,200,000 for construc-
tion of the Northwest 22nd Avenue interchange with 1-95.”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 2087 on page 353
appropriating from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust Fund,
$760,000 for a briclge on County Road 64 and $750,000 for the Pine Island
Road Bridge is hereby vetoed. These projects are not on the State High-
way System; therefore, it is not appropriate to spend State funds for this
purpose.

“Funds in Specific Appropriation 2087 include funding for projects as
follows:

PROJECT AMOUNT
1. Bridge on County Road 64 $ 760,000
2. Pine Island Road Bridge 750,000"

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 2088 on page 353
appropriating $1,200,000 from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust
Fund to resurface U. S. 29 in Escambia County is hereby vetoed. This
project is scheduled in the Department of Transportation’s work program
for 1989-90. The Governor’s Recommended Budget proposed to acceler-
ate this project to 1988-89 by using State Infrastructure Funds. The Leg-
islature did not provide these additional funds but appropriated a sub-
stantially higher amount from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust
Fund which, if fully implemented, would impair the financial condition of
the department. Therefore, this project should be completed according to
the department’s work program schedule.

“]1, Resurface U. §. 29, Escambia $ 1,200,000”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 2089 on page 354
appropriating $1,336,000 from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust
Fund for Okeechobee Boulevard in Palm Beach County is hereby vetoed.
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Construction of this project is currently scheduled for 1991-92 in the
5-year transportation plan. Right-of-way acquisition activities are just
starting and the project will not be ready for production in the 1988-89
fiscal year.

“2. Okeechobee Boulevard, Work Project

Item 4118522 1,936,000”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 2089 on page 354
appropriating $1,174,061 from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust
Fund to extend Range Road to State Road 524 in Brevard County is
hereby vetoed. Range Road is not on the State Highway System; there-
fore, it is not appropriate to spend state funds for this purpose.

“4, Extend Range Road to

State Road 524 1,174,061”

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 2089 on page 354
appropriating $250,000 from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust
Fund to widen Post Road in Brevard County is hereby vetoed. Post Road
is not on the State Highway System; therefore, it is not appropriate to
spend state funds for this purpose.

“5. Widen Post Road, Brevard 250, 000"

Proviso language following Specific Appropriation 2089 on page 354
appropriating $400,000 from the State Transportation (Primary) Trust
Fund to open 9th and Bayfront onto East Government in the City of Pen-
sacola is hereby vetoed. This project is not on the State Highway System;
therefore, it is not appropriate to spend state funds for this purpose.

“6. Open 9th and Bayfront into East

Government, Pensacola 400,000”

Proviso language in Section 9.2.D.2), paragraph 2 on page 359, provid-
ing for an increase in the base salaries for selected positions in the Game
and Fresh Water Fish Commission is hereby vetoed. The funds appropri-
ated for this purpose in Specific Appropriation 4C are $19,775 from the
General Revenue Fund and $76,767 from Trust Funds. These increases
would be in addition to 4.5% discretionary funds provided in Specific
Appropriation 4 for Selected Exempt Service (SES) and Senior Manage-
ment Service (SMS) classes. The Department of Administration, which is
responsible for maintenance of the SES and SMS pay plans, was not con-
sulted on this request. This uncoordinated approach to maintaining a
competitive pay plan is not a sound management practice.

“Funds are provided in Specific Appropriation 4C for an overall aver-
age five and one-half percent (5.5% ) increase in June 30, 1988 base sal-
aries, for selected positions in the Game and Fresh Water Fish Com-
mission, to be distributed at the discretion of the agency head. The
effective date of any salary adjustment given in accordance with this
provision shall be July 1, 1988.”

Section 12 on page 365 appropriating $3,200,000 from the Working
Capital Fund for the Citrus Canker Eradication Program is hereby
vetoed. This item duplicates the appropriation in Specific Appropriation
102 on page 13.

“Section 12. From funds in the Working Capital Fund for the 1988-89
fiscal year, up to $3.2 million is hereby appropriated to the Department
of Agriculture and Consumer Services to continue the State share of
the Citrus Canker Eradication Program. This appropriation is contin-
gent on the Department receiving confirmation from the Federal Gov-
ernment that continuation of the eradication program is required in
order to ship fresh fruit from the state. The Executive Office of the
Governor, Office of Planning and Budgeting, after consultation with
the legislative Appropriation Committees shall release the required
funds to the Department.”

Section 13 on page 365 appropriating $5,000,000 from the Working
Capital Fund for the construction, reconstruction, or renovation of a pro-
fessional sports facility owned, operated, or on lands owned by a local
governmental entity is hereby vetoed. This is a duplication of the appro-
priation contained in House Bill 1717.

“Section 13. There is hereby appropriated from the Working Capital
Fund for the 1988-89 fiscal year, $5,000,000 to the Department of Com-
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merce for construction, reconstruction or renovation of a professional
sports facility owned or operated by a local government, special taxing
district, or other governmental entity, or for construction, reconstruc-
tion, or renovations of a professional sports facility located on property
owned by a local government, special taxing district or other govern-
mental entity. This appropriation is contingent upon legislation creat-
ing a program in the Department of Commerce for the application and
funding for the construction, reconstruction or renovation of profes-
sional sports facilities becoming law.”

The portions of Senate Bill 1-F which are set forth herein with my
objections are hereby vetoed, and all other portions of Senate Bill 1-F are
hereby approved.

Sincerely,
Bob Martinez
Governor

The bill, together with the Governor’s objections thereto,
was referred to the Committee on Rules and Calendar.

By permission the following certificate was received:
SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA

No. 73,796

CERTIFICATION OF JUDICIAL MANPOWER
[March 9, 1989]

In re:

EHRLICH, C.J.

Under the provisions of article V, section 9, of the Florida Constitution,
it is the responsibility of the Florida Supreme Court to determine the
necessity of increasing or decreasing the number of judges required to
effectively and efficiently consider and dispose of cases filed for consider-
ation before the respective courts. To this end, we have analyzed case fil-
ings and considered other pertinent data. We have evaluated the growth
in the workload of the State Courts System over the past five to six years,
in light of additional judgeships which have been authorized each year by
the Florida Legislature. This certification is predicated on the rapid and
considerable growth in caseloads of the various district courts of appeal,
and the circuit and county courts.

Annual filings in Florida’s district courts of appeal have grown from a
total of 13,438 in 1984 to 16,003 in 1988, an increase of 19%. The pro-
jected filings for 1989 for these courts total 17,279 cases, which would
represent a 29% increase since 1984. While the 1988 Legislature author-
ized seven additional district court judgeships, effective January 1989,
the total number of district court judges has grown by only 15% over the
same period.

The circuit courts handle the most serious of Florida’s criminal cases,
all family matters, a wide range of civil matters involving disputes valued
in excess of $5,000, probate and guardianship concerns, and delinquency
and dependency cases involving Florida’s children and youth. These
courts have realized consistent and generally substantial increases over
the past six years in every one of these categories of cases, with the excep-
tion of dependency proceedings. Total circuit court filings have grown
from 513,484 in 1983 to 703,257 in 1988, an increase of 37%. The 1989
forecast for the circuit courts is expected to total 743,586 cases, which
would represent an increase of 45% since 1983. During the same period,
the number of circuit judges increased by 12.7%, or a total or 43, failing
to keep pace with the substantial growth in workload.

Criminal filings over the past two years at the circuit court level have
shown the most dramatic and alarming increases of all case types. In
1986, 133,912 felony cases were filed in the circuit courts. That figure
increased to 146,818 in 1987, and 172,175 in 1988. Drug-related offenses
and those involving the use and trafficking of crack cocaine, in particular,
accounted for much of this increase. The number of drug-related crimes
grew by 75% in that two-year period, from a 1986 total of 27,520 cases to
47,871 cases in 1988. Between 50 and 75% of prosecutions for other types
of offenses, including burglary, theft, and robbery, are thought to be
drug-related, that is they are the result of persons seeking funds for the
purchase of crack cocaine or other drugs. Juvenile delinquency filings,
too, have shown consistent increases over the past five years, ranging
from 8 to 10% annually. Here, too, a large share of the delinquency filings
is attributable to drug-related offenses. Data provided by the Depart-
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ment of Health and Rehabilitative Services shows an increase of 385%
for felony-equivalent, drug-related referrals over the past two years.
These trends have had a significant effect on the ability of the courts, and
the criminal justice system as a whole, to effectively deal with Florida’s
growing crime problem. Judges have been reassigned to hear criminal and
juvenile matters, leaving civil dockets and calendars for probate and
guardianship proceedings backlogged. The limited availability of judicial
manpower to conduct trials may be contributing to the substantial
increase in the number of pleas that are entered in criminal cases, which
might not be accepted except for the exigencies created by this unprece-
dented growth in crimes related directly or indirectly to drugs. This
Court is advised by judges and prosecutors in the trial courts that there
is a far greater acceptance of pleas to lesser offenses than is deemed desir-
able, for this very reason. In certain circuits, those defendants whose
cases are set for trial are waiting in jail for longer periods, at a time when
many of Florida’s jails are overcrowded and operating under population
caps imposed by the federal courts.
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As with the district and circuit courts, Florida’s county courts have
realized large increases in case filings. There were a total of 38,205,665
cases filed in the county courts in 1982. That figure jumped by approxi-
mately 1,000,000, or 29%, to around 4,140,175 in 1988. The increases in
county court workload have been most profound in the urban counties
and other “growth” areas of the state, particularly in certain counties on
the eastern seaboard and southwest Florida. In addition to having to keep
pace with the growing number of cases at the county court level, Florida’s
county judges in these and other counties throughout the state have fre-
quently been assigned on a temporary basis to handle cases at the circuit
court level because of the shortage of circuit court judges. In 1988, the
equivalent of approximately 17 judge years of county judge time was
spent hearing circuit matters. However, since 1982 just 23 new county
judgeships have been authorized, an increase of only 11% in the size of
the county court judiciary.

In view of the significance of the foregoing facts and trends, this Court
is certifying the need for five district court of appeal judges, fifteen cir-
cuit court judges, and six county judges. The comparison of the requests
for new judges filed by the respective courts and the judgeships certified
as needed, for each year of the biennium, is as follows:

REQUESTS/SUPREME COURT CERTIFICATION®

1989-1990
CIRCUIT County Circuit
Req, Cert, Req. Cert,
1 0 1 1
2 0 1
3 0 1
4 0 1
5 0 2 2
6 1-Pinellas 1 1
7 1-Putnam 2 1
1-Volusia
8 0 0
9 1-Orange 2 2
10 0 0
11 1-Dade 1-Dade 1 1
12 1-Manatee 1-Manatee 0
13 0 1 1
14 0 1 1
15 2-Palm 1-Palm 3 3
Beach Beach
16 0 0
17 1-Broward 1-Broward 1
18 0 1 1
19 1-St. Lucie  1-St. Lucie 1
20 1-Collier 1-Collier 1 1
1-Charlotte
TOTAL 12 6 21 15
1989-1990
DCA Req. Cert,
1 1 1
2 0
3 2 2
4 0
5 2 2
TOTAL 5 5

Rev - Review for consideration in second year.
*Recommended certification in opinion.

1990-1991
C : Cireui
Req. Cert, Req. Cert.
0 0
0 0 Rev
0 0 Rev
0 0 Rev
0 0
0-Pirellas Rev 0
0-Putnam Rev 0 Rev
0-Volusia Rev
0 0
2-Orange Rev 2 Rev
0 0
0 1 Rev
0 0
0 1 1
0 0
1-Palm 1-Palm 3
Beach Beach
0 0
1-Broward 1-Broward 1 Rev
0 0
0 0 Rev
0 0
0-Charlotte Rev
4 2 8 L
1990-1991
ml le
0
3 1
0
0
o _
3 L
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The need for additional judicial manpower at the district court of
appeal level continues to be critical, notwithstanding the addition of
seven new judges, effective January 1, 1989. Those were the first judge-
ships added to the district courts of appeal since 1982. We are of the
opinion that the five judgeships recommended herein are crucial in order
to bring developing backlogs under control while enabling judges to
commit sufficient time to give due consideration to each case.

Florida Rule of Judicial Administration 2.035(b)(2)(A) establishes “a
primary case load of 250 filings per judge” as the level at which additional
judgeships are required. As Florida’s district courts sit in panels of three,
each judge is expected to be conversant with the briefs, record on appeal,
and precedent related to three times the number of cases which he or she
may handle as primary judge. The inability of the courts to control the
number of cases filed and the necessity of dealing with considerably in
excess of the 250 filings per judge standard, adopted by rule of this Court,
will likely produce two unacceptable results. First, the assignment of sub-
stantially in excess of 250 filings per judge to each judge on a three judge
panel will move Florida’s district courts toward what could effectively be
single-judge panel decisions. Judges who do not have primary assign-
ments for the preparation of the opinion in a case will simply not have
sufficient time to play a meaningful collegial role in the development of
a decision and an opinion in that case. Further, judges will be forced to
rely on their law clerks to a greater extent than is desirable in the prepa-
ration of draft analyses of cases and the reading of the record on appeal
in each case, as well as associated research. Florida’s appellate judges
must have sufficient time to properly review and study all cases assigned
to their panels, not just those for which they are principally responsible,
and to bring to each case the scholarship that every litigant has a right to
expect. The quality of justice they dispense collectively is dependent
upon the time each judge can devote to every case. A judicial overload
inevitably shortchanges the litigants and the public and should not be
tolerated.

District court filings per judge in 1989 are projected to range between
308 for the First District Court of Appeal and 330 and 400 for the Third
and Fifth District Courts of Appeal, respectively, at current staffing
levels. If the five judges certified as necessary were authorized and avail-
able to assist with the projected case loads for these courts in the 1989
calendar year, the filings per judge for the district courts would be in the
range of 275 to 315. However, it is unlikely that the requested judicial
positions, even if authorized, will be effective any earlier than January
1990. We expect that 1990 will see an additional 1,000 cases added to the
collective workload of the district courts; a workload sufficient to require
yet another four judgeships.

Two other factors must be considered relative to this Court’s request
on behalf of the First, Third, and Fifth District Courts of Appeal. First,
pending case inventories for the district courts have shown dramatic
increases since 1985. As of June 1988, the total number of cases pending
in the district courts has grown (o 10,523, an increase of 31.3% from 8,015
in June 1985. The legislature has provided sufficient resources for office
automation systems that enable judges and court staff to avail themselves
of word processing and automated case management support, as well as
automated legal research tools. Several have experimented with “fast
track” procedures designed to expedite the handling of certain priority
cases. The Fourth District Court of Appeal, with a grant from the State
Justice Institute, is in the process of implementing an experimental
appellate mediation program for civil cases. While the district courts
have worked diligently to increase their output, the number of disposi-
tions by the district courts has increased only 8% from 1985 through
1988.

Second, the mixture of cases in the First, Third, and Fifth District
Courts of Appeal further supports our certification. The First District
Court of Appeal has exclusive jurisdiction of worker’s compensation
appeals. That court also receives a much larger number of administrative
matters and appeals of state agency rulings than the other district courts.
This latter type of litigation involves a broad range of issues and can be
neither evaluated nor disposed of in a routine fashion. The Third District
Court of Appeal has an unusually high percentage of civil matters, com-
pared to criminal filings. Unlike criminal appeals, which often involve
Anders* questions and more routine postconviction matters, such civil
proceedings generally demand more extensive and original research. We
have limited the certification for the second year to one judgeship for the
Second District Court of Appeal but will review and reconsider the full
request of that court or the others next year.
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Florida Rule of Judicial Administration 2.035(b)(1) sets forth the
criteria for certification of need for judges at the trial court level. As with
certifications of recent years, we have placed the greatest weight on sta-
tistical data reflecting the growth and composition of case loads filed in
the various circuits and counties. We have determined that the most
consistent and reliable factor at the circuit court level is total case filings
per judge. Criminal, civil, probate, guardianship, and juvenile case filings
for each circuit are also evaluated by applying different weights reflecting
the differential requirements for judicial hearing time and attention. The
filings per judge statistics for the county courts are adjusted to exclude
worthless check offenses and civil traffic infractions. Other factors, in
addition to those prescribed in Florida Rule of Judicial Administration
2.035, include the extent of use of county and retired judges on temporary
assignment; the availability of supplemental hearing resources (child sup-
port hearing officers, commissioners, and general or special masters); the
extent of reliance on mediation and arbitration to resolve cases; and spe-
cial local circumstances that affect case handling.

As recommended by the Supreme Court’s Court Workload and Statis-
tics Committee, we used 1,865 circuit filings per judge as a threshold at
which there is a presumptive need for additional judgeships. The average
workload for circuit judges in Florida grew from 1,600 filings per judge in
1984 to approximately 1,900 filings per judge in 1988, an increase of 19%.
Based on forecasts of circuit filings for 1989 and current staffing levels,
every court for which certification is made, with the exception of the
Eleventh Judicial Circuit, will have in excess of 1,950 filings per judge in
that year. Six of the courts for which certification is made will have in
excess of 2,000 filings per judge. For these reasons, the certification for
the circuit courts is greater in number than in past years. It is still consid-
ered conservative given the substantially increased workloads these
courts face. This Court was particularly conservative in its request for
only ten circuit judgeships last year, noting that to be “a ‘barebones’
minimum.” In re Certification of Judicial Manpower, 521 So.2d 116 (Fla.
1988). Several of the courts for which one or more judges are certified this
year, including the Fifth and Fifteenth Judicial Circuits, could well have
justified one or more positions last year.

The Eleventh Judicial Circuit is projected to have 1,803 filings per
judge in 1989, which is below the certification threshold. Yet this court
continues to experience problems which justify their request for an addi-
tional judge. First, the court, at county expense, employs in excess of
thirty full-time interpreters who are proficient in several languages to
translate testimony and instructions and rulings from the bench in judi-
cial proceedings. Well over 125,000 translations are conducted each year.
This slows the judicial process and impedes judicial productivity. Second,
the demands of administering a court of close to 100 judges are substan-
tially greater than for most other circuits. Considerable case handling
time is lost by the chief and divisional administrative judges in order to
attend to administrative details.

Two courts that requested additional circuit judges for fiscal year
1989-90, but for which no certification is made this year, are the Second
and Fourth Judicial Circuits. Both courts may well be in need of addi-
tional judicial manpower, but statistical data reported for those courts
was not deemed reliable. Audits of reporting procedures conducted in
both Leon and Duval Counties by staff of the Office of the State Courts
Administrator over the past year indicated a lack of compliance with the
standards established for the Summary Reporting System Statistics,
which produces most of the case-related data for certification. While the
clerks’ offices in these counties have taken steps to resolve reporting dis-
crepancies, additional audits will be necessary to determine if reported
data is reliable. Thus, the need for additional judges for these circuits will
be reconsidered next year, if the reporting problems are eliminated and
accurate amended reports are filed.

Six county judges are requested for fiscal year 1989-90. In evaluating
the need for such positions we relied principally on filings data adjusted
to include only criminal, civil, and DUI cases. Worthless check cases, non-
DUI criminal traffic and civil traffic infractions were excluded because of
their limited requirements for judicial time, the diversion of large num-
bers of worthless check cases in selected circuits, and the variability and
volume of such cases reported from county to county. For purposes of
this certification, we used 4,000 filings per judge as the threshold at which
there is a presumptive need for additional positions. Courts with such
case loads are judged to be operating at capacity. Most had scant time to
assist with case assignments at the circuit court level. Where the judges
in these counties did help with circuit court workload, it was likely to the
detriment of case processing in the county courts. All counties for which
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certification of need is made are projected to have between 4,100 and
5,900 adjusted filings per judge in 1989. The workloads in Palm Beach
and Broward Counties are sufficient to justify more than one additional
judge, and a second judge is certified for each in fiscal year 1990-91.
Pinellas, Volusia, Orange, and Charlotte Counties also appeared to be
operating near capacity, and the judges in those counties were not gener-
ally available to provide support at the circuit level. The requests of these
courts will be given serious consideration as next year’s certification is
formulated. We will also reevaluate the criteria applied in certifying the
need for additional county judges at that time.

In formulating this certification, we considered the possible impact of
implementation of the recently adopted amendment to the Florida Con-
stitution authorizing the establishment of a system of civil traffic infrac-
tion hearing officers. Our position is that such hearing officer positions,
whether established through state or local funding, would not be effective
in handling cases early enough to lessen the need for those county court
judges certified as necessary herein. Certainly, future certifications will
have to measure the extent to which civil traffic infraction hearing offi-
cers free county judges to hear other matters.

It must be pointed out that Florida trial courts have addressed work-
load pressures by relying heavily on the temporary assignment of retired
judges. Just under 4,000 days of service were provided by retired judges
in fiscal year 1987-88. Demand for their services far outstripped appro-
priations and this trend is expected to continue in the future. This is par-
ticularly true as the Office of the Statewide Prosecutor is now staffed to
try a greater number of cases than in prior years. Such cases generally do
not conclude in pleas and result in lengthy trials with multiple defend-
ants, which strain existing judicial resources. The Statewide Prosecutor
has requested that approximately 400 days of retired judge time be allo-
cated to conduct these trials. Requests by chief judges for the assignment
of retired judges to hear such cases are expected to become routine. For
the foregoing reasons, the Court is seeking full funding of its fiscal year
1988-89 budget request, for approximately 4,400 days of retired judge ser-
vice. This is viewed as a critical companion measure of the judicial certifi-
cation.

In conclusion, it must be emphasized that the chief judges of the trial
and appellate courts were urged to ask for only the number of judges they
feel are truly necessary to keep up with increases in case filings and avoid
further backlogs. It is the view of this Court that they have responded in
good faith. Full funding for the requests certified is deemed absolutely
essential if Florida’s courts are to fulfill their constitutional duties to try
cases in a fair, impartial, and timely manner.

OVERTON, McDONALD, SHAW, BARKETT, GRIMES AND
KOGAN, JJ., Concur

Original Proceeding - Certification of Judicial Manpower
*Anders v. California, 386 U. S. 738 (1967).
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man

Corrections, Probation and Parole

Senator Plumrmer, Chairman; Senator Woodson-Howard, Vice-
Chairman; Senators Girardeau, Grizzle, Thurman and Walker

Economic, Professional and Utility Regulation

Senator Jennings, Chairman; Senator Davis, Vice-Chairman; Senators
Kirkpatrick, Kiser, Malchon, Margolis, McPherson, Myers, Peterson and
Scott

Education

Senator Johnson, Chairman; Senator Walker, Vice-Chairman; Senators
D. Childers, Forman, Gardner, Myers, Peterson, Stuart and Woodson-
Howard

Ethics and Elections

Senator Brown, Chairman; Senator Dudley, Vice-Chairman; Senators
W. D. Childers, Deratany, Kirkpatrick, Kiser, Malchon, Plummer and
Thurman

Executive Business

Senator Grizzle, Chairman; Senator Peterson, Vice-Chairman; Sena-
tors Beard, Dudley and Girardeau

Finance, Taxation and Claims

Senator Deratany, Chairman; Senator Bruner, Vice-Chairman; Sena-
tors D. Childers, Dudley, Forman, Girardeau, Kiser, Langley, Malchon,
Souto, Weinstein and Weinstock

Governmental Operations

Senator Kiser, Chairman; Senator Gardner, Vice-Chairman; Senators
Brown, Bruner, Crenshaw and Langley

Health and Rehabilitative Services

Senator Weinstock, Chairman; Senator Ros-Lehtinen, Vice-Chairman,;
Senators Bankhead, Davis, Gardner, Grant, Malchon, Meek, Stuart,
Weinstein and Woodson-Howard

Health Care

Senator Malchon, Chairman; Senator Bankhead, Vice-Chairman; Sen-
ators W. D. Childers, Grizzle, McPherson and Ros-Lehtinen

Higher Education

Senator Stuart, Chairman; Senator Plummer, Vice-Chairman; Senators
Davis, Johnson, Kirkpatrick, Meek, Ros-Lehtinen, Scott, Thurman and
Weinstock .

Insurance

Senator W. D. Childers, Chairman; Senator Langley, Vice-Chairman;
Senators Deratany, Jennings, Scott, Thomas, Walker and Weinstein

Judiciary-Civil

Senator Weinstein, Chairman; Senator Langley, Vice-Chairman; Sena-
tors Casas, Davis, Dudley, Girardeau, Grant, Johnson, Margolis, Plum-
mer and Stuart

Judiciary-Criminal

Senator Grant, Chairman; Senator Girardeau, Vice-Chairman; Sena-
tors Beard, Johnson, Peterson and Stuart

Natural Resources and Conservation

Senator McPherson, Chairman; Senator Grizzle, Vice-Chairman; Sena-
tors Brown, W. D. Childers, Crenshaw, Kirkpatrick, Souto and Thur-
man

Personnel, Retirement and Collective Bargaining

Senator Ros-Lehtinen, Chairman; Senator Girardeau, Vice-Chairman;
Senators Crenshaw, Meek and Weinstein



April 4, 1989
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Bruner, Deratany, Forman, Jennings, Margolis and Scott
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RECESS

Pursuant to the motion by Senator Scott previously adopted, upon dis-
solution of the joint session at 11:50 a.m., the Senate recessed to recon-
vene Wednesday, April 5 at 9:30 a.m.
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