To: Honorable Mayor Carlos A. Gimenez
Honorable Chairman Jean Monestime
and Members, Board of County Commissioners, Miami-Dade County
From: Mary T. Cagle, Inspector General
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Attached please find the above-captioned final report issued by the Office of the Inspector
General (OIG). The OIG’s review into this matter was predicated on a request by the
Board of County Commissioners, pursuant to Resolution R-1084-14, that the Inspector
General “conduct a review, audit and investigation regarding the condition of the
Courthouse including all inspections done or required by law to have been done and shall
provide a report to the Board.” This is the OIG’s report as requested.

This report, as a draft, was provided to the Property Appraiser, the Internal Services
Department (ISD), and the City of Miami Building Official. Responses were received from
the Property Appraiser and ISD, and are included in the final report’'s appendices. The
report also contained two recommendations: one addressed to the Property Appraiser’'s
Office and one addressed to ISD. The Property Appraiser has responded affirmatively
that it has implemented the OIG’s recommendation and will continue to monitor property
age information in its databases. ISD responded that it needed more time to assess the
financial impact and required resources needed to implement the OIG’s recommendation.
As such, the OIG is requesting that ISD provide a status report in 90 days, on or before
May 31, 2016, regarding its implementation of the recommendation.

For your reading convenience, the Executive Summary begins on page 1 of the report.
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. INTRODUCTION & EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On August 7, 2014, the City of Miami posted a notice on one of the exterior
columns of the Dade County Courthouse, citing that the building was in violation of
Chapter 8-5 of the Code of Miami-Dade County—namely for failure to obtain the
required 40/50 year recertification. The 40/50 year recertification is a Miami-Dade
County Building Code provision that requires certain buildings 40 years old or older to
undergo structural and electrical inspections that recertify that the building is safe for
continued occupancy; subsequent recertifications are required at 10-year intervals. The
Dade County Courthouse (Courthouse), located at 73 West Flagler Street in the City of
Miami (City), is one of the oldest public buildings still standing today in Miami.
Construction began on the Courthouse in 1925 and was completed in 1928. Since it
was already over 40 years old when the aforementioned Miami-Dade County Building
Code requirement went into effect in May 1975, it should have been recertified within
one year after the requirement went into effect. The City’s notice references an open
violation from the onset of the recertification requirement, i.e., from 1975. The notice
states in part: “This 40/50 year recertification case remains open and in non-
compliance.” (Exhibit 1)

In the months following the posting of the aforementioned notice, as well as other
official notices sent to Miami-Dade County (County) for the same violation, significant
discussions took place concerning the Courthouse. These discussions concerned the
physical condition of the Courthouse; funding for necessary repairs; and the spatial and
operational needs of the Judiciary, Clerk’s Office, and Administrative Office of the
Courts. In the midst of those discussions, the Board of County Commissioners (BCC)
requested that the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) conduct a review of the
Courthouse to include all the inspections done, or required to be done by law, and to
understand how the County got into the current predicament of having an open
violation. The request included that the OIG develop plans to ensure that the lapse in
obtaining the 40/50 year recertification does not occur with other County-owned facilities
and to provide a report to the Board.! This is the OIG’s report as requested.

In summary, the evidence gathered in this review leads the OIG to believe that a
structural inspection satisfying the requirements of the then-newly-established 40/50
year recertification requirement was actually conducted in 1976. We base this belief on
a report that was issued in November 1976, entitled Structural Investigation and Report,

1 Miami-Dade County Resolution R-1084-14 passed on December 2, 2014; Legislative File Number
142688. See also the minutes of the meeting for a summary of the discussion, which included the prime
sponsor suggesting that the OIG’s report develop plans so that the 40/50 year recertification requirement
does not lapse with other County-owned facilities.
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Dade County Courthouse, for Metropolitan Dade County. This 1976 report was
prepared by Herbert M. Schwartz and Associates, Consulting Engineers. The County
had retained Mr. Schwartz and his firm—prior to the enactment of the 40/50 year
recertification requirement—to study the deteriorating condition of the Courthouse.
According to news articles published at the time, Mr. Schwartz advocated for a new
requirement that older buildings undergo a recertification process to validate their
certificates of legal occupancy. As a consultant to the County, he also authored the
Recommended Minimum Procedural Guidelines for Building Recertification that
accompanied the adoption of County Ordinance 75-34 enacting the 40/50 year
recertification requirement. Based on records obtained by the OIG that recount
discussions between City officials and Mr. Schwartz regarding the thoroughness
needed in order to comply with the requirements of Ordinance 75-34, we believe

Mr. Schwartz’s Structural Investigation and Report, issued the following year in 1976,
would have satisfied the same criteria (i.e., the Recommended Minimum Procedural
Guidelines for Building Recertification) that he developed.

Unfortunately, however, we (the OIG) could not obtain a copy of this report, and we
could not speak to Mr. Schwartz as he had passed away in 1978. The County did not
have a copy of the report and the City did not have a copy of it too. More unfortunately,
the City of Miami Building Department also has no record (on paper or electronically) of
having received a structural inspection in compliance with Ordinance 75-34. The OIG
found references to Mr. Schwartz’s 1976 report within a 1979 report entitled Renovation
of the Dade County Courthouse. This 1979 report was prepared and authored by
architects, M.C. Harry and Associates, Inc., (M.C. Harry) and consulting engineers, Brill-
Heyer Associates and VTN Incorporated. This report, while geared primarily towards a
complete restoration and renovation of the Courthouse, evaluated the prior structural
inspections and reported conditions, and further field-tested the structure. Specifically
regarding the Courthouse’s structure, the 1979 report stated: “The structural steel
frame, floor system, and foundation were found to be in good condition.” No significant
repairs were recommended.

An inspection commissioned by the County in 1987—although labeled in various
correspondences as “40 Year Certification Survey”—we believe based on its timing,
was intended to satisfy the follow-up 10-year recertification requirement of the new law.?
The County engaged M.C. Harry, as this firm was already on-site at the Courthouse
overseeing the renovation and restoration efforts that began with its 1979 report.

2 The first inspection report was produced in November 1976. The County approached M.C. Harry in the
spring of 1987, a little over 10 years later, to perform the structural inspection required to satisfy
Ordinance 75-34.
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Inspections were performed in June and October 1987; five basement columns were
identified as needing repair before the architect/engineer could re-certify the building.
After the remedial work on the columns began and the steel beams encased in the
concrete became exposed, further investigation determined that additional remediation
was required. The structural engineer recommended welding steel plates to the full
height of the column angles (approximately 14 feet high). According to James Piersol
(previously holding the position of Vice President at M.C. Harry and currently a
Principal), he recalls that the needed repairs were performed shortly thereafter.

Again, there is no evidence that the City of Miami received these records and/or
updated its file on the Courthouse with these inspections and repairs. The OIG
reviewed correspondence that showed that there might have been some confusion as
to how the City was to notify the County (as building owner) that the required
recertification inspections were due and how the County was to proceed. The County
engaged M.C. Harry to commence the necessary structural inspections in May 1987, as
the firm was already performing work in the basement of the Courthouse related to a
“heat exchanger construction contract.” In a letter between the County and M.C. Harry
it was noted that the City of Miami typically notifies the Owner of the recertification
requirement, assigns an ID number, and begins the process of requiring certain release
forms, setting up review files, etc. Apparently, that did not take place. The County,
however, went ahead and began the recertification process in 1987 prior to receiving an
official notice from the City—which, apparently, the County never received.

Further OIG examination revealed that the primary information that the City would
have relied upon to notify building owners (in this case the County) that a recertification
was due, was missing the necessary information for such a notification to take place.
Simply put, the City relied on reports that they routinely requested from the County’s
Property Appraiser’s Office (PAQ) listing properties (buildings) of a certain age. These
reports were produced based on each building’s “year built.” This report was used (and
is still used today) by the City to notify building owners that the 40/50 year recertification
is due.

In the case of the Courthouse, and several other County-owned buildings located
within the City of Miami, the “year built” as shown in the PAQO’s electronic records was
zero. There was no value in that data field and, as such, a record for a building with no
“year built” date would not have been pulled up in a report that was based on building
age. Through our inquiries with PAO staff, we learned the history of the PAO’s data
systems, how they were populated from information contained in the paper record, and
how the information about the age of buildings was transmitted to the various municipal
building officials. While the “year built” of the Courthouse was documented on the
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PAQ'’s official file of record—the building jacket—the “year built” date was dropped off
from the PAO’s computer-generated “property record card.” Our inquiries with PAO
staff and their research into this mystery revealed that in all likelihood the “year built”
date of the Courthouse was dropped from the records sometime between 1980 to 1981
during a conversion of its computer system. This was an interface error that was not
noticed until the events in the fall of 2014 surrounding the Courthouse’s apparent lack of
a 40/50 year certification.

In any event, the lack of the “year built” information on the property record card,
while it may have affected the City’s notification to the County since the early-1980s that
a recertification inspection was due, did not deter the County from actually conducting
the inspection. As mentioned above, the County did engage M.C. Harry to perform the
requisite inspection. A report was generated, some repairs were recommended and,
according to Mr. Piersol, those repairs were made. Regrettably, no evidence of either
the November 1976 Structural Investigation and Report prepared by Herbert M.
Schwartz and Associates or the 1987 40/50 year structural inspection performed by
M.C. Harry was documented by the City of Miami of having been received.

It is also unfortunate that the recertification requirements of the Courthouse and
other older County-owned buildings somehow fell off the County’s radar. The
Courthouse was due for subsequent 10-year recertifications in 1997 and 2007, but they
were never performed. Likewise, the Dade County Auditorium, built in 1952, was due
for its 40-year recertification in 1992; the Gerstein Justice Building (criminal courthouse)
built in 1962, was due for its 40-year recertification in 2002; and the Pre-Trial Detention
Center (Dade County Jail), built in 1959, was due for its 40-year recertification in 1999.
The City found no records pertaining to the initial 40-year recertification requirement (or
any of the 10-year follow-up recertifications) with respect to these three County-owned
properties. There was also no evidence (other than the initial 1975 warning notice for
the Courthouse) that the City notified the County that recertifications were due.
According to the County’s Internal Services Department (ISD), these properties have
now begun the process of inspections, remediation, and recertification.

Our review of this issue also makes note that the designated owner of the
County-owned building is not always ISD. For example, the designated owner of the
Dade County Auditorium is the Cultural Affairs Department; the designated owner of the
Gerstein Justice Building is ISD, but the designated owner the Pre-Trial Detention
Center is the Police Department. In actuality, for the vast portfolio of County-owned
buildings, a County department other than ISD is listed as the designated owner. As
such, the specific department listed as the designated owner—which is not necessarily
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ISD— would receive the notification from the municipality that the 40-year recertification
is due.

As part of this review, the OIG subpoenaed records from various municipalities
pertaining to the 40-year recertification requirement. In each subpoena we identified a
County-owned building that, based on its age, was due for a 40-year recertification. We
found that for several municipalities, a Notice of Required Inspection to the owner had
not been sent to the County (i.e., the County department designated as the owner). In
two cases, notices had been sent; however, there had been no return correspondence
from the County department (i.e., the filing of the requisite inspection reports) or any
follow-up by the municipalities for over one year.

While clearly it is the responsibility of the municipality (or in the case of buildings
located in the County’s unincorporated areas, the responsibility of the County’s Building
Official) to notify the building’s owner, when that owner is the County—the body that
instituted the 40-year recertification requirement—we believe that the County has a duty
to make sure that its buildings are in compliance with the County’s requirement. And
due to the present situation where each County department is (or should be) receiving
notifications from the municipalities and/or County Building Official, we recommend a
more centralized approach wherein the County’s ISD would be the principal point of
contact for ensuring that all County-owned buildings meet the 40/50 year recertification
requirement.

The County should not wait for the various Building Officials to send notice to the
owner; the County should initiate the process in advance of the due date. Centralizing
the function within ISD will consolidate the portfolio of all County-owned properties and
facilitate working with the various departments to ensure that the requisite inspections
are performed and the paperwork is timely transmitted to the municipalities. The same
would be true for buildings located in unincorporated Miami-Dade County, as the
County’s Building Official need only contact ISD. Because the majority of the
inspections will be performed by contracted engineering consultants, centralizing this
function in ISD can make the contracting process both more efficient and more
equitable. We also believe that centralizing this function is the County’s best safeguard
for ensuring that the lapse of obtaining the 40/50 year recertification does not occur with
other County-owned buildings.

The remainder of this report examines the origins of the 40/50 year recertification
requirement; the history of its implementation and the corresponding duties and
responsibilities of the various government agencies involved; inspection activities
specific to the Courthouse with respect to the 40/50 year recertification requirement;
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other inspections of the Courthouse; and the current status of the inspections and
remediation of the Courthouse, as well as work being done with respect to other
County-owned buildings meeting the 40/50 year recertification requirement.

Il.  ORIGINS OF THE 40/50 YEAR RECERTIFICATION REQUIREMENT

On August 5, 1974, a building located at 1201 NE 2" Avenue, Miami, collapsed
killing seven persons and injuring another sixteen. The building was leased by the
Federal government and housed the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA). The structure
was over 50 years old and had undergone some renovations in 1971 prior to the DEA
occupying the building later that year. Permitted work to structural columns was done in
1971, but an unpermitted concrete slab that was poured on the roof of the building, also
done sometime in 1971, may have been partially to blame for the collapse. The DEA
parked cars (seized for forfeiture) on the roof. There were 57 vehicles parked on the
roof at the time of the collapse.

The City of Miami last inspected the building in 1971 during renovations made prior
to the DEA occupancy. The Federal government also inspected the building prior to
leasing it for DEA occupancy. In the aftermath of the collapse, fingers were pointed in
all directions as to who was responsible for ensuring that the building was safe. Was it
the owner? Was is the lessee (in this case the Federal government)? Or was it the
City’s Building Official? At the time of the tragedy, the City of Miami had a requirement
that all buildings be inspected annually, but it was widely acknowledged that the City did
not have the number of inspection personnel needed in order to comply with this annual
requirement. And news reports at the time, questioned whether City building inspectors
had the technical expertise to conduct the type of inspections needed to ensure
structural safety.

During this same time, Herbert M. Schwartz, the President of the Miami Chapter of
the Florida Engineering Society, voiced his observations that the DEA building was
structurally unsound and that he was surprised that it held up as long as it did.

Mr. Schwartz, who was a consultant to the Metro Board of Rules and Appeals and had
already been retained by the County to study deterioration of the Courthouse, publicly
proposed a new requirement that every building over 25 years old must undergo a
structural inspection, to include structural testing, in order to recertify the building’s
Certificate of Occupancy. Mr. Schwartz also proposed that these inspections and
attestations as to safety be performed by private engineering firms, as the governmental
agencies had already expressed their lack of resources.
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By the following spring, an ordinance was drafted and first presented to the Metro
Board of Rules and Appeals. Thereafter, it went before the Board of County
Commissioners (BCC) on March 18, 1975, where it was deferred for 30 days to allow
other interested parties to provide input on the proposed legislation. Adjustments were
made to the proposed legislation and a Recommended Minimum Procedural Guidelines
for Building Recertification (Minimum Procedural Guidelines) was prepared by Mr.
Schwartz in his consulting capacity to the Metro Board of Rules and Appeals. These
Minimum Procedural Guidelines accompanied the amended ordinance that was
presented to the BCC for its consideration on May 21, 1975.

On May 21, 1975, the BCC adopted and passed Ordinance No. 75-34, effectively
amending the South Florida Building Code by adding sub-section 104.9 and requiring
that all buildings, except single family residences, duplexes and minor structures,® 40
years old or older be recertified as to their structural safety. Subsequent recertifications
are required at ten (10) year intervals. The responsibility to conduct the structural
inspection fell on the building’s owner. The owner was also responsible for furnishing a
written report “prepared by a Professional Engineer or Architect registered in the State
of Florida, certifying that each such building or structure is structurally safe, or has been
made structurally safe” in conformity with the aforementioned Minimum Procedural
Guidelines. Should the inspection reveal that repairs were needed to gain
recertification, the owner would be given 150 days from the date of the Notice of
Required Inspection to complete such repairs. (Exhibit 2)

This was a mandatory ordinance applicable to all qualified buildings within the
County and it was made effective immediately;* however owners were given one year
from the effective date to comply with this new requirement. In 1992, the BCC passed
Ordinance 92-01, which among many amendments to the South Florida Building Code,
added the requirement of an electrical inspection to the 40/50 year recertification
requirement.

In 2000, the State of Florida adopted a Uniform Building Code for the entire state,
known as the Florida Building Code, incorporating most of the South Florida Building
Code. However, Section 104.9 of the South Florida Building Code (the 40/50 year
recertification requirement) was not adopted as a mandatory requirement of the new
Florida Building Code. Like most state regulations, counties can maintain regulations
that are more strict than the state guidelines, which the BCC decided it would do when it
elected to keep its 40/50 year recertification requirement—the only county to do so until

3 What constitutes a minor structure is further defined in the Code.
4 The effective date was actually May 31, 1975, ten days after the ordinance was adopted.
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2006, when Broward County added the recertification requirement to its regulations.
The Miami-Dade County requirement is currently codified in Section 8-11 EXxisting
Buildings, subsection (f) Recertification of buildings and components, of the Code of
Miami-Dade County.

1. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 40/50 YEAR RECERTIFICATION PROGRAM;
RESPONSIBILITIES AND DUTIES OF GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

County Ordinance 75-34 placed the responsibility of ensuring recertification of
buildings meeting the 40/50 year age requirement on the Building Official (the Building
Official of each municipality and, for Miami-Dade County, the County’s Building Official).
For those buildings meeting the age threshold, the Building Official is required to issue a
Notice of Required Inspection to each building owner. While the ordinance did not
describe how this was to be achieved, the OIG learned that the Building Officials rely on
the Property Appraiser’s Office (PAO) to supply them with information relating to the
age of buildings, as the PAO is the official keeper of property information including the
age of buildings and improvements on each property.

While PAO staff explained to us that Building Officials did request age information
for buildings and structures in their respective jurisdictions, it is unclear how many
buildings were actually ever recertified by the Building Officials. For one, the PAO
furnished this information on request. Whether or not the building age information was
requested, and requested annually, rested with the Building Officials. Second, once the
building age information was transmitted to the Building Officials, it was up to them to
ensure recertification of buildings that met the age criteria. Whether or not a
recertification of legal occupancy was obtained was not a piece of information that was
transmitted back to the Property Appraiser’s Office.®

Historically, the PAO transmitted the building age information via the “property
record card.” A property record card is produced annually for each property that makes
up the tax roll. As described to the OIG, prior to the provision of electronic data, the
PAO would literally deliver to each municipality a box of property record cards annually.
Sometime in the early-1970s the information contained on the hard copy property
record cards were transferred into the VSAM® computerized records system. Annually,

5> The Property Appraiser’s Office considers the Certificate of Occupancy status of newly constructed
buildings as this is one of the signals that the value of the structure (as distinguished from the land) can
be added to the tax rolls. The recertification, however, while it certifies that the building is safe for
continued occupancy is not a status that concerns the official record keeping responsibilities of the
Property Appraiser’s Office.

6 VSAM stands for Virtual Storage Access Method.
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an electronically generated property record card was produced. One of the data fields
that was captured and produced on the property record card was the “year built” field.
Building Officials could now request a special report of those buildings in their
jurisdictions that were of a certain age. However, even if this specific information was
not requested, each municipality would have building age information by virtue of them
receiving a copy of the tax roll every year.

While we understand how this process should have worked, we do not know how
well it worked. And we do not know how many buildings meeting the age threshold of
recertification were actually recertified.

As explained to the OIG, shortly after passage of Ordinance 75-34, the County’s
Building Code Compliance Office (Code Compliance) was designated to administer the
program of recertification. This involved identifying the structures in need of
recertification and notifying the building owners of their responsibilities. County Code
Compliance, however, did not enforce compliance with Section 104.9 of the South
Florida Building Code; that function was left to the municipal Building Officials.

In or around 1995, when Mr. Charles Danger was the Director of Code
Compliance, the County assumed the enforcement duties associated with the 40/50
year recertifications. The OIG was told that many of the municipalities failed to enforce
the recertification requirements after they were notified by the County of cases of non-
compliance. As explained to the OIG, County Code Compliance now administered all
aspects of the recertification requirements. The BCC had also approved a $200 fee,
paid by the building owner to Code Compliance upon submission of the inspection
report to cover the costs for processing and reviewing the recertification documents.’

In or around 1999 — 2000, the municipal Building Officials complained that the
County was making money with the $200 fee. The municipal Building Officials preferred
to collect the $200 fee from the building owners and take on the administrative and
enforcement responsibilities themselves. It was at this time that both the administrative
and enforcement duties shifted to the municipalities.

It is unclear what the level of compliance was during the ensuing 10 years. There
must have been some concern because Director Danger, in November 2010, sent a
memorandum to the municipal Building Officials reminding them of their responsibility to
enforce the Code’s 40/50 year recertification requirement. The memorandum also

7 Code Compliance’s records have either been destroyed in accordance with record retention schedules
or lost during its merger with the Building Department, and move to a new location, in 2010.
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advises them to contact the PAO’s Public Section to obtain the list of the buildings in
their jurisdictions due for recertification. (Exhibit 3)

As noted earlier, the PAO prepared the report of building age information only upon
request.® The OIG was advised by PAO staff that an on-line Bulletin Board System
(BBS) website was implemented in late 2010 or early 2011, allowing the municipalities
to request the records electronically. This website (www.bbsmiamidade.gov) is for
making bulk data requests and for facilitating electronic file downloads. However, as
with all electronically generated reports, the accuracy of the report is only as good as
the data that feeds into it. In the case of the Dade County Courthouse and some other
older County-owned buildings, the “year built” date was missing from the electronic
records.

Based on an examination of several years of annual property record cards for the
Courthouse, PAO staff found that the “year built” date of 1925 was included on the 1980
property record card; but it was missing from the 1981 property record card, and all
cards thereafter. Given that these are electronically generated cards, the most likely
explanation for how this data field went blank had to do with the migration of data from
the VSAM computer system of the 1970s to the PTX computer system that eventually
was fully implemented in 1984-1985. It was explained to the OIG as an “interface
error.” And while the Courthouse and some other older County-owned buildings would
not have been listed on a report requested by and produced for the City of Miami
Building Department—which may have resulted in an official notification to the County—
it did not stop the County from initiating the required structural inspection in 1987 on its
own accord. The lack of a “year built” date in the PAQO'’s electronic records should not
have impeded the County from re-visiting this requirement in 1997 and again in 2007.
But these self-initiated efforts did not occur.

V. INSPECTIONS OF THE DADE COUNTY COURTHOUSE PERTAINING TO THE
40/50 YEAR RECERTIFICATION REQUIREMENT

Although the paper trail from the 1970s on this issue—whether the Courthouse was
in compliance with the 40-year recertification requirement—is very thin, what little
records we were able to gather lead us to believe that a structural inspection of the
Courthouse meeting all the rigors of the new law was, in fact, performed. We believe
that such a structural inspection was performed by Herbert M. Schwartz, the same

8 In actuality, the request would come to the PAO who would then request the Information Technology
Department (ITD) to generate the report, as the PAO did not have in-house IT personnel and was
supported by ITD.
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Professional Engineer that proposed the new law and drafted the aforementioned
Minimum Procedural Guidelines. Given Mr. Schwartz’s personal involvement and
advocacy for the new South Florida Building Code requirement, it is highly unlikely that
he would publish a report about the structural integrity of the Courthouse and leave to
chance that it was structurally safe.

At the time of the DEA building collapse, Mr. Schwartz had already been retained
by the County to study the deteriorating condition of the Courthouse. Several months
later, Mr. Schwartz finished his review of the Courthouse and prepared a report entitled
Investigation and Report of Dade County Courthouse for Metropolitan Dade County,
Florida. This report was issued in November 1974.°

During this same time period, Mr. Schwartz was also a consultant to the County’s
Board of Rules and Appeals, and it was in this capacity that he proposed the new
structural recertification requirement. As reported in news articles published at the time,
he initially proposed that buildings over 25 years old be recertified. But that same news
article attributes him saying, “Twenty-five years is just my idea...We might settle on 20
or 30.” As we now know, the County settled on 40 years, with subsequent 10-year
recertification intervals.

Mr. Schwartz also drafted the Minimum Procedural Guidelines that was made part of
Ordinance 75-34 adopting the new 40/50 year recertification requirement. (See Exhibit 2
previously referenced.) While these were merely guidelines, at a minimum they detailed
the level of visual inspection, manual inspection procedures, and additional testing of
structural members needed in order to form a reasonable conclusion as to the building’s
structural safety. The Minimum Procedural Guidelines also described what should be
included in the written report and the evaluative statement regarding the building’s
structural safety.

Approximately six months after passage of the new South Florida Building Code
requirement, the City of Miami issued a “Warning” to the County stating that the
Courthouse was not in compliance with Section 104.9 of the South Florida Building
Code. (Exhibit 4) The County was to immediately submit a structural evaluation report
certifying that the building was safe for continued occupancy. While there is no date

® Unfortunately, the OIG was not able to obtain a copy of this report. We know that it existed based on
two separate references. The first is a bibliographical notation of this report. The note is listed under the
references to the 1979 report entitled Renovation of the Dade County Courthouse, prepared by M.C.
Harry and Associates and Consulting Engineers, Brill-Heyer Associates and VTN Incorporated. The
second reference of this report is contained in a City of Miami letter dated December 15, 1975, which
recounts a discussion with Mr. Schwartz about said report.
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shown on this warning, subsequent correspondence indicates that it was received by
the County on or about November 26, 1975. It is unclear what the County did next,
however it appears that the November 1974 report prepared by Mr. Schwartz was
brought to the attention of the City Building Official. Correspondence from the City of
Miami to the County,'? dated December 15, 1975, references a conversation between
City building officials and Mr. Schwartz concerning his 1974 report. Mr. Schwartz felt
that his 1974 report did not satisfy the requirements of the new law. (Exhibit 5)

The next record in this scarce paper trail is a letter dated January 14, 1976, from
the County to the City stating: “We are taking immediate steps to obtain the services of
professional engineer consultants to comply with your request for recertification. We
will make every effort to complete this report within 90 days of the date of this letter.”
(Exhibit 6)

There were no documents found by the City of Miami or the County after the
January 14, 1976 letter indicating what happened next. According to City of Miami
representatives, in or around August 2014 when the issue of the Courthouse’s safety
came to the forefront, they researched their files (databases, microfilm and archived
records) and could not find any evidence that a 40-year recertification inspection report
was submitted by the County or that the building’s legal occupancy had ever been
recertified. When they conducted a query of the PAO’s website, they saw that the “year
built” reflected zero, and they realized that this building would not have turned up in any
of the reports that they request annually. Based on the lack of records and the open
complaint from 1975, the City issued the notice of violation on August 7, 2014.

The OIG finds it highly improbable that both the City and the County, in 1976,
would have disregarded their obligations with respect to enforcing the newly adopted
40-year recertification requirement. After communicating back and forth, had they
simply abandon attempts at compliance? Surely, the City would have pressed the
County further. The County in January 1976 responded advising that it would be
engaging professional services in order to get the required inspection completed.
Moreover, we believe that Mr. Schwartz, who proposed the recertification requirement,

10 This letter was previously not produced by the City of Miami in response to a public records request on
this topic, nor was it produced to the County when it too requested all the records on this topic. The OIG
received it in response to our subpoena requesting documents on the Gerstein Justice Building. The
letter, addressed to the County’s General Services Administration (GSA), shows the address of 1351 NW
12t Street (the address of the Gerstein Justice Building, where the GSA Architectural Division used to be
located). It appears to have been misfiled based on the address and, thus, was only produced when the
OIG requested records on the Gerstein Justice Building.
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drafted the Minimum Procedural Guidelines, and knew about the condition of the
Courthouse, would have monitored the situation.!!

The OIG found evidence revealing that Mr. Schwartz prepared a second report
concerning the Courthouse. The title of this second report could not be any clearer:
Structural Investigation and Report, Dade County Courthouse, for Metropolitan Dade
County (Structural Investigation and Report). The date of this report was November
1976.

According to the December 1975 City of Miami letter, Mr. Schwartz acknowledged
that his first evaluation was limited in nature and he did not believe the report would
satisfy the requirements of Ordinance 75-34. Surely, if he was engaged to conduct a
second evaluation of the Courthouse and prepare a report, we believe that he would
have made sure that his work satisfied the requirements of the new law—a law that he
proposed. Moreover, the County, in January 1976, advised the City that it would be
engaging the services of a professional engineer to perform the structural evaluation.
Why not hire the same firm that two years earlier had produced a similar—but not as
thorough—report and whose principal wrote the new law. We believe the County did.

Unfortunately, however, neither the County nor the City had a copy of the
aforementioned November 1976 report. Moreover, the County did not have any
information pertaining to inspections it commissioned (or reports that it received) from
Schwartz and Associates. The OIG only learned of these reports through examination
of a 1979 report (also not in the County’s possession) about renovating and restoring
the Courthouse. We learned of the 1979 report having reviewed documentation from
1987 that referenced previous work by the same architectural and engineering firm,
M.C. Harry and Associates (M.C. Harry). The 1987 documents referred to M.C. Harry’s
sub-consultant, Brill-Heyer, having performed some sort of evaluation in 1979.

The OIG contacted Mr. James Piersol, Principal of M.C. Harry, to see what he
could recall about work performed in the 1970s. Mr. Piersol told us that he recalled the
assignment as he had just graduated with his degree in architecture and that this was

11 The OIG attempted to locate Mr. Schwartz. We spoke with his son, Warren S. Schwartz, who said that
his father had passed away in 1978 due to a heart attack. The firm, Schwartz and Associates, with all of
its client files and records, was acquired by John Pistorino and renamed Pistorino and Alam, Consulting
Engineers, Inc. The OIG spoke with Mr. Pistorino, informed him of our review, and asked if he (or
someone in his firm) could search their files for any records concerning the Courthouse. We were
advised that they searched their records, including searching those archived in a warehouse, and that
they could not find any records regarding the Courthouse.
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his first major assignment with his new employer. The work involved assessing the
condition of the Courthouse and repairs to the exterior terra cotta and weatherproofing.

Mr. Piersol provided the OIG with a 200+ page report issued in June 1979 entitled
Renovation of the County Courthouse. (A copy of this report was also found in the City
of Miami’'s Historic Preservation Office’s file on the Dade County Courthouse). This
report was prepared by Architects: M.C. Harry and Associates, and Consulting
Engineers: Brill-Heyer Associates and VTN Incorporated. (Exhibit 712) This evaluation
and the ensuing report, while geared primarily for a complete restoration and renovation
of the Courthouse, assessed the Courthouse’s structure. In summary, the report stated:
“The structural steel frame, floor system, and foundations were found to be in good
condition.” As it relates to prior reports, the 1979 report reads: “The previous studies by
Schwartz and Noble!? (see References), were reviewed, and their reported conditions
were evaluated in the field inspections.” Both Mr. Schwartz’s 1974 and 1976 reports
were referenced. (See specifically pages 18 of 19 and 19 of 19 of Exhibit 7 for the
aforementioned references.)

The M.C. Harry 1979 Renovation of the County Courthouse report only contained
two passages relating to the substance of a prior report or remedial work. First, as it
pertains to the building’s foundation, the 1979 report reads: “Old reports indicate
significant foundation settlement occurred during and immediately following
construction. This settlement has stopped, and apparently effectively controlled
thereafter by underpinning.” A second passage pertaining to floor framing reads: “Some
of the upper floors have been repaired during the last ten years utilizing new in place
beams and joists cut into the original system.”

Whether these two passages can be traced back to Mr. Schwartz’s structural
inspection, we don’'t know. However, had serious deficiencies requiring remediation
been noted in Mr. Schwartz's 1976 Structural Investigation and Report, we believe that
the 1979 report would have mentioned it given that it was prepared less than three
years later.

After the 1979 report was issued, M.C. Harry stayed on as Project Architect
overseeing the renovation effort. Exterior restoration work was completed by 1982 and,
after the County Administration moved out of the Courthouse in 1985, selected interior
renovation projects were started. As M.C. Harry was already on-site, the County

2 The entire report is not attached as an exhibit. Only the cover pages, Table of Contents, Introduction
and Overview, Summary of Recommendations, Chapter 3 Structural, and References are made part of
this exhibit.

13 The work by Noble involved the roof and antenna mounts.
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approached the firm in the spring of 1987 to conduct the mandatory structural inspection
and recertification. Although much of the correspondence and even the work order that
was issued refers to the scope of work as “40 Year Certification” or “40 Year Structural
Survey,” the OIG believes, based on timing, that this inspection was intended to satisfy
the subsequent 10-year recertification requirement. Mr. Schwartz’s Structural
Investigation and Report was dated November 1976. M.C. Harry was approached by
the County in or around May of 1987—a little more than 10 years later.

The OIG reviewed correspondence from June 1987 through January 1988
regarding the structural inspection of the Courthouse. The County had approached
M.C. Harry, and M.C. Harry agreed to commence the inspectional work in advance of
receiving the executed work order. Inspections performed in June 1987 revealed
structural deficiencies requiring repair. However, because mechanical work was being
done in the basement at that time, the engineer recommended waiting until that work
was finished. In July 1987, a fee proposal was submitted by M.C. Harry, and the
County issued a work order for the “40 year certification.” An October 12, 1987 letter
from M.C. Harry to the County states that “Recertification can not be accomplished until
the basement columns are repaired.” The letter also states that the fee amount of the
original work order would not be enough to perform the remaining tasks. A revised work
order fee of $18,000 was proposed. The County did not have a copy of a revised work
order, and the OIG was also unable to obtain a copy. But the OIG did find a County
“Quick Message” to Mr. Piersol advising him that the incumbent work order would be
voided and a new work order under a separate project number would be issued.
(Exhibit 8 composite)

There is also a 7-page form report entitled Minimum Inspection Procedural
Guidelines for Building Recertification. The report states that there are five basement
columns needing repair, and that the repairs should begin after the end of the 1987
hurricane season. This 7-page form report, while prepared by M.C. Harry, was not
signed or dated. (Exhibit 9)

The basement columns were re-examined in December 1987 after the remedial
work had begun and after the columns were more exposed. Additional remediation
work to include welding plates to the full height of the column angles was recommended
by the structural engineer, and two drawings were prepared detailing the proposed
repair work. (Exhibit 10) Mr. Piersol recalls that the repairs were performed shortly
thereafter. As previously mentioned, M.C. Harry was on-site when the County
approached the firm to do the “40 year certification.” M.C. Harry continued renovation
work on the Courthouse for several more years after the second set of inspections were
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performed in December 1987. It is doubtful, we believe, that the firm would continue
with renovation work and disregard structural safety remediation.

Again, there is no evidence that the City of Miami received these records and/or
updated its file on the Courthouse with these inspection and repair efforts.
Correspondence reviewed by the OIG showed that there might have been some
confusion as to how the County (building owner) was to be notified by the City regarding
how to proceed. Mr. Piersol noted in his July 7, 1987 letter to the County that the City of
Miami typically notifies the building owner of the certification/recertification requirement,
assigns an ID number, and begins the process of requiring certain release forms,
setting up review files, etc. Apparently, that did not take place. As described in the
preceding section, there were two other conditions at play that could have disrupted the
notification effort: 1) that the City of Miami was not rigorously enforcing the
recertification requirement, and/or 2) that the Courthouse was missing from the list,
produced by the PAO, of buildings meeting the age threshold for recertification (i.e.,
after 1981, the “year built” reflected zero).

Just as County officials somehow knew that a recertification was due in 1987—and
took efforts to, at least, obtain the required inspections—it should have remembered
that recertifications were due in 1997 and in 2007. But it did not. These last two
10-year recertifications would have included electrical inspections as well as structural
inspections. The County has no records demonstrating that these inspections were
completed.

V. OTHER REQUIRED INSPECTIONS OF THE DADE COUNTY COURTHOUSE

In addition to reviewing the 40/50 year recertification history of the Courthouse, the
OIG also reviewed the inspection history of other required safety inspections. These
required inspections all involve life safety and fire prevention. These requirements are
governed by a multitude of authorities (the National Fire Protection Association
Standards, the Florida Fire Prevention Code as codified in the Florida Administrative
Code, Florida Statutes, the Code of Miami-Dade County, and the Code of the City of
Miami, Florida) and require a two-tiered compliance effort.

First, building owners* must obtain inspections of their own equipment by licensed
and certified technicians. The inspections depend on the type of fire safety equipment
used on the premises. For the Courthouse, and most other government buildings, the

1 Buildings subject to these requirements include both public and private properties except one-family
and two-family dwellings.
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required inspections consist of inspecting and/or testing 1) the fire suppression system,
including the pumps; 2) the fire alarm; and 3) fire extinguishers. The second tier
involves the Fire Marshal for the jurisdiction where the building is located to conduct an
annual life safety inspection. For the buildings in the City of Miami, this may be referred
to as a “Certificate of Use Inspection,” which then results in the renewal of the “Fire
Safety Permit.” It is during this annual inspection, that the City of Miami Fire Prevention
Bureau inspector will examine the aforementioned inspection reports to ensure that the
owner-required tests were performed and that the equipment passed inspection. Thus,
documentation of the aforementioned owner-required inspections should be kept on the
premises and available for inspection by the Fire Prevention Bureau official when
requested.

The OIG was provided with documentation demonstrating that the Courthouse had
its systems and equipment tested and inspected annually: fire suppression systems,
which included separate testing of the fire pumps; fire alarms; and fire extinguishers.
We received the last six years of inspection reports, although the fire extinguisher report
for 2013 and the fire pump report for 2011 could not be located. These reports revealed
that these systems were in general working order and passed inspection, even though
the inspector often noted smaller items in need of fixing and/or parts/components that
were worn and old and in need of replacement.

Recently, the December 2015 inspection of the fire suppression system (sprinklers)
noted a number of items needing repair and attention. The OIG observed that, at least
with the fire sprinkler inspections, many of these same issues appeared year after year.
Many of these noted deficiencies involved missing escutcheon plates, sprinkler heads
painted over, sprinkler head clearance issues, missing and/or damaged caps, and fire
department connections obstructed by construction fencing. The December 2015
inspection of the fire pump noted that five outdated gauges needed to be repaired or
replaced. The November 2015 inspection of the fire alarms noted that ceiling tiles
above smoke detectors should be reinstalled as there should not be open spaces above
the detectors. That same report also noted that in some of the areas undergoing
remodeling, the smoke detectors were not installed properly and those areas should not
be occupied until the repairs are made, and that batteries needed to be replaced in
several detectors.

The second tier of the required inspection—the annual life safety inspection by the
City of Miami’s Fire Prevention Bureau—has never taken place as far as the OIG could
tell (and from what ISD relayed to us). OIG members discussed this with the ISD
Director. Apparently, this annual inspection, also referred to as the “Certificate of Use
Inspection” is tied to the building’s Certificate of Use. According to the ISD Director who
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had contacted the City of Miami’s Fire Prevention Bureau regarding this issue, due to
the lapse in the 40/50 year recertification, the Courthouse’s Certificate of Use was
technically revoked. In other words, since the Courthouse did not have a valid
Certificate of Use, the requirement that the building undergo an annual life safety
inspection was never triggered.

The OIG’s review of Chapter 19 of the Code of the City of Miami, Florida (City of
Miami Code) sustains how these requirements are interconnected. Section 19-2.1(b)(2)
of the City of Miami Code states in part: “All persons applying for a certificate of use
shall concurrently with such application make an application for a fire safety permit to
the department of fire-rescue.” Section 19-2.1(d) goes on to require that the fire safety
permit be renewed annually.*®> The City of Miami’s Fire Rescue Department, Fire
Prevention Bureau’s webpage refers to these inspections as the “Certificate of Use/Fire
Safety Permit” inspections.

Interestingly, the OIG learned that while the Courthouse itself had not officially—
until just recently—undergone an annual fire safety inspection, the Daily Business
Review (located on the first floor of the Courthouse) had received annual visits from the
City’s Fire Inspectors for the past ten plus years. The Daily Business Review, a private
news publication whose office is located on the first floor, was issued its own Certificate
of Use for the space that it occupies. As such, it has its own separately issued Fire
Safety Permit, which was subject to inspection and review annually.

Most important, when all these issues came to light, and while ISD was going
through the process of obtaining the required structural and electrical inspections, ISD
was successful in having the City of Miami’s Fire Prevention Bureau conduct an “annual
inspection” of the Courthouse. During the first walk-through on April 23, 2015, the
inspector noted some deficiencies, including missing “EXIT” signs, emergency lighting
in the stairwell not working, improper storage of flammable liquids, obstruction of
connections, and exposed wiring. Those deficiencies were corrected and a second
walk-through took place on July 30, 2015; no violations were found. (Exhibit 11
composite) And while, as explained to the OIG by ISD, these inspections were not

15 While the City of Miami’s Code provisions mandating the annual life safety inspection was not codified
until the 1990s, the County established the South Florida Fire Prevention Code in the 1980s (see Chapter
14 of the Code of Miami-Dade County). This established the minimum standards for the installation,
operation, maintenance, testing, and supervision of fire alarms, sprinkler systems, fire pumps and other
extinguishing systems throughout the incorporated and unincorporated areas of the County.
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official “Certificate of Use” inspections?® (due to the fact that the Courthouse’s certificate
has not been reinstated), the same procedures were followed.

In addition to inspections required by Statute and/or Code, the OIG learned the
County’s ISD regularly performs (or engages third parties to perform) other safety
inspections. Most notable is the comprehensive safety inspection initiated by the ISD Risk
Management Division pursuant to the County’s re-insurance policy obligations. This
comprehensive inspection, resulting in a Loss Prevention Report, is performed with an eye
towards preventing accidents and limiting the County’s liability. This inspection covers
automatic sprinklers, fire hydrants, water mains, alarm systems, watchman service,
portable fire extinguishers, plant emergency organization, self-inspections and public
response facilities. The report provides recommendations in the areas of Human Element
Actions, Physical Protections and Minor and/or Maintenance Recommendations. ISD also
regularly commissions thermographic surveys, which are tests that scan, using infrared
detection, the building’s electrical and mechanical systems. ISD had also, in 2014,
commissioned an asbestos survey and a limited indoor air quality assessment.

Last, the OIG notes that for the past few decades, construction work (remodeling,
repairs, upgrades, etc.) has been taking place at the Courthouse. Much of this work
required permits issued by the City of Miami, and inspections of said work in order to
close-out the permits. While these permit inspections are clearly distinguishable from
the type of structural and electrical inspections required by the County Building Code,
we believe that each instance presented an opportunity for both City building officials
and County facilities and maintenance staff to have detected the fact that the
Courthouse had not been recertified in compliance with the South Florida Building
Code.

VI. CURRENT RECERTIFICATION STATUS OF THE DADE COUNTY
COURTHOUSE AND OTHER COUNTY-OWNED BUILDINGS

Prior to receiving the August 2014 notification from the City of Miami regarding the
lack of the Courthouse’s 40/50 year recertification, ISD had already begun the process
of researching its files on the topic. Several months earlier, in March 2014, ISD
obtained from M.C. Harry the previously mentioned 1987/1988 inspection reports and
by April 2014, ISD contacted the City to obtain all available documentation it had on the
Courthouse and the 40/50 recertification. By mid-April, it was clear to ISD that it needed

16 Note that the upper right hand corner of the inspection forms (Exhibit 11) refers to this type of
inspection as the “Certificate of Use” inspection. Due to the Courthouse’s unfortunate circumstance, the
“Other” box was checked and the words “Annual Inspection” were written in.
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to initiate a new 40/50 year recertification inspection of the Courthouse, and it began
work on garnering the budgetary resources needed to engage the engineering
consultants for the inspections. It was also noted in an email that once this process
starts, it will have to be finished. In other words, the work does not stop with
inspections; the process to obtain recertification entails all the remedial work necessary
for the building to be certified as safe. As such, significant monetary resources are
needed to see the recertification process to the end. This process is well underway.

Both the structural and electrical inspections of the Courthouse needed for
recertification have been completed and the reports were submitted to the City of Miami
Building Department on July 29, 2015. The structural engineering consultant found that
“the building is structurally safe with qualifications.” The report contains a list of items to
be remedied before the consultant will “recertify” the building. The most notable repairs
involve 14 columns in the basement (repairs had already begun prior to the
recertification inspection) and selected perimeter columns, beams and braces. (Exhibit
12) The electrical engineering consultant’s inspection presented a “to do list” for each
floor of the Courthouse. (Exhibit 13) Based on ISD’s projections, the electrical repairs
required for recertification will be completed in the 2018-2019 fiscal year, and the
structural work (which will require exploratory demolition to assess the condition of steel
encased in concrete) will be completed in 2020.

The public attention brought about by the Courthouse’s structural status has shed
light on the recertification status of other County-owned buildings. In October 2014, the
City of Miami’s Chief of the Unsafe Structures Division notified the PAO by email that
the City had compiled a list of 20 County-owned buildings located within the City that
showed a “year built” date of zero. The Unsafe Structures Chief succinctly identified the
problem to the PAO:

The problem we are having is that since these properties are showing a
“0” year built, they are not being included on any recertification list and
are not being recertified as they are required by the Miami-Dade County
Ordinance No. 75-34 (amended by Ordinance 92-1) and under Section
8-11(f). Please let me know if this issue can be corrected to ensure
these properties are included on future recertification lists. (Exhibit 14)

Since that email communication, as the OIG has learned through the PAO, that the
“year built” dates for the identified properties are in the process of being fixed. The
buildings on this list included the Dade County Auditorium and the Gerstein Justice
Building, which are both now in the process of getting its first recertification.
Furthermore, the attention drawn to this subject, has resulted in the initiation of the
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recertification process for the County’s branch courthouse located in the City of Coral
Gables (aka Coral Gables Courthouse), the building housing the Public Defender’s
Office, and the Graham Building (housing the State Attorney’s Office).

The OIG expanded this review to test the status of other County-owned buildings,
that, based on the age of the building, should have had their initial 40-year
recertification. We sent subpoenas to several municipal Building Officials requesting all
information concerning the 40/50 year recertification for a specified County-owned
building within that municipality’s jurisdiction. We also sent a similar request to the
County’s Building Official for County-owned buildings in the unincorporated areas. We
found that for several municipalities, a Notice of Required Inspection (or similar
notification) had not been sent to the County (or at least, to the County department
listed as the owner). In two instances, a notice to owner had been sent; however, there
had been no return correspondence from the County department (i.e., the filing of the
requisite inspection reports) or any follow-up by the municipalities for over one year.

In the first of these two instances, the City of North Miami Beach (NMB) had issued
a Notice of Required Inspection to the owner—the Miami-Dade County Parks,
Recreation and Open Spaces Department (PROS)—stating that a building located at
17430 West Dixie Hwy, North Miami Beach, was over 40 years old and due for
recertification. This notice was sent in January 2014. Nothing was done, either by NMB
or by PROS, for 16 months with regards to this notice. Upon NMB receiving the OIG
subpoena, which necessarily caused it to examine its file, NMB issued a Notice of
Violation to PROS. NMB then contacted the OIG that the records (including its latest
Notice of Violation) was ready for pick-up. The OIG contacted PROS in December
2015 (five months after the Notice of Violation was sent) requesting an update on its
recertification efforts. PROS had contacted NMB in December 2015 concerning the
Notice, and a NMB inspector, after conducting a site visit of the property, determined
that it was exempt from the recertification requirement based on the square footage of
the structure.

In the second of these instances, the results of the OIG subpoena to the Town of
Miami Lakes disclosed that a Notice of Required Inspection had been sent to the Miami-
Dade Fire Rescue Department (MDFR) in February 2014 concerning a 40-year old fire
station due for recertification. Our follow-up contacts with MDFR in December 2015 and
in January 2016 asking about the status of the recertification revealed that while MDFR
was actively working on getting the required inspections completed, it only started the
process after the OIG inquired. MDFR completed the inspections and prepared the
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requisite reports on January 21, 2016. The building was deemed safe for continued
occupancy with no repairs needed.’

As evidenced by the above two examples, the listed owner of these buildings is not
always ISD. They were PROS and MDFR. In actuality, for the vast portfolio of County-
owned buildings, a County department other than ISD is listed, in the PAO’s official
records, as the owner. As such, it is the specific department that is listed as the
designated owner that would receive notifications from the municipality that the 40-year
recertification is due. In these two cases, it was apparent to the OIG, that even though
the municipalities had sent the notices—in both cases by certified mail—no action was
taken. The responses to some of the OIG’s other subpoenas showed that no Notice of
Required Inspection had been sent to the County. The response from the City of Miami
Beach demonstrated compliance for the County-owned building located at 615 Collins
Avenue, Miami Beach, Florida; recertification was obtained in 2009.*8 Our similar
request to the County’s Building Official for 13 properties revealed that the County has
been actively enforcing the recertification requirement, and some buildings have been
referred to the Unsafe Structures Unit for the owner’s (the County’s) failure to comply.

This process involves multiple responsibilities. There is the responsibility of the
PAO to accurately maintain the official record of all properties (including the “year built”
of structures) in Miami-Dade County. There is the responsibility of the Building Officials
to annually obtain the list of properties meeting the age threshold from the PAO and to
timely notify the building owners of their responsibilities. There is the responsibility of the
building owner to have the building inspected and recertified as safe for continued
occupancy. And there is the responsibility of the Building Officials to enforce
compliance. However, when that owner is Miami-Dade County—the body that instituted
the 40-year recertification requirement—we believe that there is a corresponding duty by
the County to proactively monitor that its buildings are in compliance with the County’s
requirement. The County should not be relying upon receiving a Notice of Required
Inspection from a Building Official. The County should initiate the process in advance of
the due date. And because of the current framework, where each listed County
department is (or should be) receiving notifications from the Building Officials, we believe
that the County should designate a central point of contact to monitor the required
recertifications for all County-owned buildings.

1 MDFR has submitted the reports to the Town of Miami Lakes and is awaiting review, and ultimately
receipt of a Letter of Recertification.

18 The designated owner is listed as the Department of Health and notice was mailed to 8175 NW 12"
Street, Miami.
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VII. RESPONSES TO THE DRAFT REPORT

This report, as a draft, was provided to the Property Appraiser, the Internal Services
Department (ISD), and the City of Miami Building Official. Responses were received from
the Property Appraiser and ISD, and are attached as Appendix A and Appendix B,
respectively. Both responded directly to the recommendations tendered by the OIG and,
as such, are summarized in the next section under each recommendation.

VIIl. CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS

The 40/50 year recertification requirement was implemented in the wake of a
horrific tragedy to provide assurances that the older buildings of Miami-Dade County
are safe to occupy. Passed in May of 1975, the new South Florida Building Code
requirement went into effect immediately. Through our research and examination of
available documents, it is the OIG’s belief that an inspection and resulting report,
satisfying the rigors of the new requirement, was completed in November 1976. We
also believe that the required 10-year follow-up inspection (and remedial work) was
completed in early 1988. However, there is no evidence that these required inspections
(both structural and electrical) were performed in either 1997/1998 or 2007/2008, as the
next two 10-year intervals.

As to the current physical condition of the Courthouse and the findings of the
latest structural and electrical inspections, we will probably never know what impact, if
any, the failure to timely conduct the last two 10-year recertifications had on the current
depth of repairs needed. Obtaining timely recertification must be a priority for the
County. Notwithstanding genuine discussions about the limitations of the Dade County
Courthouse and the Court’s operational needs, which may, or may not, result in the
commissioning of a new building, the County must ensure that its older buildings satisfy
the requirements that the County put in place.

Besides revealing the history of what had taken place, this examination, by
shedding light on the recertification process, has pinpointed some areas that could be
improved. The OIG makes the following recommendations:

1. Given the PAQO’s knowledge, dating back to October 2014, that many properties
do not bear a “year built” date as depicted in the attachment from the City of
Miami, the PAO should promptly correct the remaining properties from that list
and perform diagnostic testing, such as running a report for all properties
(public and private) with a zero for a “year built” date, to determine the extent of
this interface error. All properties, with structures, should contain a “year built”
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date. All properties returning a zero or a blank field should have its “year built”
date promptly corrected.

The response to the draft report from the Property Appraiser’s Office provided a
status of the twenty folios listed in Exhibit 14. The response also provides:
“Upon an in-depth examination of our electronic building files, we found an
additional 155 properties with a missing year built. The missing year built for
these properties was the result of a system conversion that occurred during the
mid-1980s. To ensure these errors do not reoccur, we have created a weekly
report that identified these types of discrepancies.”

2. The OIG recommends that the County designate ISD as the primary
department for coordinating the 40/50 year recertifications for all County-owned
buildings. While a property may be County-owned, the listed “owner” in the
official Property Appraiser’s records could be one of many departments. Given
that the Notice of Required Inspection (or even a notice of violation) is mailed
directly to the listed owner, ISD might be unaware of the building’s
recertification status. By centralizing the function within ISD, it can track all the
County-owned buildings and work with the various departments to ensure that
the requisite inspections are performed and that the resulting paperwork is
transmitted to the municipalities. The same would be true for buildings located
in unincorporated Miami-Dade County, as the County’s Building Official need
only contact ISD. As the majority of the inspections will be performed by
contracted engineering consultants, centralizing this function in ISD can make
the contracting process both more efficient and more equitable. As ISD will be
able to forecast the County’s structural and electrical inspection needs, it will
also be able to ensure that the work is evenly distributed. We believe that
centralizing this function is the County’s best safeguard to ensuring that the
lapse of obtaining the 40/50 year recertification does not occur with other
County-owned buildings.

The response to the draft report from the Internal Services Department states
that it has conducted a thorough review of all properties wherein ISD is listed as
the County’s owner to ensure compliance with the 40/50 year recertification
requirement. As to our recommendation, ISD responded: “Before
implementation of your recommendation to centralize this process within ISD,
an assessment of the fiscal impact and required resources would need to be
conducted. ISD will also establish a partnership with the Property Appraiser’s
Office to ensure all required information is correct as to the year built in order to
complete the recertification of all County-owned buildings in a timely manner.”
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Given its stated need to conduct an assessment, the OIG respectfully requests a status
report from ISD in 90 days, on or before May 31, 2016, regarding ISD’s implementation
of this recommendation.

* k %k k%
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MIAMI-DADE

Memorandum
~ Date: February 24, 2016 )

To: Mary T. Cagle
Inspector General

Ao 0 i,

From: Tara C. Smith
Director
Internal Services Department

Subject: Internal Services Department’s Response to the OIG Draft Report - Review of the
Dade County Courthouse and the 40/50 Year Recertification Requirement

Thank you for providing me with an opportunity to address your draft report regarding the Dade
County Courthouse and the 40/50 year recertification requirement. The Internal Services
Department (ISD) has conducted a thorough review of all ISD-owned properties to ensure
compliance with the 40/50 year recertification requirements regardless of notification status.
Over the past year, ISD has been working with the Property Appraiser’s Office to update our
property information to ensure the correct year built is listed in their records. We will continue

working with them and the respective municipalities.
Before implementation of your recommendation to centralize this process within ISD, an
assessment of the fiscal impact and required resources would need to be conducted. I1SD will

also establish a partnership with the Property Appraiser's Office to ensure all required
information is correct as to the year built in order to complete the recertification of all County-

owned buildings in a timely and efficient manner.

C. Edward Marquez, Deputy Mayor
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City of Miami Repair or Demolish — First Notice
Dated August 7, 2014
(1 page)

OIG REPORT

Review of the Dade County Courthouse and the
40/50 Year Recertification Requirement
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City of Miami

August 07,2014 R: BB2014012110

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY MIAMI-DADE COUNTY

GSA R/E MGMT-COURTHOUSE ' GSA R/E MGMT-COURTHOUSE
111 NW 1 ST STE 2460 111 NW 1 5T STE 2460

MIAMI FL 331281929 MIAMIFL 331281929

REPAIR OR DEMOLISH - FIRST NOTICE

RE: 73 W FLAGLER ST Folio: 0101110501060
MIAMINORTHPB B-41 ALL OF BLK 115-A LESS W50FT FOR ST & AREA K/A AVEELYGEOF
BLK 115-A & LOTS 8 & 9 BLK 115-N A/K/A DADE COUNTY COURT HOUSE

Dear Owner(s}):

Chapter 8-5 of the Code of Miami-Dade County sets criterion by which a building is evaluated to determine
whether or not it is unsafe, constitutes a fire hazard, or is otherwise dangerous to human life or public welfare. An
inspection of the above revealed that it is in violation of Chapter 8-5 of the Code of Miami-Dade County and the
following defects have been found:

VIOL REF# 7609-Failure to obtain the required 40-50-Year Recertification Process

Correotion: THIS 40/50 YEAR RECERTIFICATION CASE REMAINS OPEN AND IN NON
COMPLIANCE, THIS STRUCTURE MUST BE RECERTIFIED IMMEDIATELY AS REQUIRED BY CODE,
CITY AND COUNTY ORDINANCES, FAILURE TO DO SO WILL CAUSE FOR THR CASE TO BE
SCHEDULED FOR A HEARING SOON. CONTACT FRANK RODRIGUEZ AT 305 416 1168 OR AT

FRANKRODRIGUEZ@MIAMIGOV,COM. 444 SW 2ND AVE 4TH FLOOR BUILDING DEPARTMENT
MIAMI 33130,

You are, therefore, requested to repair or demolish this structure, Please contact the Unsafe Structutes Section of
the Building Depariment, P.O. Box 330708, Miami, Flotida, by phone at - or by email at , and advise of your
intentions. If either a demolition or building permit is not obtained or we do not hear from you by August 18,

2014, it will be necessary to move toward demolmon of your building iti acoordarice with the detailed procedure in
the Code Miami-Dade County,

Very truly yours,

j § N o

Frank Rodrignez
City of Miami Code Compliance Inspector

co: Poteolosure Specialist, as HLU.D. Representatlve
Unsafe Structures Section (2)

http /AmprodOl/utywcwweb/PnntAl]]umlwcx4535zqu453udkp23mfl’a.ge297 0001 html 10/24/2014




MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

EXHIBIT 2

Miami-Dade County Ordinance No. 75-34
Passed and Adopted May 21, 1975
Establishing Building Recertification Requirements
of Buildings Forty (40) Years Old or Older and
Subsequent Recertification in Ten (10) Year Intervals
Includes the Recommended Minimum Procedural Guidelines for Building Recertification

(8 pages)

OIG REPORT

Review of the Dade County Courthouse and the
40/50 Year Recertification Requirement
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5-21-75

ORDINANCE NO. 75-34 ~

ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SOUTH FLORIDA
BUILDING CODE ADOPTED BY ORDINANCE NO.
57-22, AS AMENDED, PROVIDING FOR -
RECERTIFICATION OF BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES

IN EXISTENCE FOR FORTY (40) YEARS OR LONGER

AND SUBSEQUENT RECERTIFICATION IN TEN (I0)

YEAR INTERVALS; DESCRIBING THE MEANING

OF SUCH RECERTIFICATION; STATING THE

PURPOSE FOR SPECIFIC INSPECTION OF SUCH
BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES; ESTABLISHING
QUALIFICATIONS FOR THOSF. RESPONSIBLE FOR

SUCH INSPECTIONS; PROVIDING MINIMUM INSPECTION
PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR SUCH RECERTIFICATION;
INCLUDING PROCEDURE WHERE RECERTIFICATION

IS SUBMITTED PRIOR TO THE FORTY (40) YEAR
REQUIREMENT FOR THE PURPOSE OF DEPOSING
STRUCTURAL ADEQUACY; ESTABLISHING TIME

LIMITS FOR COMPLIANCE; PROVIDING INCLUSION

IN THE SOUTH FLORIDA BUILDING CODE; PROVIDING
SEVERABILITY; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE
WITH COMPLIANCE MANDATORY WITHIN ONE (1) YEAR
FROM SAID EFFECTIVE DATE

- &

BE 1T ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY CUMMISSIONERS

OF DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA:

Section |, Amendments to the South Florlda Bwllding Code:
The South Florida Building Code, adopted by Ordinance No., 57-22, aa

1
amended, is hereby further amended in the following partlcullra:—/

N Sectian 104 is hereby amended by adding a new asub-asectlon 104,9
to read:

104.9 RECERTIFICATION: (a) For the purpose of this sub-sectlon, v
RECERTIFICATION shall be construed to mean the requirement for speclfic
inspection of existlng buildings and structures and furnlshing the Bulldlng
Official with a written report of such inspection as preacrlbed hereln. -

(1) Inspection procedures shall conform, in general, with the
"Recommended Minimum Inspection Procedural Guidellnes for Bulldlng Re-
certification', as issued by the Building Officlal,

(2) Such inspection shall be for the purpose of determlning the
genecral structural condition of the bullding or structure to the extent

reasonably possible within the meaning of sub-sectlon 104.6, STRUCTURAL
DETERMINATION, -

e T U vy ey gy O gy .-

1/ Thie text is all new and underlining has been omitted for clarlty,
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(b) (1) All buildings, except single-famnlily residences, duplexes
and minor structures as defined in paragraph 104.9(c) hereln, ahall be
recertified as required in paragraph 104,9 (d) herein where such bulldings
or structures have been in existence for forty (40) years or longer, as
determined by the Building Official, who shall at such time isasue a Notice
of Required Inspection to the building owner.

(2) Subsequent recertification shall be required at ten (10) year
intervals,

(3) In the event a building is determined to be structurally safe
under the conditions set forth herein, and such bullding or structure ls less
than forty (40) years of age, recertification shall not be required for a
minimum of ten (10) years from that time, or age forty (40), whichever ls
the longer period of time.

(¢v) Minor buildings or structures shall, for the purpose of thls sub-
section, be buildings or structures in any Occupancy Group having an occupant
load of ten (10) or less, as determined by sub-section 310l.4, and having a
gross area of 2,000 square feet or less.

(d) (1) In accordance with the requirements of paragraph 104.9(b)
herein, the owner of such building or structures shall furnish, or cause
to be furnished, within ninety (90) days of Notice of Requlred Inapection, a
written report to the Building Official, prepared by a Professlonal Engineer
or Architect registered in the State of Florida, certifying that each such
building or structure is atructurally safe, or has been made structurally
safe for the specified use for continued occupancy, in conformity with the
"Rccommended Minimum Procedural Guidelines for Building Recertlfication
issued by thc Building Official,

{2) Such written report shall bear the impressed nseal and signature
of the responsible Engineer or Architect who has performed the inspection,

(3) Such r.glieer or Architect shall undertake such isignments
only where qualified by trainlng and "xperience in the specific technical
field involved in the inspection and report,

(4) Such report shall indicate the manner and type of Inspection
forming the basis for the report and a description of any matters ldentlfied
as requiring remedial action,

{5) In the event that repairs or modifications are found to be
necessary rcsulting ‘rom the recertification inspection, the owner shall
have a total of 150 days from the date of Notice of Requlred Incpection in

waich to complcte indicated repairs or modifications which shall be executed
in conformance with all applicable sections of the South Florida Bulldlng Code.

Section 2, It is the intent of the County Commisasion, and ([t
is hcreby ordained, that the pertinent provisions of this ordlnance shall
become and be made a part of Ordinance No, 57-22, aas amended, the South
Florida Building Code, and the sections may be renumbered or relettered if

.

necessary to accomplish such intention,

uney, b w 312
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Section 3, If any section, sub-section, gentence, clause or

provision of this ordinance is held invalid, the remainder of this ordinance

shall not be affected by such invalidity,

Section 4. This mandatory ordinance shall become effective
ten (10) days after the date of its enactment, and owners of such buildings
or structures shall comply with the provisions of this ordlnance within one

(1) year from the effective date,

Section 5, Failure to comply with the prescribed time limi-
tations set forth in thie ordinance may result in the immedlate rescinding
of the Certificate of Occupancy for said building or structure and occupancy
shall not be permitted until the necessary inspections and/or repairs have

been made.

Section 6. The "Recommended Minimum Inspection Procedural
Guidelines for DBuilding Recertification, provided by sub-paragraph 104, 9(a}(l)
herein and attached heretn, are hereby appraved. Changes to the Guidelines
will be made by the Board of Rules and Appeals only after public hearing by said

Board.

PASSED AND ADOPTED: May 21, 1975

Approved by County Attorney as AG
to form and legal sufficiency. R

' 430k 6 o 313
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FROM

Honorable Mayor and Members DATE May 12, 1975
Board of County Commisslioners

susJect Proposed ordinance smending the
South Florida Building Code

R. Ray Good regarding recertification of existing
County Hangher buildings,

Attached please find the latest modified version of the proposed ordinance
amanding the South Florlida Building Coda ragarding recertificstion of
existing buildings as recommended by the Dade County Board of Rules and
Appeals and the Building and Zoning Department, which will appaar again
before you fFor consideration on May 21, 1975.

As you recall, this proposal was initlaily presented to you on Margh 18,
1975, at which time it was daferred for 30 days due to Kr, Herb Simon,
thairman, Kiami Board of Realtors, appearance and suggestion In that he
and other interested parties be permitted to recommend various changes
to the Board of Rules and Appeals committee who had orlginally inltlated
said ordinance.

Since March 18, two meatings have been held with the Board Committea and
said intarested parties from industry, resulting in the following changes
which we fee! largely resolve the inftial objections:

1. Procedural guidelines for bullding recertification Inspections have
been developed for the guidance of the owners, Architects and Englneers
and Building Dfficials. These guidellnes (attached) will be further

. efIned with additional input from Industry-at-large, the Americen
Institute of Architects, Florida Engineering Society and American Scciety
of Civi) Engineers and must be made available to the public, as specified
in Section 6 of the proposed ordinance, within 60 days from enactment.

2, Buildings inspected younger than forty ysars of age will not be
required to be recertified for a minimum of 10 years from that time, or
age furty, whichever is the longer pariod of timo.

3. Owners of buildings or structures will now be given an additional

90 days from notlce of required inspsction to submit the recertification
report from the Engineer or Architect, and, in the svent that repdirs or
modifications are fc ad to be necessary, shall have a total of 1£° days
from that notice in which to complete sald repairs or modificati_. .,
This, of course,. is in addition to the one year permitted In Sectlon L
of the proposed ordinance.

L, Engineers and Architects preparing these reports will now be advisad

that they are to undertake such assignments only where qualifled by training
and experience in the specific technical fileld involved In the inspection,

350K 8 Pé 314
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5. Considering that the fundamental purpose of the requlired Inspection
and report is to confirm in reasonable fashlon that the bullding or
structure under consideration Is safe for continued use under p asent
occupancy, the following position will be permitted to be stated In said
report submitted by the Architect or Enginear: ''To the bast of my
knowledge and ability, this report represents an accurate appralsal

of the present condition of the building or structure based upon careful
evaluation of observad conditions, to the extent reasonably possible,"

RRG:THB: 1]
Encl,

ce: Mr, R, F, Cook, Director, Building and Zoning
Hr. Thomas M, Black, Deputy Secretary, Board of Rules and Appeals

s, 60 315
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HERBERT M. SCHWARTZ AND ASSOCIATES, INC,
CONSULTING ENGINLERS '

auite 302 L] BCLABOARD LIFE BULILDIND . 1451 N, BAYEHROARL DRIVE [ ] MiAMI, FLORIDA 33132

FHONCO (305} 371-N130/ 34B-&5D0 PENHBYLVANIA . FLORIDA .

April 27,1975

LOUIBIANA

fue sllowing draft is for review and comment by the Dade County
Board of Rules and Appeals Recertification Committee ~ Item 776~T74

RECOQif1ENDE) MINTiUT] PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR BUILDING RECERTIFICATION

Scope of Inspection:
Fundamental purposc of the required inspection and report ic to confirm

in rcasonable fashion that the building or structure under consideration
is safe for continued use under present occupancy. As implied by the

title of this document, this is a recommended procedure, and under
no circumstances are these minimum recommendations intended to supplant
proper professional judgement.

In general, unless there is obvious overloading, or significant deter-
ioration of important structural clements, there is little need to
verify the original design. It is obvisus that this has been time
tested if still offering satisfactory performance.Rather, it is of
importance that the effects of time with respect to degradation of

the original construction materials be evaluated, It will rarely be
possible to visually examine all coacealed construction, nor should
auch be gencrally necegsary.llowever, a sufficient number of typical
structural members should be examined to permit reasonable conclusions
to be drewn.

Visual Examination will, in most cases, be considered adequate when

executed systematiceally.iurfuce imperfections such as cracks,distort-
ion, sagging, excessive deflectinns, significant misalignment, signs
of leakage, and peeli..g of finishes should be viewed crit ally as
indications of possible difficult.,

Testins Frocedures and quantitative analysis will not generally be

required for structural members or systems except for such cases
where visual examination has revealed such need, or where apparent
loading conditions may be critical.

-1
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- R in prefercnce ta sampling and/or testing, where
: visual examination alone s decmad InsuFfchunt./

—— e e e e ey Ce- o ma e m g -
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Manual ¥roceduren ouch ao chipping small arcas| ol concrete and surfnee
{inisheo for cloter cxamination arc cncouraged, Generally, unfinished

.

'K arcas of buildinga such as utility apaces, maintenance arcag, stair-~
wello, and clevator shafts should be utilized for guch purposcs, la
gomn cages, to be held to a minimum, ccilings or other construction

n Tinighes may have to be opened for gelective examination of critical

ctructural clements. In that event, such locations should be carefully
located to be least disruptive, most casily repaired, and held to a
minimum, In any event, a sufficient number of structural members must
be ecxamined to afford rcasonable assurances that such are reprecsent-
at.ve of the total structure.

Structural Heterioration will allways require repair. Type of repair,

how.ver, will depend upon importance of member in the structural
system, and degree of detcrioration. Cogmetic type repairs may suffice

' in certain non sensitive members such as tie beams and columns, provid-
cd that the remzining sound material is sufficient for the required
function, For members carrying assigned gravity or other loads, cosmet-
ic type repairs will only be permitted if it can be demonstrated by
rationel znalysis that the remaining material, if protected from furth-
er detcrioration can still perform its assigned function at acceptable

: stress levels, lailing that, adequate repairs or reinforcement will be
considered mandatory,

} Mrittan Rerorts shall be required attesting to each required inspect~-

3 ion. Fac!i such report shall note the location of the structure, descrip-~
: tion of type of construction and general magnitude of the structure,

- the existence of drawings and location thereof, history of the structure
to the cxtent reasonably known, and a dencription of the observed
condition ol the structurc., The report shall also describe the type

and manner of the inspcction, noting problem areas and r..ummended
repairs if required to maintain structural integrity.

Evaluation: Each report shall include a statement to the effect that

the building is structurally safe, or has been made structurally safe
N for continued use and occupancy., In order to avoid unwarranted or

restrictive interpretation of such stat-ments, it is suggested that

~
- -
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each rcport also include the followins; information indicating tho

nctual ncopo of the report and limite of liability, Thio parugraph

may be used verbatim,
As u routinc matter, in order to avoid possible misunderstand-~
ing, nothing in this report should be construed directly or
indirectly as a guarantce for any portion of the structurc.
To the test of my knowledse and ability, this report represcents
an accurate appraisal of the prescnt condition of the building
based upon carcful evaluation of observed conditions, to the
extent reasonably pos§ible,

Herbert H.oﬁhwartz, P.E.
Consultant, LEoard of Rules and Appeals

ax 6w 318
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Advisory Memo Issued by Charles Danger, P.E., Director,
Miami-Dade County Building and Neighborhood Compliance Department
Dated November 24, 2010
(1 page)
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MIAMIDADE * MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA
| BUILDING AND NEIGHBORHOOD COMPLIANCE DEPARTMENT

11805 SW 26 TH STREET, EXECUTIVE OFFICES
MIAMI, FLORIDA 33130-1563
T (786) 315-2332 F (786) 315-2929

ADVISORY MEMO
TO: ALL BUILDING OFFICIALS IN MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
FROM: Charles Danger, P.E., Director

Miami-Dade County Building and Neighborhood Compliance Department

DATE: November 24, 2010

SUBJECT: Forty Year Recertification of Buildings and Components

In accordance with Section 8-11(f) of the Miami-Dade County Code all buildings and structures
(except single-family residences, duplexes and minor structures), shall be recertified when such
buildings or structures have been in existence for forty (40) years or longer. Subsequent recertification
shall be required at ten (10) years intervals thereafter.

Building Officials are responsible for obtaining the necessary age information of buildings and
structures within their respective jurisdiction and for notifying property owners at such time building
and structures are due recertification. The Miami-Dade County Property Appraiser’s Office will assist
you with ordering and obtaining a list of buildings which require recertification beginning in 2011.
This streamlining measure is intended to accelerate and improve the process of Owner notification by
the Building Official. .

Please contact the Property Appraiser's Public Service section at 305-375-1205 to request building
records. Alternatively, you may submit a request via e-mail in order to obtain the necessary building
records at the following site, http://www.miamidade.gov/pa/email/form.asp.

Should you have any questions, please contact Michael Goolsby at (786) 315-2508.
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Warning Notice Issued by the City of Miami Building Department
in or around November 1975 for 73 W. Flagler Street (the Dade County Courthouse)
(1 page)
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BUILDING DEPARTMENT

33189 PAN AMERICAN DRIVE

33133

oww,mm?prwmms T3WLFZAaLER-St:
Res D///..S‘O'*'/OG'O-’—S—.

WARNING
THE CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY FOR THIS BUILDING HAS BEEN REVOKED BY

THE CITY OF MIAMI BUILDING OFFICIAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE.PROVI@

SIONS STATED IN SECTIOﬁ 104.9 OF THE SOUTH FLORIDA BUILDING CODE.

THIS STRUCTURE MUST BE INSPECTED BY A PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER OR
ARCHITECT, REGISTERED IN THE STATE OF FLORIDA, CERTIFYING THAT .

THE BUILDING IS SAFE FOR CONTINUED OCCUPANCY.

A STRUCTURAL EVALUATION REPORT MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE CITY OF

MIAMI BUILDING DEPARTMENT IMMEDIATELY.

UNOCCUPIED STRUCTURES ARE NOT EXEMPT FROM THIS ORDER.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT THE CITY OF MIAMI BUILDING -

DEPARTMENT AT 579-6839.

R. E. Feérencik, P.E.
Director, Building Department

Per:

é&j . ' Vertr —~

Date .
‘ Cﬁi'eii Codeé'cdm/p(' nce Inspector
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Letter from the City of Miami Building Department to the County
Dated December 15, 1975
(1 page)

OIG REPORT

Review of the Dade County Courthouse and the
40/50 Year Recertification Requirement

1G15-06




:1' ""“b" -~ -~ (’Qg S

tr A A . ‘ 7""""“""("‘-' P

- tJ« vv'ﬁﬁu.¢~ L1 nJ‘&,gluL carn EL
< <l

-
=
e ¢
@mkn

,.

. 'K':i .
'“‘ﬁ

: December 15, .1975 .

3UILDING DEPARTMENT

3319 PAN AMERICAN DRIVE
82133

Metropolitan Dade County
~.General Services Administration
Architectural Division
1351 NW 12 Street
.. Miami, Florida 33125

Attention: ALE O. Barth :
' " . Re: Forty Year 0ld Building Recertification

~ _ Dade County Courthouse
Dear Mr. Barth: _ ) ,

‘ _In response .to your’ leLter concerning the structural recertification
P of the Dade COunty Courthouse, be advised.

: On‘Frldayy«December 12, 1975, 1 spoke to Mr. Herbert Schwartz, P.E.
".who conducted the last structural evaluation of the Courthouse .
 ‘building. Mr. Schwartz informed me that the structural evaluation
.-~ ‘was limitéd in nature and that he did not feel that his report
- would satisfy the Metropolitan Dade County Ordinance 75-34.

.'Mr. Schwartz 1ndlcated that he was going to contact you personally
.and explain the limitations placed on his original report. I£f you
. desire additional information concernlng this matter, please contact
- thlS offlce at 579~ 6839
Very truly yours,

Robert E. Ferencik, P.E.
Director, Building Department

' REF : KWG : gdf : Per: .

cc: Director's. file : K,

Certificate of Use flle Chief
Reading file ‘F\5§EE§§§




MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

EXHIBIT 6

Letter from Miami-Dade County to the City of Miami
Dated January 14, 1976
(1 page)

OIG REPORT

Review of the Dade County Courthouse and the
40/50 Year Recertification Requirement

1IG15-06




R
\ﬁo;,‘w:ﬁ”ot dpbo 1069 54/

o b s N 'Daiz,CLoud+Y b o vee
M?é M\ Mo R
@}{. \ 7 e
METROPOLITAN DADE COUNTY - FLORIDA

NINTH FLOOR. ~ JUSTICE BUILDING GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

1351 NW 12TH STREET
MIAMI, FLORIDA 33125 ARCHITECTURAL DIVISION

TEL. 377-7911 January l’-l, 1976

Mr. Kevin Gordon, Code Compliance Officer
City of Miami, Building Department

3310 Pan American Drive

Miami, Florida 33133

Re: County Courthouse, 73 W. Flagler St.

Dear Mr. Gordon:

Your notice'. regarding recertification of the above building has
recently been brought to my attention, after having left your
office on November 24, 1975 and received here on November 26.

We are taking immediate steps to obtain the services of profess-
lonal englneer consultants to comply with your request for
recertification. We will make every effort to complete the report:
within 90 days of the date of this letter.

Very

uly yours,

Barth
ounpfy Architect

AOB:HRL:gs. ,
cc: William Hampton, County Manager Assistant
William Bird, Dir., G.S.A.
Thomas Black, Construction Control Supervisor
Jack Olson, G.S.A. Building Maintenance Adm.
Charles K. Lonsdale, Assistant County Architect
Herman Lichtman, G.S.A. Project Manager
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Report and Recommendations for the Renovation of the Dade County
Courthouse Prepared by Architects: M.C. Harry and Associates,
And Consulting Engineers: Brill-Heyer Associates and VTN Incorporated
"Dated June 15, 1979. Exhibit Includes:
Cover Pages
Table of Contents
Introduction and Overview
Summary of Recommendations
Chapter 3 Structural
References
(19 pages)
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1. INTRODUCTION & OVERVIEW
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OVERVIEW

This report compiles the results of a four month program of reséarch; investi-
gation, and field testing Into the present conditon of the structural and archi-
tectural cladding of the Dade County Courthouse. The main thrust of this work
was to develop recommendations relative to restoration of the exterior of the

building along with selected areas of interior and mechanical renovatlon.

In preparation for this study, the restoration team and involved County officials
visited the recently restored Los Angeles City Hall,; which is targer but similar
In many respects to the Dade County Courthouse, having been bulit the same year
and with similar materials andAprofile. Our later research determined, however,
that the construction systems ‘and causes of fallure were different, and thus,

the solutions utilized to restore the terra cotta on the Los Angeles City Hall

proved to be invaiid for the Dade County Courthouse.

Current |iterature and research on terra cotta restoration was also collected
and studied. |t was found that the experts In the restoration field recommended
that the terra cotta problems of a particular bullding be individually examlned
and evaluated since the deterioration and failure of terra cotta cOuld:fesulf

from a wide range of causes.

A multi-disciplinary testing program was developed to study the terra cotta dam-
age and experiment with system of repair; The program Included pachometer plotting
of concealed structural elements, strain gauge and movement monitoring, various
laboratory tests, selected terra cotta removal for exploration and study, and

experimental terra cotta replacement and repalr techniques.

The results of the testing program on the Courthouse confirmed the hypothesized
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causes of the terra cotta fallure and developed a relatively conservating system

of structural repair and economical alternative methods for restoring the aesthetic

and/or waterproof qualities of the glaze.

‘SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Structural

The structural steel frame, floor system, and foundations were found to be in
good condition. No spscific work is anticipated other than miscel laneous cleaning,
patching, and painting of exposed's*rucfural members in conjunction with other

work.

Terra Cotta

The testing program confirmed that the terra cotta cladding is not belng properly
supported at each shelf angle causing a build-up of stresses Ieadlﬁg to eventual
‘cracking. ‘The shelf angle was also found Yo be discontinuous around the -bullding
corners and at the facade offsets, resulting in maJOr'sfrucfural‘Cracks in each
case. Therefore, the repair Involves re-establishing the shelf angie support by
Insta=ling two 3" diameter shear keys per tlle at each floor and then the instal-

latlon of ‘@ control joint directty below.

The majority of the terra cotta can be restored with a steam cleaning and new
sealer. The tiles that are cracked or spalled beyond repair will be replaced
with new terra cotta. A sprayed coating was developed during the testing program
that can simulate the appearance of the terra cotta glaze to repair the highiy

ornate terra cotta pieces that would be too costly to replace.

Glazing

All of the windows of the Courthouse should be eventually replaced, utilizing
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new aluminum frames with an anodlzed or ESP finish to match the pyramid roof
and glazed with dark gray tinted glass. The scale and pattern of the exlsting
muntins will be retained. The new wlndows, espectaliy In the tower area, may
be deferred until Program |I|, pending avaliability of chilled water for central
air conditioning and the vacating of floors in'conjuncflon with the moving of the

administrative functions to the new County Administration Bullding.

Roofing

All flat roofs should be reroofed and rigid insulation installed. The new roof
deck will be designed for the potential future instaliation of a durable wearing
surface, e.g., tile pévers. A metal roof such as zinc or stainless sfeel I's
recommended as: the most durable and aesthetically appropriate roofing matefial
for the pyramid and should be gray or silver in color. The new antenna supports
and related Telecommunications equipment should be instalied in cohjunc+lon-wifﬁ

the pyramid reroofing.

Ralnwater Leaders and Water Tank
The repairs to the rainwater leaders should await the interior restoration phase
since no serlous leaks exist at this time. The water tanks should be lined with

new "plastic bags" and provided with new permanent tops.

Lobby

The renovation to fhé lobby should restore it to its original pﬁyslcal configur-
ation and'upgréde the architectural ambiance with the finishes appropriate to
the judiclal function. These renovations will require recapturing the opening
to the second floor |obby éf the elevator nyer. . As thls construction would
disrupt the County Commission activities, this restoration should be deferred

untii the Commission moves Into the new County Administration Bullding in about




four years.

Telecommunications

Renovation work required to upgrade- and expand the Telecommunications Facli ity
located in the pyramid of the Courthouse was advanced ahead of the major exter-
ior renovation of Program |1 to meef infernaliéounfy Deadlihes. The 26th floor
expansion is now underway and the pyramid rehabilitation which includes new ac-
cess and antenna supports is awaiting final approval prior to beginning contract

documents.

Air Conditioning

A survey of the various unrelated systems of air conditioning throughout the
Courthouse and load studies were completed as part of this study. Ultimately
the Courthouse will be tied Into 'the new Government Center Cenfral'ChiIler Plant
and require roughly 900 tons of capacity. Since the proper solution of central
air conditioning of the tower area must await the interior renovations of Program
(11, an inferim solution may be justified. The Interim solution would utilize
new commercial "conden5a+e free" window alr conditioning units installed in the
new window frames. The cost of $90,000 of this interim solution must be ﬁelghed
against the time schedule of Program 1l interior renovations. |f these renova-
Tions are planned within the next threé years, then it is recommended that the
tower windows and air conditioning system remain unchanged untii the interior

remodel ing can be Initiated.

Sequence and Costs
While all of the above recommendatlons are considered necessary, they will not

be done at the same time, due fto many Interrelated schedules of demand, the
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completion of the Government Center Central Chiller Plant, and County Admin-
istration Building. The "shopping |ist" of repair and restoration items and
suggested options for the scope of the work for Program Il is outlined in

Chapter t1.




3. STRUCTURAL

Existing

Recommendations
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STRUCTURAL CONDITIONS

The original design drawings furnished provide plans, elevafions, and Typical
details of construction buf; as was the practice in that time, the drawings do
not provide much in specific structural data. No shop drawings or as buil+ draw-

ings are known to be avaiiable.

The basic structure of the building was examined where possible. The steel struc-
tural!l frame of the buildlng is encased in concrete and the exterior is covered
with the terra cotta tile facing. The only locations on the inside of the build-
ing where the basic steel structure is visible are.in the basement, on some of

the upper unused floors, and in the upper pyramid. The previous studies by Schwartz,
and Noble (see References), were reviewed,and their reported conditions were eval-

uated in the field Inspections.

A fairly extensive survey of‘Thevsfrucfural elements visible in the basement and
the upper levels was accomplished on walk-through visits. Openings were made in

two locations from inslde to expose the wind bracing.

From scaffolding erected on the seventh floor terrace, the exterior wall construc-
tion was inspected through holes ranging from full tile removal to 4" core drillings.
Shelf angles for support of the exterior tile were observed and sampled at several

locations for lab analysis.

Pachometer tests were conducted on the walls at the scaffolding to determine loca=
tion of steel ties and steel shelf angles. Additional similar tests were con-
ducted to size and locate rebars in the 26th floor slab and in some of the pyramid

framing.
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Strain relief gauges were instalied at select locations on the exterior tile
wall near the scaffolding. The gauges were monitored through various ambient

conditions and during *ile removal to determine existing tlle stress.

The following structural evaluation of existing conditions Is based dpon the

data accumulated -as described above, from Theroflginal drawings, review of pre-
vious reports, and walk-through inspections.

EXISTING

A. Foundaf;ons

There is no visible indication of any building problems that can be attributed

+o recent foundation movement or distress. The foUnda+ions, which are not easily
inspected, are reported to be the unreinforced pedestal type of massive concretfe.
Old reports Indicate significant foundation settlement occurred during and Im-
mediately following construction.' This settlement was stopped, and'apparenfly

effectively controlled thereafter, by underpinning.

-B. Sfrucfurél Frame

The drawings indicate that the buliding was detailed in steel with columns built
up of steel angles and plates.- The Intertor horizontal framing members are steel
beams. The exterior horizontal framing members are builit up steel beams. Steel
knee braces,top and bottom at each fioor, provide wind bracing in the exterior
walls. All of the steel frame except the wind bracing angles Is encased in con-

crete for fire protection.

At several locations in the basement and In the elevator shaft; concrete or masonry
encasement has been removed or broken away, exposing the steel frame. Wherever it
was possibie to visibly Inspect the steel framing and wind bracing, the steel ap-

peared to be in excellient condition.
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C. Floor Framing
The floor systems appear to be a concrete joist and siab system common in that

era of the building construction wherein the joists were formed between hol low

'clay tile. Thetileswere left in place and finished on the bottom to form ceillngs.

There have been problems with joist bottom spalling from rusting of rebars. This
condition appears to have beéen extensive in the floors above level 20. Some of
the upper floors have been répaired during the iast ten years utilizing new in

place beams and joists cut into the original system.

The drawings indicate that the joists framing the floor at the 26+th level were
reinforced using either a 3/4" or 7/8" diameter bar in alternate joists. The

pachometer testing verified that the bars used were as specified.

D. Bracing and Miscellaneous Steel

The wind bracing in the exterlor walls is made up of.pairs of angles bolted to
gussets on columns and faclia beams. The bracing forms'open vertical "K" spaces
on both sides of each exterior column. Thlis braclngA}s iocated in the void

space between the terra cotta facing panels and the clay tile interior closure
walls. At every location observed, the angle bracing did not appear to be rusted

and appeared to be In good condition.

The framing for the stepped pyramid-shaped, upﬁér section consists of steel cor-
ner frames supporting the concrete steps. The steel frames appear to be in reason-
ably good condition. Leaks in the roof have permitted water to run down the steel
frames and begin rusting in many locatlions. No location of significant structural

loss due to rusting was observed.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Foundations
No work is anticipated on the existing foundations at this time. |If significant
additional load is added to the structure by the modification design, the affected

foundations will be checked for capacity.

B. Structural Frame

At lqca+ions where +hé basic steel framing has been exposed, the masonry or con-
crete protecting coating should be replaced. These repalrs are minor and scattered.
Some of these repairs are being accomplished by routine staff maintenance opera-

tions.

In the basement, the more prevalent cracks occur in columns In or adjacent to the
west wall. The structural slab over the ramp on both east and west sides has cracks
plus old and current spalis. Many of the spalls have been repaired recently by

staff.

C. Floor Framing

No repairs. to floor framing or modifications to floor structural systems are
contemplated in this phase of the work. Whenever in any work areas the floor sys-
tem is exposed, it will be examined for apparent defects. |f on any floor signi-

ficant new loadings are required, the system will be reviewed for capacity.

"'D. Bracihg and Miscellaneous Steel

Wherever work areas are opened and structural steel elements are exposed, those
elements will be examined for rusting or defects. Any such rusting or defect
will be repaired. All exposed steel will be cleaned and coated with a rust in-

~

hibiting paint.
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The steel frame work in the pyramid area will be closely examined and cleaned

'affer rooflng-repairs eliminate present leaks. All rusting will be cleaned.

Loosened concrete adjacent to the frames will be chipped away. Defects, if any,
will be repaired and the entire frame will be treated and coated with a rust

inhibiting paint system.




SPALLED CONCRETE AT PYRAMID










MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

EXHIBIT 8

Composite Exhibit of Correspondence Regarding Structural
Investigation/Repairs and 40 Year Recertification:
1. Letter from M.C. Harry & Associates Dated June 26, 1987 (1 page)
2. Memo to File by M.C. Harry & Associates Dated July 6, 1987 (1 page)

3. Letter from M.C. Harry & Associates to County GSA Dated July 7, 1987 (1 Page)
4. Metropolitan Dade County A/E Work Order #WO012 Dated July 9, 1987 (1 Page)
5. Memo from M.C. Harry & Associates to County GSA Dated July 15, 1987
Regarding Column Repair in the Basement, and Including
Memorandum Dated June 22, 1987 and Photographs (7 Pages)

6. Letter from M.C. Harry & Associates Dated October 12, 1987 (2 Pages)

7. Quick Message to James Piersol from County GSA (1 Page)
(Total of 14 pages)
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M. C. Harry k )
\, Ny

& Assoclates. Inc.
Architects
Engineors 0
Planners.

2780
-8.W
Douglas
Road.
Miami.
Florida.

' 33133.
June 26, 1987 {305) 445-3765

Mr. Steve Haber
GSA/CMD

FHNLW. | Street
Miami, FL. 33128-1988

Re: Dade County Courthouse
CSF Interface - Phase One
GSA #2501-025
Structural Investigation

Dear Mr. Habéer:

You apparently misunderstood the intent of my recent letter .of May 13, 1987. The
purpose of my letter was to simply document the fact that we had all agreed to
commence the required investigation in advance of receipt of the requrred Work Order.
As | advised you by telephone, we did encounter some delay in commencing this
investigation, because our original project structural engineer, Ed Heyer, was
hospitalized.

We have subsequently comimenced this investigation under the direction of O.J. Jorgensen,
P.E.; our Stryctural Engineer. We have made two site inspections, taken photographs, and
studied available stryctural as-built drawings. We have discussed these with you and are
submitting our prehmmary findings and recommendations under separate cover.

In the meantime, please expedite the preparation of the required Work Order (requested in
March) so that fee payments are not deldyed.

Sincerely,

Jcmes W. Plrsol A.l A
Vice President

JWP/jp

Thomas M. Carlson, ALA.  Milton C. Harry, ALA. Jamas W. Piersol, ALA.
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DATE :

TO:

SUBJEGT :

July 6,‘ 1987 _ v Flonda
(305) ‘4453765

M. C. Harry

8 Associales, Inc.

Archilacts

Planners.

2780
S.W.
Douglas .
Road.
Miami,

File

Dade County Courthouse Renovations
40 Year Certification

Narinder Jolly called fhis afternoon te request a proposal for A/E services related to
providing the required architectural and structural survey dnd certification required
for all buildings within the City of Miami that are over 40 yedrs old, Narinder stafed
that he had obtained a proposal from one of the current "open end" architects, but felt
we were still the most appropriate firm to obtain the certification from, "if we could

handle it

James Piersol stated this would be a relafively simple task, especially if Brill-Heyer
could perform the survey. It sheuld not affect our current committments to the Civil
Courts.

Feé proposal due no later than Friday, July 10, 1987.

Follow~up:

I.  James Piersol called Larry Brill July & 1987: Larry will call Ed Heyer and get
bdck as soon as possible. James Pxersol spoke to Ed Heyer on July 8, 1987: Ed
says there is a [0-20 page form. Engmeerlng sérvices will be approximately $2-—

Y
3,000 @ $100/hour.

2, James Piersol ca”ed 0.J. Jorgensen on July 7, 1987: Jorgy says it requires an

eight pdge form and 2-3 day survey of vmb!e structure and windows. Budget
approximately 40 manhours (40 x $65 = $2,600).

3. James Piersol called Narinder Jolly July 8, 1987: We will do both basement

column work and survey for lump surh of $5, 000 (Ed Heyer will accept lump sum

of $2,500). '

COPIES: QCIATES, INC.,

Tom Carlson
June Goodenow
Milton Harry

JWPR/jp

By: Jaes:._-_ ..Piersdl,‘A.I.A‘.




M. C. Harry
& Assocmles inc.

July 7, 1987 Enamneors
Planners.
2780
gb\ﬁ{ fas
Mr. Normder Jolly Rpag:
GSA/CMD plams.
P NW. | Street 33133.
Miami, FL 33128-1988 (305) 445-8765

Re: Dade County Courthouse
40 Year Certification Survey

Dear Mr. Jollys

In response to your request, we have reviewed the tasks required to execute the struetural
and building cerfification required in all buildings over 40 years old, The fask requires
that a Registered Architect and/or Registered Structural Engineer make visual surveys of
the entire building (exterior and interior), noting any visible structural deficiencies or
problems, and conditions of exterior building envelope (doors, windows and roof). A
standard mulit-page form is completed, and required to be signed and sealed by the
Registered Professionals making the survey. Each building over 40 years old is required to
be re-inspected every five years.

Our survey team will include Brill/Heyer Associates. Ed Heyer and his team were our
structural consultants for the Courthouse exterior sfructural restoration started in 1979.
They have been responsible for numerous similar surveys and restoration projects
throughout South Florida, including recent surveys of the Freedom Tower. We will, of
course, take full advantage of our previous Courthouse surveys, reports and
recomimendations in the preparation of this report.

As you are aware, we have begun reldgted survey work and will be developing repairs to
five of the spalled basemént columns under the current heat exchanger construction
contract. We have reviewed our expenditures to date for that task, and are pleased to
offer to complete both tasks (design/inspection of repairs for busement columns, plus the
certification survey) for a lump sum fee of 55,000.00. (We had previously estimated
$3,900 for the basement work alone. See our proposal of 3/17/87).

Be advised that The City of Miami typically notifies the Owner, assigns an "1.D." number,
and requires a letter from the Owner before they will release forms and set up review
files. If the City has not yet notified the County, then we will most likely need a letter
from the County advising the City of your intent.

We are. continuing on the basement repairs and will await your authorization to proceed
with the certification survey.

Sincerely,

M.C. HARRY & ASSQCIATES, INC.

James W. Plersol, .I.A.
Vice President

JWP/jp
cc. EdHeyer

Thomas M. Carlson, Al & Killon C Herry, ALA. James W. Piersol. Al A.




AGSA CONSTRUCTION MANAGE%ENT DIVISION

Sugle4?420. Tty NW_ 1 Si. Miami, FL. 32128-1988

METRO: DADE CENTER
*PH: (305) 375-4400

A/E WORK ORDER # WOQ 12 For Consulting Services

Page lofl

To: M. C. Harry & Associates
2780 S.W, Douglas Road
Miami, Florida 33133

Project Names:

DADE COUNTY COURTHOUSE/CENTRAL SUPPORT

Date: July 9, 1987

Index Code: 215251 - 9406

FACILITIES INTERFACE - PHASE 1

GSA Project Nos 2501-024

YOU ARE HEREBY AUTHORIZED TO PROCEED WITH THE FOLLOWING SERVICES:

2 O

Basic Services, Through Fhase - B

A Additional/Reimbursable Services - Described Bélow,
1.
County Courthouse, in accordance with your proposal dated

2. Provide all services required to investigate, recommend

Provide all services requu'ed to perform the fourty (40) year structural certification of the Dade

July 7, 1987 (attached)

corrective actien and provide a cost

estimate for structural répairs to spalled columns in the basement.

in Accordance with Article Modification No. 6, Item B.4

of the Agreement.

This work to be completed and submitted for review on or before ‘A-S-A-P-

(date).

Payment for these services shall be in accordance with Article 2.02, 2.02A, 5.02B

_of thé Agreement.

Total Allocated Construction Funds

R %90,000.00
Consultant's Est. of Total Probable Construction Cost Incl. Cont. Allow. . $ 470,000.00
Cont. Allow $25,000 Approved Alternates 1 for § 2,150
Constrontion Conteact Amount Incl.Conte Allow. « 4 « 4+ o v o v« « .+ § 487,850.00
Basic Services Addn'l Serv. Total
Estimated Total Fee (Fixed ) 3§ 0.00 §  74,500.00 $§ 74,500.00
Fee Authorized Thru This W.O. (100% ) $ 0.00 &  74,500.00 §  74,500.00
Less Fée Previously Authorized . . . . . . .3 0.00 $§  69,500.00 § 69,500.00
. Fee Authorized This Work Ordef (‘not to exceed) $ 0.00 §},,/ ]5 000.00 3% 5,000.00

2]z Lé'?

NOTE TO CONSULTANT: Name Steve Haber , Projéct iManager
Please sign and retura original to T -
Construction Management Division and Recommended — -7~ 7 A i
keep copy for your file. Name: “Harjndex f
Distributions | (]Zjﬁ\ . {j
Qriginal to CMD Project File Approved J \( Iy /’ '
cC: Art Coordinator (Phase V Only) Name: Victor J. Mg g‘f ﬁ, JDirector; GSA
GSA/CMD Project Control Section e 2_ / )
CMD File (Adm. Proj. # ) N fooy N -
Other: ACCepted \ -, [ \- \ . ’-‘,\\
Harry & Associates

ji1
CM-02(3/87)

Consultant: " Jim Puirsol M Ci

3
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A & Associates, Inc.

MEMORANDUM - . - Arobicets

DATE:
TO:

SUBJECT:

Planners.

2780
S.W
Douglas
Road,

July 15, 1987 . ' Miami.
Florida.

a3133.
Steve Haber ) (305) 445-3765

Dade County Courthouse
CSF Interface - Phase One
Column Repair in Basement

Attached for your records is @ memo prepared by our Structural Engineer, O.J.
Jorgensen, P.E., and photographs of representative conditions to columns A-2.through
A-6 in the basemen'r of the Courthouse. : i

As agreed, we have issued a $500.00 CPR to C. Tarafa Contracting for exploratory
removal of the spalled concrete. Upon removal of the concrete fireproofing, we will
again inspect these columns and develop the appropriate repalr of the steel. We will
continue to keep you informed accordingly.

COPIES: M.C. HARRY;& ASSOCIATES, INC.
0.J. Jorgensen

JWP/jp

Attachment

a35




0. J. JORGENSEN, B.E.
CONSULTING STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS
6900N.WATERWAYDR. FOUNDED 1928
miamMI,  FL 33165 305 - G66 - 3958

272 June 1987

M. C. Harry & Associates
2780 S, W. Douglas Road
Miami, FL 33133

Re: Dade County Court House
Columns beldw grade
PRELIMINARY REPORT

Gent lemen:

On June 17, 1987 and June 18, 1987 we inspected the c¢olunins in the
basemént of the subject bu11d1ng Building Superintendent Andrande
helped with the second inspection. It was impossible to check all
columns as some were barricaded in crawl spaces or otherwise inaccessible,
but in general all the columns on the east and west walls have some

degree-of deterioration.

The second column to the south of the west entrance was studled to the
extent possible and it was found that the concrete fireproofing had
spalled to an extent that made it unrepairable by any other than the
gunite method, and that the structural stéel column members had lost
as much as one-half of the sectional area at the flange. This presents
a serious structural deficiency and demands prompt attention.

The mechanical work now being done in this area will prevent furthey
investigation and repalr until the men have finished and departed, since
further investigation mist involve destructive exploration; including
chipping of concrete and $teel, removal of debris and poss1b1e sandblasting.
This work will have to be done pefore the éngineers can determine the
amount of repair reguired in each individual columin or othér structural
member. We can see no way to determine the total scope of work or prepare
an estimate for the cost of same before this exploratory work is done.

We will await your further instructions.

Sincerely,

e

0. J.Ndrgens ,\P..E.

0Jas
encl: photographs



















Milton

Carlisle

Harg
andAssociates
Architects.

2780
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Douglas

Road.

Miami.

Florida. R
ggé?e?&ss
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October 12, 1987 8

Mr. Steve Haber
GSA/CMD

T N.W. Ist Street
Miami, Florida 33128-1988

Re: Dade County Courthouse :
40 Year Certification Survey and Repairs to Basement Columns
Work Order Request

Dear Mr. Haber:

After performing preliminary structural surveys at the Courthouse (as authorized by W.QO.
#12 dated July 19, 1987), we have recommended the following:

l. No ‘f'u'rfher repairs or destructive analysis be made of the basement columns
until after the 1987 Hurricane Season.

2.  Additional Engineering Analysis and more complex detailing of repairs will be
necessary requiring additional engineerin‘g fees.

3.  Recertification can not be accomplished until thée basement columns are
repaired.

Acknowledging our recent telephone conversation, you are voiding Work Order #12
authorizing various tasks dssociated with the 40 yedr Sfructural Survey with the
understanding that a replacement Work Order will be issued with a new project number,
fund allocation designation and expanded authorization. We have expended approximately.
$2 500 against the. tasks described in Work Order #12. Tasks completed to date include .
the following:

BASEMENT COLUMNS:

l. Preliminary visual survey and report on basement columns by 0.J. Jorgenson P.E. ———————
of M.C. Harry & Associates, Inc.

2. Directed C. Tarafa Construction in removdl of portions of spalled concrete.

3. Conducted preliminary visual basement survey with Ddrlo Gonzalez, P.E.
(Strucfurol Enginger from Bill Heyer Associates). -

-4, Researched and obtained structural as-builts for preliminary engineering review.




Mr. Steve Haber
October 12, 1987
Page 2

5. Preliminary structural review and recommendation for wind load analysis (requiring
additional engineering fees).

As noted in the attached letter from Ed Heyer, P.E:, our project Structural Engineer, the
baseiment colymns hdve deteriorated more severly than initially assumed. We are
therefore recommending that further structural analysis be authorized before any further
remedial work is done, The original $5,000 fee will be inadequate to perform this task.
We therefore propose that the revised Work Order be issued for §18,000. Our breakdown
is as follows: ,

. Preliminary Investigations and Surveys: 3 2,000.00
2. Meetings & Adminstration: 1,500.00
3. Structural Analysis & Detailing of Basement Repdirs. §I2 ,000.00
i, Assemble and document Certification Reporf. 2,500.00

Total: Sl 8,000.00

Please note, these fees do not include tasks associated with bidding or construction
administration, since the scope and duration is unknown at this fime.

Sincerely,

M.C. HARRY & ASSOCIATES, INC.

James W. Piersol, A.LLA.
Vice President

JWP/mec

cci June Goodenow
Tony Morejon
Dario Gonzalez, P.E.
E.F. Heyer, P.E.
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MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

EXHIBIT 9

Report Entitled Minimum Inspection Procedural Guidelines
For Building Recetrtification Regarding Actual Inspection Listed
As Occurring on October 21, 1987, and as Performed by
M.C. Harry and Associates, But Not Signed or Dated

(7 pages)

OIG REPORT

Review of the Dade County Courthouse and the
40/50 Year Recertification Requirement

1IG15-06













{. Cracks:
1. Location - note beams, colums, other None

2. Description

]j. Spalling:

1. Location - note beams, columms, other None Observed

2. Description

k. Rebar corrosion - check appropriate line:
1., Nome visible None Observed

2. Minor - patching will suffice N/A

3. Significant =- but patching will suffice N/A

4, Significant - structural repairs required (describe) N/A

-

1. Samples chipped out for examination in spall areas:
1. Ne X

2. Yes - describe color texture, aggregate, general quality

6. Floor and Roof Systems:

a, Roof:

1. Describe (flat, sloped, type roofing, type roof deck, condition)
Flat built-up roof in good condition - (5 ply koppers coal tar system

installed 1983). Pyramid roof re-roofed in 1983 with ‘coated copper

sheet - good conditior,

122.03-128 b










" 10. Wood‘Pmmdngr «

x. Type - fully describe if mill comstruction, light conatructiom,
major spans, Ctrusses:

NONE_QBSERVED

b. Hote metal fittings i.e,, a:gﬁles, places, bolts, split rings,
pintles, other, and note condition: .

NONE OBSERVED

<¢. Joints: - note Lf well fitted and still closed:

NONE OBSERVED

d. Drainage - nats accumulationsa of maisture:

NONE OBSERVED

&. Ventilation - note any concsaled spaces not ventilated:

NONE OBSERVED

£. VNote any concealed spaces opened for inapectiom:

NONE OBSERVED

-DADE COUNTY' COURTHOUSE-

This building appears to be in good condition and safe for the occupancy
intended. We recommend that itS continued use be permitted in accordance
with the statutes,

To the best of our knowledge and ability this report represents an accurate’
appraisa) of the building based” on a careful evaluation of observed
conditions, to the extent reasonably possible. As a routine matter, in
order to avold any possible misunderstanding, nothing in the attached
report should be construed directly or ‘indirectly so as a guarantee

for any portion of the structure.

James W, Piersol, A.l.A.

Vice President

M.C. Harry and Associates, Inc.
Architects, Engineers, Planners
2780 SW-Douglas Road

Miami, Florida 33133

1303128

M .
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MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

EXHIBIT 10

Memorandum from O.J. Jorgensen, P.E. to James W. Piersol
Dated January 8, 1988 and Associated Drawings
(Total of 4 pages)

OIG REPORT

Review of the Dade County Courthouse and the
40/50 Year Recertification Requirement

1G15-06




M. G. Harry
& Associates, Inc.

AORARNDURN : éﬁ%’?ﬁ‘e&é’r‘?
Planners.

2780
S.W.
Douglas

d,
DATE 3 December 1987 e
Florida.

TO: James W, Piersol, A.l.A. gﬁg?h4&e765

SUBJECT: Dade County Courthouse
Columns in basement

Yesterday we re-examined the five columns on the west wall that
have spalled. These columns have been partially stripped now and
it 1s possible to better evaluate the damage due to rust.

We can only see the interior face of these steel columns and not the
outer face, which is encased in concrete against which earth fill is
resting. lle must, therefore, assume that the same degree of section
loss has occurred on both faces and seek to reinforce the columns
accordingly.

We suggest that the entire face of each column be cleaned of concrete
and rust scale to a paint around the corner of each side of the angles,
then cleaned with power-driven wire brushes, sandblasting or other
method to white metal and immediately coated with a zinc-rich two-part
epoxy similar to "Galvicon." Then , after inspection by the Engineer,.
weld a plate 1/2" x 9" full height to the existing angles. Clean the
welds, and apply the same coating to the new metal.

It must be understood that this is at best a partial repair to the
five columns where this deterioration has been discovered; almost
certainly there is more rust and spalling elsewhere in the structure
that, in the near future, will have to be addressed.

r—-—-—vh__J
0. J. Jangensep) P.E,
0Jas

encl.
cc:file




ADRA

DATE:

TO:z

SUBJECT:

M.C. Harry
& Associates, Inc.

RAIG Architects
R Engineers
Planners.
2780
. S.W.
bt Bouglas
& K oad,
8 January 1988 %%3 Miami.
» by S
James W. Piersol, A.I.A. s}?{:ﬁ L
, paleE
Dade County Courthouse Ry =

Columns in basement

e have examined the subject columns during and after the most
recent demolition work uncovering the rusted portion of the steel,

and again reviewed the original drawings to compare the present
condition with the original.

If you will refer to our letter/memo of 3 December 1987, you will
see that the suggested solution was to weld a plate 1/2" x 9"

Tull height to the existing angles on the inside face of the column.
I feel now, haveing had a much better look at the situation, that
this is still the best solution for these particular columns. We
can now see that the webs of the columns and the base plates are in
good condition and all the rivets seem tight and clean, so it is
only the outer face that requires replacement of steel section.

This plate must extend all the way from the base plate to the
cieling above.

The other comments in our earlier memo are still in effect.

0. J. Jorgensén, P. E.

0Jas
encl.
cc:file

MILTON % o

1 B
:‘-OM oyt T
YUNE _ e
LARRY oz _
PROF = -~

-




5

¥

!
(-

T
{Exh ing
i Telephone H

' Brakdboatd -

E\ STING FFRLND
(0 NDT BELOCK

."’
EASTING DRIVE
D2 NOT BLOCK
—:;@F
.

|
'
%

EMENT KEY PLAN N.T.S.

® 66 060 60 60 6 00

~Exllllng PncklnD
t 8t

7“’ MLy ()
Yl @

u 2 f — —*@

Tolsl

2 BAGEMENT COLUMNS RERDIR'G REPAIR :

cols ALl A%, A4 AD A6

SEE PETAL “k-S1

DaE CoUONTY CoueTHORE
H ERESIHMENT CoLUOMAN REPAIR.

on .':',‘a

IDOBICAS-DTOD

M.C. HARRY 5 ASSOCIATES, INC. &

T

& [

BT

ARCHITECTS / ENGINEERS / PLANNERS :

T7WO BW, DOUSLAT RAOAD

rMAML, FLORIDA Iz

prrey
THIH

HAGHIITH]

B { hvset{

Hrveet L




" AV poLe HT STEEL H
CenNTINVOLS WELP TO

) EXITG AHAE cas
7 (APrex 14 HheHD
i B RE pAR. Hoops
@l’l”aa./4"LAF’

5 NeeroLe kemar,
REPLACE 7] @ CorNERS

T EXISTIMG STEsLcol.

5 EXksTiHG EXTERIOL.
WALL 7

Ve

Repair to Cals. A-2, A-3, A-4, A-5, A-f6

Notes:

1.

Remove all concrete from entire face (East) of each of the required cols.
remove all loose and/or spalied concrete from sides.

Clean all rust scale from exposed steel - clean with power driven wire
brushes, sandblasting or other approved method to ''white'' metal.

Immediately coat with zinc-rich two part epoxie similar to ''Galvacon'’

After inspection by Engineer, weld a plate 1/2" x 9" x full Height to
existing column angles. (approx. 14 feet high - field verify).

Clean welds and apply same coating to all new metal and welds.

Replace #3 rebar as necessary, form edges square and replace concrete
fireproofing by gunite or other approved method.
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MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

EXHIBIT 11

Composite Exhibit of the City of Miami’s Fire Prevention Bureau’s
Annual Inspections of the Dade County Courthouse
Performed on April 23, 2015 and July 30, 2015
(Total of 2 pages)

OIG REPORT

Review of the Dade County Courthouse and the
40/50 Year Recertification Requirement

1IG15-06




TYPE OF INSPECTION
City of Miami O Certmcate of Use
FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU ther: ﬁlzfﬂ a/
DISTRICT FIRE INSPECTION FORM
1. Certificate of Use No: 2. 901 Zone: 3. Distribution Code:

4. Occupancy Address: :-—7 W‘ZQT— / 5. Suite No:
6. Business Name: 3 Pﬂﬁf@
Dane Covnry  Covreitoyse

e Res) 349 Zeod TR, ) 277 - 0§03

8. Usage Code: k‘ 0@ 10. Sﬁuare Feet/No. Units/No. Occupants:

11. Property Class: / gg__
13. Building Protection Options: 14, No. of Floors: 15. Night Inspection:
F/érﬁ’/zzfzm 27 O Yes ;&2
16. Forms Required: i 17. Status: \gActive 3 void
/q 6 C ’D é/ Z—- Qut of Business

18. Restrictions:

/’)59/74/

19. Billing Address:

75 CUM/:—/W - 20. Og(gnq/\ddr}si/ /(:/7__
1N same, . B3] 305 | 1) remey FC 33/28

23. DATE
LOCATION CORRECTED

12. Occupant Load:

21. 22,
VIOLATION CODE

O | Impespey SArviase oF Flapmalle fig]
101 \LxiT Smns go7 /9/2()6//;{3@_/3 by 5553 :

BX IC—/ reeE A(ﬂﬁ?a/ﬂ’i’ Neatd COM&%W &77S (955773(/57 ehl |

/9 gﬂ%ﬁﬁ{/ﬂ Cb/ ///%z;//rsz' / S7AL/25 \/s ﬁ@f operddl/d

/L/ Se pem//%/z.x ,4//42//4/74 6‘/5’7@%’7 ;75’(/5 SGUNCE

999 _|Eypesed N 2105 Hovshoud Derepiias |

299 Mo /%u.a/c, p/’fm/ /é’ﬂ 601/(*/7‘2'5 ﬂ4//7f@(0 vey. L

24. C {s:
%mEEC/ / 7“/745 #1557 »76 (< le re ks 0/ E/CE %UVJFK Q’/fé&
ﬁ-cec) 7SS i & ) - F/Ov/z 74’/5/ /ns /ﬁ& %71&—-//'//5 ¢

269 ~ /\)0 e T §/5/’75 /A L/@W.'

812 o €2 ue g

Wil

Dl |

3

’l%

)
EAS v ot

25. inspection Date(s): f/b?ﬁl /5' | I | l | | 5 \] ukf_f | |

26. Inspectors; g/; W«, O g[)(/fb

27. Date Referred to Fire Prevention Bureau: 98, Date Compieted: '//,93 //{ 29. Inspector . W
4»,2&/)7 (=

A |

D |FR/PB 401 Rev. 02/91 lDISTRIBUTION: White - Fire Prevention; Canary - f:re Preve/non File; Pink - Fire lnspector




City of MJam:

FIRE PREVENTION 'BUREAU
DISTRICT FIRE INSPECTEON FORM

| O Certificate of Use /).

- TYPE OF INSPECTION |

1. Certificate of Use No: 2. 801 Zone: 13. Distribution Code: .

4. Occupanc: Address- (—Z% //()M F'/d o /@fg . 5. StfitAel’NoA; :
6. Business Name: . -
) ADE  CopunT? W}ﬁ'ﬁ@zjsfé’/

7“’"6 o) 349 - Teen I ”“/“7%\ D77-0823

8. Usage Code 0 @ 10 Squa{e Feet/No Units/No. Occupants:

11. Property Class: /, 56/ . 12. Occupant Load:

13. Building Protection Ophons /ZZ/ 14. No. of Floois: 15. Night inspection:. Oy
T ‘es, D Mo
e Haem| = 7 _,.;ﬁ_ﬂrw

16. Forms Required: } i - AT, ‘Statusi' : %ﬁ(ctive : 3 Void
//%/C’ /Z) /L/’ iy ' LI out of Business -
18. Restrictions:. = ' - : ’
' ,ﬁﬁﬂﬁ
19. Blllmg Address 20. Owner Marlmg Address: .

Wﬁ/a?&/z, | 20p 0 /é’f |
/?77@471,4//‘7( 357% | /’77/‘6%*71/( ;/5( 35’/«93

21. 22, 4 A ) 23.  DATE.
VIOLATION: GODE - } LOCATION CORRECTED. |

/-'[j:’z)ﬂ):b // | I

N S Dr, 7  #¢4*

G
s gag Al 4

' f;/t// , \JJC/

24. Comments:

| ﬁwg ,&/m /@%

(}Od 976 /ej7

25. lnspectson Date(s) _7 , V 1"

SRS [RTITIN FN H) JRT

28. !nspeclors o ZF % ﬁ

e

27. Date Referred to .Fire Prevenhon Bureat: - - 128, Date Completed: / 37-) / / ( 29 lnspector A ; .

DiFR/PB 401 Rev. 02/91JDISTRIBUT10N White - Fire Prevention; Ganary - Firb Prevenfon File; Fink - Fire inspector




MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

EXHIBIT 12

Summary Structural Inspection Report Regarding the 40-Year Structural Recertification
By Rizo Carreno & Partners Dated May 4, 2015.
(8 pages)

OIG REPORT

Review of the Dade County Courthouse and the
40/50 Year Recertification Requirement

1G15-06




RC&P

architecture + engineering + interior design

May 4, 2015

Mr. Peter J. Iglesias, PE

Director of Building Department / Building Official
City of Miami Building Department

444 SW 2™ Avenue, 4t Floor

Miami, Florida, 3313

Re: Miami-Dade County Courthouse located at 73 West Flagler Street, Miami, Florida, 33128
40-year Structural Re-certification.

Dear Mr. Iglesias:

We have completed the initial phase of the 40-year structural recertification of the Miami-Dade County
(M-DC) Courthouse. The Minimum Inspection Procedural Guidelines for Building Structural
Recertification City of Miami form, photographs and other documents are enclosed and a part of this
report. Please note that Messrs. Pablo J. Carrefio, PE and Greg McLellan, PE assisted in parts of the
inspections and collaborated in the formulation of this report.

In summary, we find the building is structurally safe with qualifications. Our re-certification is premised
and fully reliant on receiving the certifications indicated in the following items:

1.

During our basement-level inspections, we observed repairs in progress to fourteen (14)
columns (and their bases)—See relevant photos (0-1 thru 0-10) in Attachment A. This work was
per the Supplemental Report dated April 24, 2014, issued by U.S. Structures, Inc., which
includes as Appendix J, a report by G.M. Selby Inc., dated April 8, 2014, of NDT of the
foundations and basement slab. We will require a letter from the engineer of record or threshold
inspector for this project stating all necessary repairs to the selected columns (14) at the
basement level are completed and the permit closed. We also require a schedule for
implementing repairs, as determined by further investigation, of the remaining columns at this
level. Upon completion of repairs to all remaining basement columns, we will require
certification from the engineer of record or threshold inspector for the project stating that all the
work is completed and the permit closed.

During these same basement-level inspections and subsequent review of documentation
provided by M-DC ISD, it became apparent that the basement slab on grade is unable to resist
hydrostatic pressures from the rise of the water table under flood conditions. As, such we will
require that the basement slab be either waterproofed or retrofitted to have the capacity remove
water via sumps and pumps tied to emergency generator system. We will require a letter from
the engineer of record or threshold inspector for this project stating that all the work is
completed and the permit closed.

We also observed repairs in progress to the exterior of the building per the Exterior Envelope
and Plaza Restoration Project Number W30025 (Permit # BD12-007347-01-B001). In summary,
it is our understanding this work includes exterior shelf angle repair / replacement, structural
anchorage of terra cotta units, new concrete structural parapet walls, structural concrete repairs,
new structural light supports, restoration / replacement of the windows, and roof replacement.
We will require a letter from the engineer of record or threshold inspector for this project stating

RIZO CARREND & PARTNERS

12124 Southwest 131 Avenue,  Miami, Florida 33186 T 305.441.0888 F 305.444.8607 www.rcpdesign.com




Mr. Pete J. Iglesias, PE

Director of Building Department / Building Official
City of Miami Building Department

May 4, 2015

page 2 of 3

all repairs are completed and the permit closed. A more detailed scope description is inciuded in
Attachment D and for relevant photos see E-1 thru E-XXX. in Attachment A.

4. At the exterior 4" level, where exterior repairs were in progress, we requested that a column at
the NW corner of the building be exposed (See photos #4-1 thru #4-6 in Attachment E). At this
location, we found cracking and spalling of the concrete that enclosed the steel column and
severe corrosion of the reinforcing steel. The steel column itself appeared to be in good
condition. Please note that the concrete encasements removed to allow for our inspections
require repairs. Inspection of the repaired locations is a premise of this qualified recertification.
This includes selected columns, beams and braces at the exterior perimeter.

5. The 24 through 27" floors are un-occupied and the structural framing more exposed, at least
at some locations, than at the lower occupied floors. Our primary area of focus was the
perimeter steel, meaning the structural steel columns, beams and braces at the exterior sides of
the building. We had concrete partially removed for select beams and columns and found the
following conditions (See attachment E):

a. 24" Floor: Much of the perimeter steel elements had been gunited over sometime in the
past. In many locations, the gunite was cracked. One column was exposed the south side.
The structural steel was in relatively good condition; however, the concrete that enclosed
the steel column was in poor condition and there was severe corrosion of the reinforcing
steel. A similar condition was found at the exterior side of a 4t level column at the NW
corner of the building. Based on the condition of the gunite, we are reasonably sure that
similar conditions exist at other steel framing elements and will require repairs.

b. 25" Floor: A perimeter column was exposed at the north side of the building and we found
severe corrosion of the reinforcing steel in the concrete encasement. The horizontal
reinforcement had essentially corroded away. We also found cracking, spalling and
corrosion of reinforcement steel at the floor where bathroom previously existed. We found
this condition on other similar floors and will require repairs.

c. 26" Floor: On column at the south side was partially exposed and a similar condition found,
as previously discussed. We also found the plaster at the exterior walls showed evidence of
long-term moisture intrusion. The exterior repair project will likely remedy this condition;
however, repairs to already damaged components have to occur. We require a letter from
the engineer of record or threshold inspector for this project stating that all repairs are
completed and the permit closed.

d. 27" Floor; Spalls on the ceilings and floor.

While the concrete encasing the structural steel columns, beams and bracing is non-structural it
provides fire protection and, in the case of the perimeter steel, corrosion protection. Based on
the extent of the deterioration of the concrete encasement where accessible, it reasonable to
expect the concrete is in a similar condition throughout the building. As such, in our
professional opinion the concrete encasement require repair throughout the entire building.

There may be alternatives to removal and replacement but determining the methods for
remedy, which will include destructive investigations, is beyond the scope of this report. The
concrete encasement of the structural steel framing will have a significant impact on the
continued occupation and use of the building. The condition requires remedy as a condition of
the 40-year recertification. We will require a letter from the engineer of record or threshold
inspector for this remedial project, stating that all repairs are completed and the permit closed.

RC&P Architecture License No. AAC001842 — Interior Design License No. ID0004459 ~ Engineering License No. EB 5477 — State of Florida




Mr. Pete J. Iglesias, PE

Director of Building Department / Building Official
City of Miami Building Department

May 4, 2015

page 3 of 3

Please note, that in our professional opinion this building should remain un-occupied during
events where hurricane force winds, either sustained or in gusts, have been forecast by the
issuance of advisories or warnings from NOAA / National Weather Service / National Centers
for Environmental Predictions / National Hurricane Center, 11691 SW 17t Street, Miami,
Florida, 33165.

As a routine matter, and in order to avoid any misunderstanding, nothing in the attached report should
be construed, directly or indirectly, as a guarantee for any portion of the structure, some of which were
not accessible, even to a visual inspection. To the best of my knowledge and ability, the attached report
represents an accurate appraisal of the present condition of the building based upon careful evaluation
of representative and observed conditions, to the extent reasonably possible.

Sincerely,

Alberto J. Carrefio, PE
Principal
Fla. PE # 26910

Cc: Mr. Asael Ace Marrero, AlA, Architect, Acting Div. Director, M-DC, ISD, D&CS

RC&P Architecture License No. AACO01842 — Interior Design License No. ID0004459 — Engineering License No. EB 5477 — State of Florida




CITY OF MIAMI BUILDING DEPARTMENT

MINIMUM INSPECTION PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR

BUILDING'S STRUCTURAL RECERTIFICATION

INSPECTION COMMENCED ‘ INSPECTION MADE BY
DATE January 16, 2015

SIGNATURE: AlbsitoJ. Carrsfio, PE (Fia Reg Engr £26910) *Sea Pg. Botiom

INSPECTION COMPLETED ) PRINT NAME
DATE Anri09,2015

TITLE C.EO./Rizo Carrefio & Partners Inc., Architects / Engineers

ADDRESS:

12124 SW 131 Avenue, Miam, Florida, 33186

" DESCRIPTION OF STRUCTURE ~
Name of Title. Miami Dade Cour

a.
b. Street Address: 73 W Flagler Street; Miami, Florida 33130 »
c. Legal Description: Miami Norih, PB B-41, All of BIk 115-A Less WSOFT for ST & area KIA Ave E LYG E of Blk 115-A & Lots 889 Blk 115N |
d
e

Mgmt-Courthouse

Owners Name: Miami Dade County GSA R/E Mgmi-Courthouse ) o
Owner's Mailing Address: 111 NW 1st Street, Suite 2460; Miami, Florida  33126-1629 _

~ Folio Number of Building: 01-0111-050-1060 o
Building Code Occupancy Classification: Business Group B _
Present Use: Miami-Dade County Courthouse

~ General Description, Type of Construction, Size, Number of Stories, and Special Features

Add lthna] Comment_ The building Is 27 stories + a +a i firs. 1, 2 The structural support system is struclural steel columns, beams

SE|=

and knee wind braces (at the building corners). These structural steel members are encased in non-structural reinforced (fie wire) concrete to provide

fi ire proof ng : and con'os:on protecuon The extenor walls are ferracotta bnck infilled between Ihe stmctural steel frammg thh extenor claddmg cons;stmg

of terracotta tiles’ ‘supported on shelf angle supports. The floors are an aintiquated system consistinhg of what appeared to be one and two-way reinforced

concrete "ribbed slab" with clay tile infill between the ribs. There are flat roofs at the 4th, 7th, 20th and 24th levels with modified butimen membrane roofing. The top of the

buxldlng has a struclural steel cupola-hke slructure In5|de the cupola area there isa mechamcal mezzamne

The building columns rest on a shailow foundation system of isolated reinforced concrete footings. See page 2 for additional lnformatlon See Attachment C

*Asslstlng Alberto J Carreno PE in parts of the bu:ldmg mspectlons were Mr Pablo J Carreno PE and Mr Greg McLe!Ian PE




~ MINIMUM INSPECTION PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR

BUILDlNG'S STRUCTURAL RECERTIFICA ION

Name of Tltle Miami Dade County GSA RIE Mgmt -Courthouse

a
b mStreet Address 73 W Flagler Street; Miaml, Fiorida 33130
c. Legal Descnptlon Miami North, PB B-41, All of Blk 115-A Less WSOFT for ST & area KIA Ave E LYG E of Bk 1154 & Lots 889 Bk 115-N | -

d. Owner's Name Miami Dade County GSA R/E Mgmt-Courthouse
e. Owner's Mailing Address: 111 NW 1st Street, Suite 2460; Miami, Florida 33128-1929

Building Official Folio Number: 01-0111-050-1060
Building Code Occupancy Classn" cation: Mostof the bu»ldmg |sA3(Courlrooms) Parts could quahfy underB(c.v.cAdmmnstrauon).5
Present Use: Miami-Dade County Courthouse {Civil Courthouse) including the administrative offices of the court ’
i. General Description, Type of Construction, Size, Number of Stories, and Special Features

SaT

{See Page 1) Additional Comments: Two repair restoration projects were in progress during our inspection. The first project was the repair of fourteen (14) steel columps

and their concrete encasements at the basement ievel as ouflined in the enginearing report by US Structures Inc. The second project included muitiple repairs

at the exterior of the buliding per Exterior and Plaza Restoralion proj.# W30025 (See Al it D). The deficienci |hat wm be remedied by these repa:rs are not repeated hereln

Additions to original structure: No significant additions observed

2.. PRESENT.CONDITION OF STRUCTURE
a. General alignment (not good, fair, poor, explaln lf SIgmfcant)
1. Bulging - observed at concrete encasements of structural steel members
2. Seftlement- no significant settiement observed.

3. Defectlons - no significant structural deflections observed

4 Expanston observed at concrete encaserpenls ofstructural sleel memb _S o
5. Contraction-
b. Portion showing distress (Note, beams, columns, structural walls, floors, roofs, other)

Structural steel and rivet connectors, where exposed at interior and exterior of building, appeared to be in good condition. The concrete encasements at the columns,

beams and braces at the perimeter of the building were cracked and spalled due fo corrosion of the encasement reinforcing steel ties. It is our opinion that this condition exists

throughout the perimeter of the building. Floor slabs are cracked in the oid bathroom areas (south side) at the upper floors.

lc. Surface conditions — describe general conditions of finishes, noting cracking, spalling, peeling,
signs of moisture penetration & stains.

{ Exterior cladding in progress of being repaired, including shelf angles; resealing and caulking of wi and roofing are In Exterior and Plaza Restoration project.

{d. Cracks — note location in significant members. ldentify crack size as HAIRLINE if barely .
idissemble; FINE if less than 1 mm in width: MEDIUM if between 1 and 2 mm in width; WIDE if

over 2 mm.

Halrline and fine cracks in some mlscellaneous concrete slabs and concrete encasemenl at the 28th Floor slab (Mechanlcal area).

e. General extent of deterioration — cracking or spalling of concrete or masonry; oxidation of _
metals; rot or borer attack in wood.

Cracking and §pral!ir!g limited to concrete encasements at the §truptural members where observed at the upper floors, as previously d‘iscussed.

if. Previous patching or repairs - Visible Gunite repalrs at structural members in upper floor slabs (24th-27th). Some repairs have failed.
g. Nature of present loading indicate residential, commercial, other estimate magnitude.

County Courthouse—Assembly areas throughout (100psf); Civic Administration areas-—Commerc:al (50psf) with pamtlon loads




. Date of notice of required inspection

Dates of notice of required inspection was not provided to the consultant by the Owner. A previous re-certilication report was done in January 1988.

b. Date(s) of actual inspection January 16, 22, 26, 27 and 31, 2015; March 4, 2015; and April 2 and 9, 2015

{c. Name and qualification of individual submitting inspection report:
V/f\lperto J. Carrefio, PE, (PE # 26910) W'f’? ~tl_j_gq(:gl[at:orkzal?ﬁqn‘ of Eqblg J Q'alj_rgr‘iq,fE (PE #14069) and Greg MEI:QJT, PE (PE# 290)
d. Description of any laboratory or other formal testing, if required, rather than manual or visual
{procedures -
No Laboratory or other formal testing was [equired‘ Destructive investigations were Eequired at selecteqr _lqg;t_ipﬂnﬁ ,(S?E Attachm_en‘tr E) B
e. Structural repair note appropriate line: ‘ )
1. None required
¥V 2. Required (describe and indicate acceptance)- ee Report Namaiive (Gover feter).

4 "SUPPORTING DATA

a. Cover Narrative; Ext. & Plaza Restoration Scope (Altachmenl D) Sheet ertten data

p. Enclosed (Attachment B) photographs

¢c. Floor Plans (Attachments A, C, E) drawings or sketches:

"~ MASONRY BEARING WALL = Indicate good, fair, poor on appropriate lines:
. Concrete masonry Units : None observed. o
. Clay tile or terra cota units: Tenacotta iniil walls i fair to good condifion; exterior cladding underrepa:r
. Reinforced concrete tile columns: va e
. Reinforced concrete tlle ‘beams: N/A -
e, Lintel: structural steel in good condmon with exception of concrete eﬁcas;emeni's"
f. Other type bond beams: na o o
g. Masonry finishes - exterior - ?
1. Stucco
2 Veneer: Terracotta tile supported on she!fangles underrepa!r.
3. Paintonly
4, Other(descrl e)
h. Masonry finishes -interior e
1. Vaporbarier o
2. Purring and plaster
3. Paneling
4, Paint only
5. Other (describe) e
. Cracks: '

1. Location - note beams, columns, other
2 DESCFIPUOQ Concrete encasements at stuctural members at perimeter of bullding.
Spalhng ;
1. Location - note beams, columns, other
2. Descnptlon Concrete encasements at structural members at perimeter of building.

Ia
b
C.
d

k. Rebar corrosion-check appropriate line:
1. None visible
_2. Minor-patching will suffice . . .
3. Significant-but patchlng will suffice




| 4. Significant-structural repairs required : structural steel concrete encasement |

I. Samples chipped out for examination in spall areas:
iNo. »
2. Yes - describe color texture, aggregate, general quality: Cencrete encasements exposed at sefect locations
jat - upper floors, structural steel in good condition, concrete encasement rernforcrng t|e W|re steel severe!y corroded
6... FLOOR AND ROOF SYSTEM.
[a. Roof.
1. Describe (flat, slope, type roofing, type roof deck, condition.
1. At4th, 7th, Zoth and 24lh ﬂoor btdg offsets low slupe mud brtumen to be replaced in Exlenor and Ptaza Resturatrun pro;ect Al 251h fl Io lup (Cupola) cualed coppersheet

2. Note water tanks, cooling towers, air conditioning equipment, signs, other heavy
equipment and condition of support:

At 27th and 28th ﬂoors Water tank. Steel suppcrts in gocd condition, A few mrscetlaneous concrete beam and one-way ! slabs exhrbltmg medlum cracks

3 Note types of drams and scupper and condrtlonoohng towers air condition:
tntenor drains w/ Sirainer covers; roofing to be replaced and drains addressed under the Exterior & Plaza Restoration project.
{o. Floor systems(s) o
1. Describe (type of system framlng, matenal spans condltron)

See descnptlon on first page of this form set. Also see Attachment C

T

c. lnspect!on ~note exposed areas available for lnspectlon ‘and where it was found necessary to
open ceilings, etc. for inspection of typical framing members.

Structurat steel members exposed at sefect location at unoccupied upper floors and roof tevel on 4th ﬂoor See Attachment E

7. STEEL FRAMING SYSTEM .
a. Description

See description on fi rst page of this form

b. Exposed Steel - describe - condition of paint & degree of corrosion:

Structural steel enclosed in non-structural reinforced concrete encasements. Exposed at select locations and found to be in good condrtlon

f

ow(‘foncrete‘ or other freprooﬁng”; noteanycrackmg or»spalling‘, ‘and note where any covering
was removed for inspection

Concrete encasements at perimeter structural steel cracked and spatted at mulhple locattons In our opxmon thrs cond|t|on exrsts through the

perimeter of therhutldrng
d.Elevator sheave beams & connectrons “and machine floor beams —Tote condltron

In good condition

aFRAMlNG ‘SYSTEN
a. Full descnptton of structural system
One -way ribbed concrete slabs (w/ terracotta tile in-fills between ribs), spanning between concrete encased structurat steel support members
b. Cracking

1. Not srgnlfcant )
5. Location and descrrptlon of members affected and type crackrng

Where exposed at |he upper levels (24th 27th ﬂoors) vrstble gunlte repalrs to understde of these stabs tn ouroprnlon thls condrllon exrsls ln other maccessrble stab Iocalrons

C. General condrtlon
Slabs that were exposed to view were found in fair condltlon

d. Rebar corrosion - check appropriate line:




1. Non visible o e
~ 2. Location and description of members affected and type cracking

3. Significant but patching will suffice

4 Slgnn“cant structural repalrs I'EQUIFEd (dESCFIbE) Struclural Steel concrete encasement and ties need replacement
e Samples chipped out in spall areas:

1. No.
_2. Yes, describe color, texture, aggregate. general quality:

la. Type (Wood steel, alumlnum jalous1e sxngle hung, doub!e hung, casement awnmg plvoted
ifixed, other) Window repairs / replacement are a part of the Exterior and Plaza Restoration project. See Attachment D

b. Anchorage — type & condition of fasteners and latches: see Attachment D o

c. Sealant — type of condition of perimeter sealant & at mullions: See Attachment D

d. Interiors seals — type & condition at operable vents: See Attachment D o o

e, Genera[ Cond[tlon Those already repamad under the Extenor and F’laza Restoratzon pro;ect~good condmon Those snu to be repalred poor condmon.v
10. WOOD FRAMING . - '
a. Type — fully describe if mill construcnton Ilght construct!on major spans trusses N/A :
b. Note metal fitting i.e., angles, plates, bolts, split pintles, pintles, other, and note condition:
c. Joints — note if wel_tftted and still closed:
Id. Drainage — note accumulations of moisture:

e. Ventilation —note any concealed spaes not ventilated: = |

f. Note any concealed spaces opened for inspection: |




MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

EXHIBIT 13

Summary Electrical Inspection Report Regarding the 40-Year Structural Recertification
By TCPA Consulting Engineers Dated February 25, 2015
(18 pages)

OIG REPORT

Review of the Dade County Courthouse and the
40/50 Year Recertification Requirement

1IG15-06




TCAPA

p/% CONSULTING ENGINEERS
S FL:CA-7055, GA, TN, VA DBA Florida Corporation T:305-598-4030 F./33

www.tcapa.com  ogmnstrong@icapa.com C: 305-205-2900

40-YEAR ELECTRICAL RE-CERTIFICATION

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
COURTHOUSE

73 W.FLAGLER ST., MIAMI, FL33130
FOLIO # 01-0111-050-1060

EDP-1D-W140114EE

VOLUME # 9

Guardrail Certification + Illumination Certification + Electrical Certification

REPORT SUMMARY

Tomas C. Armstrong, P.E.
February 25, 2015

7990 S.W. 117" Ave., Suite 140 o Miami, Florida 33183 gg&% I ) I
ASSOCIATE NFPA"
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL COMMENTS - BASEMENT

Note: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

ELECTRICAL

Main Electrical Room #1 Room B118: The only item that needs repair is the connection of a flexible
conduit to the ceiling J-Box exposing the live conductors. See Photo 42

Electrical Room # 2 Room B136: This electric room # 2 in the Basement has two panels EL2-A and EL2-B
(arbitrary names for the purpose of identification), a contactor and a timer mounted on the front wall. Panels
have no cover or labeling. Wires and terminals are exposed. See Photos 136, 137, 138, 139, 149, 150 and
151.

There are many exposed branch circuit conductors with indecipherable destination. These panels must be
removed and replaced, the branch circuit destination must be determined and the new panels must be
installed and labeled. Unused conductors must be removed.

Electrical Room # 3 room 137: Panel EPBF requires repair. The branch circuits need to be split in a
separate conduit because are too many conductors in the conduit, See photo 165.

Panel # AC-3B in room B101B (next of A/C unit). See Photo 122. The panel is next to a bank of breakers
but has no cover with exposed breakers and conductors. Cover need to be put back. Also there are some J-
Boxes without covers exposing the wires.

Exposed hanging wires in bathroom room B112. See photo 183
Some J-Boxes were found without cover and with the exposed wires, See photos 42,68, 94

Old pump controller and old electrical equipment for old pumps # 1 & 2 in room B130 (next to the newer
Domestic Pumps. See photo 195) should be completely disconnected and either removed or clearly labeled
“‘De-enerdized not in use”.

Old bank of switchgear: There is a Main Disconnect and a back of disconnects and equipment on the wall
back in room B130. See photos 204-206. Apparently it has not been active in a long time. However there is
power on the line side of the disconnect labeled “Main. The breaker feeding this Main Disconnect must be
turned “OFF” and the feeder conductors removed to render the bank of electrical equipment completely de-
energized. Then it must be either completely removed or clearly labeled “De-energized not in use”.

Panel # “2” in the Shop Area room B120A lacks of accessibility because a refrigerator was placed in front
of it. The refrigerator must be relocated. See photo 200

Panel # “3" in the Shop Area room B120A (next to Panel “2") lacks of accessibility because a refrigerator
was placed in front of it. The refrigerator must be relocated See photo 200.
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24.- GENERAL AD[V)I"I;I‘ONAL’. COMMENTS i 1ST:’F\LOOR,&MEZZANINE | i

Note: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

Exposed wires:
The control box in the West Mezzanine has no cover exposing the wires. See Photo 30.

The cover must be replaced.

24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL coMMENTS - 2NP FLOOR

Note: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

Panel P1, located inside the riser closet room 200E1 (at the entrance to room 200) needs to be replaced.
See photos 11, 12,13,14,15,16,17,18. Panel P1 has a number of conduits passing in front of its doors
rendering the panel door incapable of being opened. The only way to gain access to the Panel P1 is to
physically remove its cover. This situation must be resolved.

Panel PH, located inside the riser closet room 200E1 (at the entrance to room 200) and next to Panel P1
needs to be replaced. It is an old fused panel. See photos 11, 12,13,14,15,16,17,18. Panel H is in disrepair
and it is uncertain of it serves any real load but is has power. It needs to be either disconnected and removed

and replaced by a newer panel.

Panel C1, Location: Riser closet room 200E2. (Wall label “200A Telephone Closet”) Entrance to room 200.
This panel is a fuse panel. See photos 19, 20, 21. A very old panel but it appears safe. The recommendation
is the replace this panel with a new one. The big "J-Box” to the right of panel C1 should be cleaned the

unused conductors removed.
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2. GENERAL ADDlTIONAL COMMENTS ~3RD FLOOR.

Note The bulldlng department wrth jUI’ISdlCtIOh requlres that any electncal changes, upgrades and repa:rs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

Panel D-1: In'Room 308. Electrically it appears in fair condition. However, several branch breakers terminals
have two (2) conductors connected to them. Unless the breakers connectors are rated for more than one
wire, the second conductor needs to be removed. ’

Pane D-2A: In room 308.Electrically it appears in fair condition but branch circuits are not labeled. They
need to be labeled.

Fuse Panel: In Room 309. This is a very old fuse panels with “live” bus bars. See photo 25. It appears to be
working but it presents a hazardous condition for maintenance personnel. This panel should be replaced.

The electric room or Utility Closet # 308 has the following observed conditions:

1.- It is a small closet with no adequate Working Space in front of the panels.
2.- The Security System equipment shown in photo 13 has no adequate Working Space
3.- The electrical room has j-boxes without covers exposing the wires. See photo 23 and 24. This must

be repaired by adding the covers. Also a light fixture hanging from the wires and conduits with
protruding wires that are exposed.. See photo 20. Several J-Boxes without cover. See photo 36. This
has to be repaired.

4.- The electric room has many exposed unlabeled conductors with unknown origin or destination. See
photo 26.
5.- Although there is a Smoke Detector and a Sprinkler Head there is no smoke barrier or adequate

compartmentation on the "vertical” shaft between floors

The electric room or Utility Closet # 309 has the following observed conditions:

6.- Fuse Panel: In Room 309. This is a very old fuse panels with “live” bus bars. See photo 25. It
appears to be working but it presents a hazardous condition for maintenance personnel. This panel
should be replaced.

7.- Broken fixtures (see photo 20) . J-Boxes without cover with exposed wires. (see photo 23, 36)
8.- It is a small closet with no adequate Working Space in front of the panels.
9.- The electric room has many exposed unlabeled conductors with unknown origin or destination.
10.-  Although there is a Smoke Detector and a Sprinkler Head there is no smoke barrier or adequate
compartmentation on the "vertical” shaft between floors. See photo 27
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL coMMENTs ~ 4TH FLOOR

Note: Thve buil'ding department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

The electric room 433D (riser closet) or Utility Closet # 407 has the following observed conditions:

1.- Fuse Panel EX (DPSA) : In Room # 433D (riser closer) (Utility closet 407). See photos 05, 06, &
07. This is a very old fuse panel with unlabeled circuits, braided wiring and burned out fuse sockets..
This panel should be replaced.

2.- it is a small closet with no adequate Working Space in front of the panels.

3.- Although there is a Smoke Detector and a Sprinkler Head there is no smoke barrier or adequate
compartmentation on the "vertical” shaft between floors. See Photo 09

24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL cOMMENTS 5™ FLOOR

the: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

Wiring Above Drop Ceiling: The condition of the wiring and conduits above drop ceiling was inspected with
the aid of a ladder. A number of J-Boxes missing their cover and wire are exposed. See Photo 27 & 30.
Flexible Electrical Conduit nor properly secured and resting on the ceiling tiles.

Flexible conduits are not properly secured: The electrical connections of both A/C mechanical rooms 538
& 511M appeared to be correct and in good condition. However in room 538 the fiexible conduits are not
properly secured. See photo 34. The electrical wiring and conduits have to be properly secures and dressed

Hanging Communication Box: A communication big box in room 511M has been secured to the electrical
EMT conduit. See Photo 60. This box must be secured independently and not to the electrical EMT.
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL commeNTs 6™ FLOOR

Note: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

Wiring in 637: Electrical Closet room 637: Some wires passing in front of open J.Boxes

A/C & Pump Room: There is a concealed room above room 6-3JR which can only be accessed with a
ladder. See Photo 24.. The room is full of wiring crisscrossing the area. See photo 19. The wiring must be
secured and redressed.

Above room 601A, above hardrock ceiling (some sections have been cut) there are some J-Boxes without
cover exposing the internal wiring. See photos 14 & 15. Covers must be replaced. See photos 14 & 15

- 24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 7TH FLOOR

Note: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical Changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

Electrical Closet in Room 701E:

1.-  ltis a small closet with no adequate Working Space in front of the panels. See photos 34 thru 44

2.~ Wiring inside the room and in front of the disconnect prevent reaching electrical equipment
(disconnect). See photo 44.

3.- J-Boxes with open covers exposing the electrical wiring. See photo 36, 42 & 43.

4, Broken Light fixture. See Photo 35

5.-  Romex Wiring

6.- Although there is a Smoke Detector and a Sprinkler Head there is no smoke barrier or adequate
compartmentation on the "vertical” shaft between floors. See photo 43

5.- Panel C:In the Electrical Utility closet. Electrically it appears in fair condition but branch circuits are not
labeled. They need to be labeled.

Large Distribution Electrical Room # 717E
6.- Romex wiring. See photo 58 & 60
7.- JBox with no cover exposing the wiring. Needs cover. See photo 51

Wiring Condition above drop ceiling
8.-Some J.Boxes without cover exposing the wires were found. Covers must be replaced. See Photos 23..
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL commenTs 8™ FLOOR

Note: The building depar‘(ment with jurisdiction requires that vany electrical changes,' upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

Panel # AC On wall in north side of elevator corridor 801 The branch circuit conductors need to tied and re-
dress. See photos 06 & 08.

Electrical Closet # 805
1.- J.Box.- An old panel to the right of Panel A which remains as a J-Box. See Photo 14. Many wires

inside. Not used wires should be cut, taped or removed. See photo 18.

2- Un-Accessible Disconnect. A large amount of cables passing in front of a Disconnect makes it un-
accessible. Cables should be bundled and pushed away from the Disconnect. See photo 15

24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL comments 9™ FLOOR

Nofe: The building department with jurisdiction requirés that any électrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

Electrical Closet adjacent to room 905

1.- No Name Panel (call it “BB”): To the right of Panel B has no cover exposing the internal wiring.. Also
this panel has no name and it is not labeled. This Panel has very limited accessibility due to a number
of vertical conductors running in front of the panel. See Photo 13 & 14. Some conductors (Romex) have

-been connected to this panel from the front and that is probably the reason why the cover was
removed and cannot be put back. See photos 13, 14, 21. This situation must be remedied.

2.- J.Boxes with open covers and wires spliced in open air. See photo 21

3.- Itis a small closet with no adequate Working Space in front of the panels.
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL commenTs ~ 10™ FLOOR

Note: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

Electrical Closet (riser closet) room 1000E

1.-  Panel K1 Location: Electrical Closet (riser closet) room 1000E has a number of cohductors passing in
front of the panel obstructing its access. Cables must be bundled and push away from the front of the
panel;.

2.- J.Boxes with open covers and wires spliced in open air. See photo 64

3.-  Conduit cut at its end and wires exposed

4.- ltis a small closet with no adequate Working Space in front of the panels.

24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 14TH FLOOR

Note The bulldmg depanment thh Jurlsdlctlon requires that any electrical changes upgrades and repalrs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

Electrical Closet (riser closet) room 1110E

1.- Cables running in front of Panels and J.Boxes preventing access to the panels. See photos
15 & 19. Cables must be bundled and pushed away from the front of the panel;.

2.- Cables running in front of Disconnect. See photos 16

3.- ltis a small closet with no adequate Working Space in front of the panels.

4.- Back J.Box with old wires must be disabled and removed or removed and replace it See
photo 22 & 23

5.- Panel # E does not have a circuit label description
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 12™ FLOOR

Note: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

No recommendation
The electrical system in this floor appeared in fair condition.

24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL comments ~ 13™ FLOOR

'Noté:bThe 'bl’Jilding départment with jurisdictibn requirés that any elecvtricyal changes, upgrades and 'repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

ELECTRIC CLOSET ON THE FLOOR (riser closet) room 1303
1,- Red electrical conductor hanging and exposed. See photo 05

ELECTRIC CLOSET ON THE FLOOR (riser closet) room 1304E
2.-  Two electrical J.Boxes without covers exposing live wires.. See photos 06 & 08 & 14
3.- Excessive loose wires. They should be bundled and pushed away from front of panels. See photo 12.
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL coMments  14™ FLOOR

Note: The building départment with jurisdiction requirés that any electrfcal changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

ELECTRIC CLOSET ON THE FLOOR (riser closet) room 1402
1,- Thereis a bundle of heavy and exposed conductors without conduits connected to what appear to be a
motor on/off switch. See photo 04. This installation has to be defined and approved by the AHU or

removed or installed as per code.

ELECTRIC CLOSET ON THE FLOOR (riser closet) room 1405
2.-  Cables inside J.Boxes have been cut and left without insulation.

3.-  Gutter without cover, and cable connections running to the gutter without conduit, preventing the cover
to be put back.

WIRING CONDITION ABOVE CEILING
4.-  Wiring Above Ceiling appeared in fair condition appeared in fair condition However, there are many

penetration thru the fire rated walls. See photos 21 thru 23.

24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL cOMMENTS  15™ FLOOR

Noté: The buildihg department with jurisdiction reqhires that ahy electrical changés, u‘vpgradés énd repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

THE ELECTRICAL ROOM 1500E
~1.- Too many loose cables that need to be bundled and pushed away from the front of J.Boxes (gutters)
and panels. See photo 03. 24, 24 and 26

2.- What appeared to be electrical conductors have been cut and left exposed without insulation.

3. - J.Boxes without cover exposing the wires. See photo 04
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL coMmenTs - 16™ FLOOR

Nofe: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and fepairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

ELECTRIC CLOSET ON THE FLOOR (riser closet) room 1601E1

1.- Panel AC (C). is totally obstructed and its door opens in the wrong direction for the position where it is
installed. The panel cannot be accessed because a) the small working area and b) the bundie of
vertical cables running in front of the Panel. See photo 07.,10,11,& 12

2.- Panel A. Does not have a cover and the interior wiring is exposed. See photo 06

3.-  Vertical cables must be bundled and pushed away from the front of the panels. See photo 10 & 11.

4.- Debris material inside the electrical room

24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL cOMMENTS 17T FLOOR

Note: The building department with jurisdiction requirés that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

ELECTRIC CLOSET ON THE FLOOR (riser closet) room 1701E1

There are no Electrical panels inside this electrical (riser) closet. But it is part of the system of riser closets.
There is a large amount of vertical cables, They should bound together See photos 05,06, 07 & 08
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL commenTs  18™ FLOOR

Note: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LISTOF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

ELECTRIC CLOSET ON THE FLOOR (riser closet) room 1800E1

1- There is a junction box exposing the rewires inside because it cannot be closed. This needs to be
repaired. See photo 17

24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL coMMENTs  19™ FLOOR

Note: The building debanment with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

ELECTRIC CLOSET ON THE FLOOR (riser closet) room 1902E1

Panel 19B appeared in good condition BUT it has no cover and éables are passing in front of it preventing a
cover to be replaced.. See photo12 & 13.This must be corrected.

Also vertical cables should be tied and bundled and push away from the front of the panel.
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL comMenTs  20™ FLOOR

Note: The building departmént with jurisdiction requifes that any electrical changes; upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

The floor is undergoing a remodeling & floor improvement.

No recommendation for this floor

24 GENERAL ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 21 ST FLOOR

Note The bqumg department with jUFlSdlCtlon requ;res that any electrlcal changes upgrades and repa|rs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

ELECTRIC CLOSET ON THE FLOOR (riser closet) room 2100A
J.Box with displaced cover exposing internal conductors. See photo 12. Cover must be put back
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL cOMMENTS  22NP FLOOR

Note: The building department with jurisdiction reduires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF (TEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

ELEVATOR CORRIDOR NORTH. ROOM 2201
Panel 22B (bottom) and Panel 22A (top) located in the elevator corridor north. Room 2201. This are not
“original grandfathered” panels but panels that have been installed in a relatively more recent time.

See photos02 & 03,

Problems are as follows:
a.- Panel 22B has two conductors per phase connected to the line lugs. The line lugs are rated for one

connector only. See photo 07
b.- A tap with smaller size conductors has been installed from the line lug of Panel 22B (bottom) to Panel
22A (top) but not terminated in a single breaker rather in Panel 22A without a main breaker”
This situation has to be corrected by replacing the single lug in Panel 22B with a "double lug” per phase and
replacing Panel 22A with panel that contains a main breaker to satisfy the tap requirements or with another

compliant solution.

ELECTRIC CLOSET ON THE FLOOR (riser closet) room 2203E

This electrical riser closet has no electrical switchgear inside but many vertical cables. They should be tied
together .See photo 11 & 12.

Also a J.Box with displaced cover. See photo 13.

24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL comments  23RP FLOOR

Note: The buiiding departmentiwith jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

The floor is undergoing a remodeling & floor improvement.
No recommendation for this floor
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ~ 24™ FLOOR

Note: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electfical éhanges, upgrades and repa'irs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

This floor is being used as storage

Not fit for tenant occupation
SEE PHOTOS: 14,15,16,17,18,19,

ELECTRIC CLOSET ON THE FLOOR (riser closet) room 2401E
Two J.Boxes without cover. Cannot be closed and wires are exposed. Se photos 01 thru 04

INTERIOR TENANT SPACE
This floor'is being used as storage. Not fit for tenant occupation. See Photos 14,15,16,17,18,19,

BALCONY

In process of renovation or installation of special communication system
Construction scaffold on the Balcony

Cables lying on the floor everywhere.

See photos 23,2425,26,28, 29,30

The electrical panels on the 24th floor appeared in good condition.

THE FOLLOWING ARE DEFICIENT OR LACKING
Exit lights

Emergency Lights

Broken conduits on ceiling

Smoke alarm and Fi9re alarm devices

Connections to mechanical equipment

All the items above are subject to electrical design and electrical permit when renovation schedule is set by
Miami-Dade County
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL coMmENTs ~ 25™ FLOOR

Note: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and répairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

The floor is undergoing a remodeling
& floor improvement.

Emergency Lights
Deficient;
The entire floor is under renovation

Exit Lights
Deficient;
The entire floor is under renovation

Smoke Detectors
Deficient;
The entire floor is under renovation

AHU Mechanical Room
There are J.Boxes without cover. See photo 08
There are expose wires. See photo 07

26™FLOOR
Note: The building department with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs
described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

ELECTRIC ROOM ON FLOOR- Room 2603
Gutter without cover. See photo 05

Exit Sign
Missing Exit Sign above door in room 2604. See photo 21.
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24.- GENERAL ADDITIONAL comments  27™H FLOOR

Note: The building depaﬁment with jurisdiction requires that any electrical changes, upgrades and repairs

described in this report be performed with a certified electrician under an electrical permit.

THIS IS A LIST OF ITEMS THAT NEED TO BE INSTALLED, REPAIRED OR REPLACED

Set of exposed cables not terminated in a J.Box. See photo 04
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MIAMI-DADE COUNTY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

EXHIBIT 14

Email from the City of Miami’s Chief of Unsafe Structures Division to the
Property Appraiser’s Office Dated October 3, 2014 and Attachment
(3 pages)

OIG REPORT

Review of the Dade County Courthouse and the
40/50 Year Recertification Requirement

1IG15-06




_.@*awbe@ Daniel 8.

Frotr: Dlaz, Réhe

Sent: Tussday; October 28 2014-8:02 PM

To: Soldberg, Danisl S.

Subject FW+ My contact Information

Attachinents: Capy of Copy of Gopy of mde_city_owned_pip (2) REVISED ( RENE ).Xlsx; image003 Jpg;

image008.png; Image007;png; Image0d Jpg; Image002,)pg

Filed m-aggﬁ; AD. 20]&_

Rene l. Dfaz, Chiefof Unsafe : 'Césa No., %"2‘1
Structures B HARVEY RUV!N
Clty-of M aml Unsafe Sect[cm - 'Glerk Clreuit Court
544 S\ 2" Avenue 40 Floor

Miaral, Florjda 83130

“Telephone: 3054161107
Cell phone: 7862251-7181

rediaz@um aiJm OV, 60

Ta learn more aboutodr Unsafe Strdctures process Just click - here
Ta learn more gbout the 40-Year Recertiflcation process, pleasé click> here
To reach the Building Departiment webpage, please clitk - here

This cominunication, together-with any attachiments, may contain legally privilegtd and corfidential information, 1tis
Intended only-forthe use of the above person o persons.. If you are not the Intended reciplenit, you are hereby notified
thatany teview, dissemination, distfibution 8¢ duplication of thifs cominunication [§ stiletly-prohikitted. I you have
“recelved this cmmmunlcaﬁon in error, please notify-the sender immedlately by replye-mail and Immeadfately destroy all
coples of this com munication and any attachirients,

.Please donsider the envivontierit befare printing flifs esmail,

From:, Iaz, Rene
Sents, Friday, Octobei 03, 2014 6:25 PM
To. Nalfr, Darryl (PA)
Cerlglesias, Petérf Pons; Malrice; Rodriguéz, Paola
Subjécky RE: My eontdct information

) LN
‘Good afterrioon Dartyl,

Thank you fol calling e back regarding this matter, Attached ig.a fist of 20 Mlami-Dade County owned propertias within
the Clty of Miamithat-are currently showing-a year built of “0” and have structures on them. As per our phene™ -
conversation, we-obtain on a yearly basls & list ftom the property appralsals office listingall of the propertles that are
due for recettification'on that particular year based on the date pf cunstruction,

The problem we are having.ls-that sthce’ these praperties are-showinga “0”yearbullt, they are.not being Incliided on
any.recertification listarid are niot being recettified as theyare required-hy the Miaml-Dade County Grdmance No.75-34

1




(amended by Ordinance 92-1) and under Section 8-11 (f). Please let me kriow iF this lssue can be corrected to ensure
these propertles are included on future recertiffcation lists:

Thanking you Inadvafice for your help in s matte.

Réne L.D(az, Chiefof Unsafa Structures

Clty'of: Miaml Uhsafe Section

444.5W 2™ Avenue 4" Floar

Miam}, Flarida 33120 "
Telephone: 305-416-1107

Cell-phones 786:251:7181

rediaz@mldrnigov.com

To [garn.niore about aur Unsafe Structures process Just click—>» here
" To learn more:about:the 40-Year Recertifieation process, please click = here
Ta feach the Building Department webpage, please click -} here

This communleation, together with any attackmenits, may contain legal lly privifeged and confidential infortation, tis -
interided only fot the use ofthe: above person ot persens. [Fyou afe not the ntended recipient, you are-hereby notified
that any review, dissernination, distiihutior or duplicatloh 6f thls commurilcation is-strictly-probibited: If you have
veceived thiscomimunieation in-error, please notify the serider tmmediately by reply e-mail and immediately destroy alf
caplesof thig'cemmuriication and ariy attachments,

" Pledse considerthe envitonment before printing this eanail

iatildade.

From. Nalrn, Darry (PA) malltoican@
Senits Friday, October 03, 2014 4:31. PM
Toz Dlaz; Refe

subject: My cotitact information

Sincerely;

Darryl Nalrn,CFE:
Property ‘Appralser Supervisor |
Phone: 305 375-4071 )
How can we helpYOU?
M]amt-Dad & Preperty Appraiser

MiamLDadeqovpa

We'd Iitke to knaw hew we can Improve our office and the seérvice we provide,
‘Please glick fiere.to.send us your cemments.

-t




Folio Property Address —r-Cluc ; Owner Name Lot Size in Sqft/Acres (MDC) | Lot Sizein Sqft (GIS) | Year Built | Owned By
0101030301020 [430 NW.9 ST 80 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY GSA R/E MGMT: 30,000f 28,535 0| MDC
0101100801160 {201 NW-1 ST 47 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY. GSA R/E MGMT-DGC 15,000 14,572 0f ~ MDC
0101100801170 |120 NW 2 AVE 80 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY GSA R/E MGMT-FLEET MGMT 7,500 7,696 0}  MDC
0131140010010 |911 NW 67.ST 47 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY WATER AND SEWER _ 5 191,868 0]  MDC
0131140230290 N : ' DE 580 MDC.
0131220140481 2
0131240180660 338 NV ; 80 . ; 7 ; : 3,54 ;
0131250630030 {2001 NW.3 AVE 80 MIAMI DADE COUNTY 70LNW.1CT 61,089 68,424 0l - MDC
0131250650010 |325 NW 20 ST 80 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY. 701 NW- 1 CT 3 133,947 0] “MDC
0131270690010 {1840 NW 28 ST 47 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY.701 NW 1 CT 2 83,591 0l ‘MDC
0131270810010 |2936 NW.17 AVE 47 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY 701 NW.1 CT 3 119,792 0  MDC
0131350370030 {1325 NW 12 5T 80 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY GSA R/E MGMT 2 94,441 ol MDC
0131360051050 |18 NE 15 ST 47 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT AGENCY 0 10,115 0} MDC
0131360270010 |220 NW 20 ST 80 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY. 701 NW.1 CT 3164 5,244 0l = mDC
0131360640020 |1600 NW 3 AVE 47 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY. HUMAN SERVICES 7 308,778 0] - MDC
0132080280010 ‘{1295 NE 79 ST 80 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY. PARKS AND RECREATION 31,799 31,780 0| MDC
0141040000040 {2901 W FLAGLER'ST 47 MIAMI=DADE COUNTY CULTURAL AFFAIRS 10 422,639 0] MDC
0141210070890 |3685 OAKAVE JADE COUN ‘ ADC.
0141210070960 |3631.0: v \DE COUNTY 701 NW 1 CT e
0142160000010 {3989 RICKEN BACKER CSWY 47 MIAMI DADE COUNTY. WATER' AND SEWER 117 5,522,444 0}  MDC

COMERCIAL

RESIDENTIAL




