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I WORKSHOP BACKGROUND |

. The Committee on Trial Court Performance and. Accountability conducted a workshop on
. Masters and Heari ing Officers to gain input for the development of recommendations on policies
* that address performance and accountablhty in the-utilization of the resource of masters and

hearing officers.

Revision 7 of Article V of the Florida constitution will require the transition to state 4
_, funding of & number of court resources. Masters and hearing officers are among the resources ‘
subject to transition. Currently master and hearing officer costs are funded through a mix of
sources, including county general funds, reimbursements from the federal Office of Child
Support Enforcement, state grant-in-aids, and local fees. Policies and practices for.the utilization
- and management of masters and hearing officers vary across circuits and counties.
: Implementatmn of state funding may require changes in the utilization of masters and hearmg
officers, and a degree of standardization in policies and practlces regarding their use. The report
~ is intended to provide a starting point for the developmerit of such statewide practices and -
* policies, with a recognition, however, that any such statewide pract1ces and policies should be -
flexible enough to accommodate the unique cucumstances and Iieeds of each circuit or county

within our state. ‘.

. Workshop Charge:

- The workshop charge wasi

. To identify court events in each court division where masters and hearing officers

-can prévide an effective supplement to judges in the processing of cases;

+ To identify constitutional restrictions and other impediments on the effective
- . utilization of masters and hearing officers; S
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~*  Toidentify options for the delivefy of services for hearing officers including full-
time equlvalent personnel, contract personnel, and other pnvatlzatmn options and
the beneﬁts and drawbacks of each :

. To identify new areas where masters and hearing ofﬁcers may be able to prov1de
effective support for judicial proceedmgs and ‘ :

e To identify policies ; and procedures that will help to advance and 1mprove the
' effectlve use of masters and hearmg officers.

The charge was designed to address the following questions: -
!

What Service, do ‘miasters and hearmg ofﬁcers currently provide? -

‘What is their jurisdiction and authonty') '

How are their services  provided?

What is the benefit to the effective and efficient processmv of a case?
How can masters and hearing officers be most effectively utilized? .

SRS

,WorkshopPafticipantS' S P o

The workshop was facilitated by J udge Alice Blackwell White of the Nmth Judmal A
Circuit, and included nine Judges, two court admlmstrators one master, one chlld support
enforcement hearing officer, and one civil trafﬁo mfractmn hearmg officer. A
Judge Cynthia L. Cox, Nineteenth Judicial C'ircu};ii’t )
Judge Raymond O. Gross, Sixth Judicial Circuit - .
Judge Kim C. Hammond, Seventh Judicial Circuit | - ‘ ;
Judge Lawrence R. Kirkwood, Ninth Judicial Circuit 7 - - ' ' '
" Judge Stan R. Morris, Bighth Judicial Circuit ; v L ,
Judge Steven Selph, Polk County, Tenth Judicial Circuit T T \ ’
- Judge Brent Shore, Duval County, Fourth Judicial Circuit . S
Judge Ralph Stoddard, Thirteenth J udicial Circuit
Judge Patricia Thomas, Fifth Judicial Circuit
Ms. Carol Lee Ortman, Court Administrator, Seventeenth Judicial Circuit
Mr. W. Doug Wilkinson, Court Administrator, Twentieth Judlclal Circuit
- Mr. Robert J. Jones, General Master, Eleventh Judicial Circuit ~ - ‘
- Mr. Norberto Katz, Child Support Enforcement Hearing Officer, Ninth Judicial Cncult
- Ms. Brenda Diloia, Traffic Infraction Hearing Officer, Seventeenth Judicial Circuit

—i'l‘;y. i
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‘Workshop Meeting:

The workgroup considered the following issues:

«  the primary concerns of participants regarding the use of masters and hearing officers;

.. a legal review of the rules, statutes, and constltutlonal provisions govemmg the use of
_masters and hearing officers;

+  therole of masters and hearmg officers; ,

. restrictions and impediments-to the use of masters and hearmg officers;

. organ1zat1011a1 models; :

. new areas of use; and

. pohcy considerations and 1111phcat10ns for the deployment of masters and hearing

officers.

/

Workshop Staff: Peggy Horvath, Brian Lynch Gregory Youchock Laura Rush and Eydle
- Nash, Ofﬁce of the State Courts Administrator. o

Others Atten ding: John Dew, David Pepper, and Sharon Rathff Ofﬁce of the State Courts
Admlmstrator

I.  DISCUSSION
1. What services do masteré and hearing dofﬁcefs,'curx‘ently provide?

The majority of Judlclal circuits in Florida have created and ut111ze either a general or
special master system, a hearing officer system, or some combmatlon of those systems to assist
the courts in efﬁc1ent1y and effectively administering Justlce Mastels and hearing officers are
quas1~Jud101a1 officers that support and supplement the cotirt unde} certain circumstances. They
are not a substitute for judges, and, except for civil traffic mfractron hearing officers, generally
cannot exercise the authonty that is placed in elected or appomted Judges

Masters and hearing ofﬂcers are currently used in multiple court divisions, including civil, -

family, probate, and juvenile dependency. They typically perform functions which are

ministerial, computational, or managerial in nature. They are salaried employees or independent

contractors who serve at the pleasure of the court. They are not subject to election or
appomtment through the judicial nominating commission process, or by the governor. They are
not subject to oversight of the Judicial Qualifications Commission, and are not required to
comply with any uniform education or experience requirements except, generally, they must be a
member of The Florida Bar. They are subject to select prov1s1ons of the Code of J ud1e1al
Conduct and, generally, the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar '
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In Florida there are several kinds of masters and hearing officers:

s Special Masters
> . General Masters
> Civil Traffic Hearing Officers
- Child Support Hearing Ofﬁcersz

Masters and child support hearing ofﬁcers usually perform mlmsterlal computahonal
supplemental or managerial tasks and provide reports or recommended orders, which generally
include findings, conclusions and recommendatlons to the constitutional judicial officer for
review, consideration and appropriate. action. With the exception of civil traffic infraction
hearing officers, masters and hearing ofﬁcers do not adjudwate and therefore do not enter orders.
Masters and hearing officers: : '

N

»  preside over prehmmary and certain ev1dent1ary hearings; ‘
> preside over incapacity hearings; review guarchanshlp aceountmgs mventones
and plans;
> conduct status conferences;
> establish attorney’s fees and costs;
> preside over Baker Act, Marchman Act, and tuberculosis proeeedmcrs
> preside over post-judgment family matters :
»  preside over pre-trial matters;
» - conduct collection and restitution hearings;
> conduct discovery; case management conferences;
o> ~ civil defaults and mortgage foreclosures;
> adjudicate civil traffic infractions; :
> conduct hearings on the estabhshment enforcement and modlﬁcatlon of chlld
support and other support; and - # : ‘
» - conduct hearmgs on-certain parental respon51b1hty 1ssues such as V1s1tat1on .
issues. : o :

% ;-F
)

As drscussed in the next section, there are a number of cu‘cumstances where a court can
refer a matter to a master and hearing officer. ‘With the exception of civil traffic infraction
hearing officers, their reports require judicial review and approval before an order is entered.
Consent (express or implied) of the parties to the referral is required in all mstances except for -
referrals to child support enforcement hearmg officers and referrals to special masters to presrde'
over depositions in family law matters.

2. What is their jurisdi-ction and authority?

The authority of masters and hearing officers is dependent upon the constitutional,
statutory, rule and administrative order provisions under which the officer is acting. The Florida
Constitution vests jurisdiction over equitable and non-equitable matters in the circuit and county
courts. Article V contains no provision for delegation of the courts’ powers to a master or
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hearing officer, except that it provides for the creation by general law of a system of civil traffic
infraction hearing officers. See Art. V, § 1, Fla. Const. Thus, in the absence of the consent of all
of the parties in a case, the constitutional right of access to court contained in Art. 1, § 21
prohibits the court from delegating or abdicating judicial power in whole or in part. It must be
emphasized that where consent is required for referral to a master or hearing officer, that consent
" must be informed and voluntary.

Within these constitutional limitations, it has long been the practice in Florida to appoint
masters and hearing officers to.assist judges. Referral to a general or special master generally
requires consent of the parties undef- present rules of procedure. The consent requirement
satisfies the constitutional requirement of access to the courts. Referrals to child support hearing
- officers, by contrast, do not require consent under rule 12.491, Florida Family Law Rules of
Procedure. Rule 12.491, Florida Family Law Rules of Procedure, authorizes use of child support
- enforcement hearing officers pursuant to administrative order of the chief judge. Cases to
establish,’enforce, or miodify child suppart, cases to enforce spousal support where there 1s an.
underlymcr child support award, and cases to establish uncontested paternity can be réferred to
. hearing officers only when under an administrative order of the chief justice fora particular

county or circuit. The child support hearing officer rule, originally Rule 1.491, Florida Rules of _ |

- Civil Procedure, was promulgated by the Florida Supreme Court in response to the Florida
Legislature’s request to the Court to establish an expedited child support enforcement process for
our state in light of our state’s pammpamon in the Title IV-D pro gram and the attendant federal

~ code and rule requirements. : ~

The Florida Supreme Court has, however, declined fo adopt a rule change to expand child
support enforcement hearing officers’ jurisdiction to include contested paternity actions. ‘The
cowrt noted that paternity determinations under Florida law necessarily involve a determination -
of custody in that even when custody is not an issue, a paternity judgment containing no explicit
award of custody is granting custody to the mother. The cotirt concluded that hearing officers
have no constitutional or statutory authorization to make 1ecommendat10ns regardmg custody
and visitation. - : o .ﬁ;;f

‘With respect to ciVii_tréfﬁc hearing officers, § 3'18.32, Ffa. Stat. and rule 6.630(d), Florida -

Traffic Court Rules, provide that civil traffic infraction hearing officers have the power to accept
pleas, hear and rule upon motions, decide whether defendants have commutted infractions, and
adjudicate or withhold adjudication in the same manner as a county court judge. No similar
provision of the Florida Constitution authorizes masters or child support hearing officers to
perform these types of judicial functions.

A consent requirement is implied under rule 6.630, Florida Traffic Court Rules. Under
the rule, a defendant in a civil traffic infraction case may enter a written request for assignment of
the case to a county judge within 30 days of the issuance of the traffic citation. Because civil
traffic infraction hearing officers are constitutional officers, they are empowered to accept pleas,
hear and rule upon motions, and adjudicate cases in the same manner as a county court judge.
However, civil traffic infraction hearing officers’ jurisdiction does not extend to holding persons
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in contempt of court, hearing cases involving an accident resulting in injury or death, hearing
criminal traffic offense cases, or civil cases issued in.conjunction with a criminal traffic offense.

An entire case may be referred to a master, or a master may be appointed only to perform
a particular service. A master has authority to examine parties, require production of evidence,
éxamine witnesses, admit evidence, and take all actlons concerning ev1dence that can be taken by
the court and in the same manner :

The validity of referrals has been upheld due to the fact that masters’ reports are adv1sory
and require review and validation of'a judge; the presiding judge has ultimate authonty to
approve or disapprove the report of a master. Parties have a period of time within which to file
exceptions to the master’s report or-a motion to vacate an order on a child support hearing
officer’s recommended ordeér. A party’s right to file exceptions to a master’s report and . 4
recommendations or a motion to'vacate an order on a hearing officer’s recommended order is an "
element of the constitutional right of access to courts, and therefore cannot be abridged. If
exceptions or a motion to vacate are filed, the judge must review the entire record. ‘

3. How are their services provided?

Workshop participants discussed the current allocation, Junsdlctlon and use of masters a
and hearing officers in circuit and county court. The use of masters and hearing officers varies - o :
by county and circuit. Generally, masters and hearing officers are used in civil, family, probate, R ( (
guardianship, juvenile dependency, child support, and non-criminal traffic infraction - ;
proceedings. Frequently, they are used as direct support to one or more judges w1th1n a d1v1s1on
As discussed above they conduct Judlcml Teviews, ev1dent1ary hearings, prehmmary heanngs
other pre-trial matters, post-judgment enforcement and status conferences; they also review
‘attorney and guarchansh1p fees, guardmnslnp accountmgs nventones,,and plans

Masters and hearing ofﬁcers perform duties that are Iarg;;?fly mmlste_nal, comput'ationaI .
" and/or managerial. Other examples include post-judgment enqu’?c,ement in family matters,
judicial reviews in probate, and the management of cases on a j’iidge s calendar. The consensus
of the workshop participants is that masters and hearing officers be allocated so that court users
“would be better served. This is particularly so in family court where it is often faster to calendar N
and receive a disposition using a master than it would be to get on 4 judicial calendar. However,
~when family law cases are referred to child support enforcement hearing officers, an issue arises
regarding cases being heard twice in the system because child support hearing officers haveno .
" authority to hear contested paternity or child custody or visitation matters. Issues of need and
efficiency should match before a determination is made that a matter can be heard by a general
master or hearing officer. '

‘4. What is the benefit to the effective processing of a _céise?

Florida’s population and caseloads of the courts have gfown considerably since the 1972 -
revision to Article V of the state’s constitution. Increases in case filings and the influx of pro se
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litigants have placed new demands on circuit and county courts. One way that many judicial

. circuits have addressed these workload pressures is to introduce supplemental hearing officers
such as general and special masters, child support enforcement hearing officers, and c1v11 traffic
infraction hearmc officers.

Masters and hearing officers provide three major benefits to the State Courts System.
They supplement the work of judges by performing various tasks which are largely ministerial,
managerial,.or computational in nature. This reduces the time judges must devote to these tasks,
thus increasing the time available to dedicate to more substantive elements of the court caseload.

Secondly, because they specialize in relatively narrow areas of the law — as in child -
support enforcement or probate matters — masters and hearing officers are able to develop
‘considerable expertise and skill in resolving matters before them. This brings to matters within
the masters or hearing officers’ jurisdiction a deg1 ee of consistency and certainty. However, it
must be kept in mind that since the 1972 revision of Article V, Florida’s judicial system is '
characterized by use of judges with general rather.than narrow legal exper‘nse Although it may
‘be entirely proper under this system to refer spemﬁc aspects of complex litigation to a general
master or to refer child support matters to a hearing officer, a distinction must be made between
support of the _]IldlClB.I'y, and shifting of Judmal workload to a tier of spemahzed officers that is at
odds with the post-1972 umﬁed court system.

Fmally, referral of some matters to masters or hearing officers allows litigants to enjoy
more time to present matters before a judicial officer than would be p0551ble were aH matters
~ handled by a Judge :

5. How can masters and hearing 'ofﬁcers be moéft éffec}tively,utilized?

The workshop participants dlscussed how masters. and heanncr ofﬁcers could be most
- effectively deployed. Following extensive discussion, the consensus of the workshop -
~ participants is that the following factors should be considered in aking a determination as to
what matters should be referred to masters or hearing ofﬁcers 1 :

;

> Matters of high volume;

> ‘Where need and efficiency match; »

> Where duties are largely ministerial, cornputatlonal or managerial;
» - Where court services can be brought to bear more effectively;

s Where fundamental and due process rights are protected; and °

> Where the fundamental judicial function is served and supported.

This discussion included consideration of areas of law where to date masters and hearing
officers have not been used in Florida courts. The potential role of masters or hearing officers in
criminal court was considered. In addition there was review of other areas, including juvenile
dependency, juvenile delmquency, domestic relations, domestic and repeat v1olence and county

. civil.
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_ The results of these discussions are found in the recommendation section of this report,
~ where recommendations on the appropriateness of the assignment of a master or hearing officer
by case type and division of the court are presented. ‘ ' '

. “Workshop participants also identified a number of‘issues that must be addressed to

effectively utilize masters and hearing officers, including the titles and classifications of masters
and hearing officers, training Iieeds service delivery models, restrictions and impediments,
staffing and funding. Each of these 1ssues is discussed separately in the recommendanons
section below.

. RECOMMENDATIONS

1/ Position Title and Classification

D1scuss1on The workshop participants dlSCUSSBd the p0551b1e confusion that is created in -

the mind of the public by using multiple names for essentially the same quasi-judicial *

officer. It was agreed that one title would bring personnel flexibility for the State Courts -
- System. It was observed that there is a lack of uniformity with regard to names and duties -

between counties and circuits and that this should be eliminated. The workshop-
participants agreed that whatever title is used it should convey respect to the public. The

' warkshop participants discussed possible options for renaming the positions 1nclud1ng the

* term magistrates.. There was considerable discussion about not creatmg a “third tier” or -

perceived “third tier” of justice in the court system when considering the title to be given |

to these quasi judicial officers. There was consensus that the circuits should maintain.

local control over the use and deployment of the posmons Potential unpacts with regard -

. to federal funding for. chlld support enforcement were also dlsc,ussed

Recommendation: There was consensus by the workshop partlclpants that there.be a

* uniform classification for supplemental hearing ofﬁcers, ‘the title most often suggested -
was magistrates. At a minimum, these individuals shou"ld be in good standing with The .
Florida Bar and have been a member with the same for a minimum number of years.
There should be a required criminal background check. Masters and hearing officers
sshould be either “at will” or contractual employees. They should be selected by the chief
judge with input from other members of the court or similar screening body (i.e.,
selection panel comprised of administrative judges, court administrator, and others)ﬁ

2. Training

Discussion: Workshop participants discussed whether there should be a standard,

uniform training program for masters and hearing officers. The participants also

discussed whether there should be any specialized training: The issue of a uniform
' selection and appointment process was reviewed as was the necessity of having a
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certification requirement similar to the one currently used for mediators. -

-~ Recommendation: The workshop participant consensus was that all newly hired masters
and hearing officers be required to attend a standardized, court orientation/educational
program upon being employed. There was consensus that masters and hearing officers be
required to take court sponsored continuing education credit hours as a condition of
ongoing employment. The workshop participants’ consensus was that considerations be
given to establishing a mentoring program for new masters and hearing officers similar to
that of the New Judges® College. The consensus was that masters and hearing officers
attend classes at the Advanced Judicial Studies that are germane to their job. -

3 Service Delivery

- Discussion: The workshop participants discussed possible models for the delivery of
service by masters and hearing officers. Full-time equivalent, contractual, or privatization
‘models were discussed. A key issue to any type of model employed is the amount of
available work in the circuit or county. Certain circumstances such as size of the circuit,
the flexibility of scheduling, the at-will natures of contract employees, and reduced cost
due to a lack of benefits lend them to privatization. A series of opinions from the Florida
Supreme Court Judicial Ethics Adv1sory Committee indicates that there may be a number
of ethical restrictions in using part-time masters and hearing officers who continue to
serve as attorneys; see Fla. JEAC Op. 92-48, 93-35,:95-08, 95-23, 96-12, 97-23, 98-12,
98-23, and 99-01. There are advantages to an employee model; namely,‘employees will
serve for longer periods of time, produce a higher quahty product due to expenence and
may require less training. ~ :

- Recommendatxon The wmkshop consensus was that mrcults consider using ¢ either a full- :
 time equivalent or contract mode] depending on theu" needs. However if circuits choose
to hire part-time masters or hearmo officers, they should be mindful of any restrictions
regarding the ethics of practicing law and plesuhng over, dases in the same jurisdiction.
The workshop participants acknowledged that there maybe advantages such as flexibility
“and the ability to-experiment more with resource allocation using the contract model, B
whereas the employee model may work better for long-term needs.

¢

4. Restrictions and Impediments

Discussion: The workshop participants discussed a number of potential impediments and
. restrictions to-using masters and hearing officers such as: the consent requirement,
ethical prohibitions, constitutional prohibitions, and the disharmony among rules of
procedure. Other unpedlments include: a lack of understanding of the master referral
consent and exceptlon process or thie motion to vacate order on recommended order of
child support hearing officer process by pro se litigants; the artificial bifurcation of
proceedings when a master or héaring officer presides over one part of the case and a
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Judoe the other; as well as due process considerations if masters or heanng ofﬂoers are
- ever used in criminal proceedings. :

Recommendation: The workshop consensus was that the rules of procedure be .
harmonized and that courts do more to educate pro se litigants about the consent and
exception provisions and motion to vacate provisions. Training which addresses and
adheres to the rules and case law regarding proper ethics for masters and hearing officers
is recommended. Moreover, masters-and hearing officers should not be perrmtted to
preside over matters. that may affect an 1nd1v1dua1 s hberty '

5. Staffing Considerations .

Discussion: The workshop participants discussed the methods whereby masters and

hearing officers would be allocated by division. The criteria of caseload volurie and the - Bt

proper support role wete used to guide the discussion. The workshop participants -
discussed the proper allocation of masters and hearing officers in county court and the

relationship between allocation and judicial support in circuit court. The participants also |
discussed those tasks that other professmnal staff sueh as case managers could perform at

less cost.

Recommendation: The consensus of workshop partrcrpants was that masters and hearing

officers be prov1ded to county court where there is a workload need for'the adJudlcanon ’
of civil traffic infraction cases. Cons1derat10n should be given to allocating masters and -
hearmo officers to county court for other proceedings as a Jud1c1a1 supplement if the

- workload and case processing functions are such that their presence could assist judges i in -
the timely disposition of cases. Masters and hearing officers should be provided in e1r_cu1t _

~ court based upon judicial workload, complex1ty of ¢ases, volume, and specific case

- process functions that may be appropnately handled bya ‘master or hearmg ofﬁcer

~ Masters and hearing officers should not be used for case] management and momtonng
funouons that can be performed by other professional stfff for less money.

6. Funding Consideratious

Discussion: The workshop participants discussed the potential restrictions on state and
federal funding of masters and hearing officers. Issues stich as state and county match
were discussed as were federal grant restrictions partlcularly w1th regard to gurdehnes for
'chlld support enforcement. : ‘

Recommendation: The consensus of workshop part1c1pants wa$ that all funding
restrictions be removed; for example, the statutory restriction for funding traffic.

infraction hearing officers, the rule restriction for the payment of traffic infraction hearing '

officers, and grant-in-aid minimal qualifications for the establishment of traffic infraction
hearing officers. If federal grant restrictions constrict the use of child support hearing
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officers in IV-D cases then refusing federal funds should be considered. The workshop
participants’ consensus was that state funds be provided for the full cost of masters and
hearing officers in all service areas. Restrictions, such as county match requirements,
would be eliminated when masters and hearing officers become state funded under
Revision 7. Federal grant funding and matching state dollars used for child support
hearing officers should be used when the resources are required and the federal guldehnes
do not impede the effective use of the resource.

7. Service Areas

Discussion: As discussed previously, the workshop participants discussed how masters
' and hearing officers could be most effectively deployed. This discussion included
.conmderatlon of areas of law where to date masters and hearing officers have not been
used in Florida courts. The potential role of masters or hearing officers in criminal court
was considered. In addition there was review of other areas, including juvenile
dependency, Juvemle dehnquency, domestm relations, domestic and repeat v1olence and
' county civil. ' - :

Recommendation: ~Masters and heaﬁng officers be used under the following conditions:

> - Matters of high voluine; .

» - Where need and efficiency match;

> Where duties are largely ministerial, computational, or managenal
- » - Where the use of services is better served, '

» - Where fundamental and due process rights are protected and

> Where the fundamental Jud1c1a1 function is served and supported.

The workShop participants’ consensus on criminal matters was thatitis
appropriate to use masters to determine findings of fact and law regardmg a limited range
of monetary issues, such as setting restitution and the colle:cuon of fines. The participants
also reached consensus that it was appropriate to use masters regarding compliance with

~domestic violence diversion programs and drug court status reviews. There was no group
consensus regarding uncontested mental health reviews, first appearance, pre-trial and
scheduling events. It was agreed that there needs to be stakeholder input from state
attorneys, public defenders, and the pnvate bar. In Juvemle delinquency cases it would be -
appropriate to use masters for reviewing monitoring, restitution, and assessing _
confinement costs. There was consensus that masters not be used in domestic and repeat
violence proceedings. There was consensus that their role not be expanded for juvenile
dependency proceedings. In county civil there was consensus that it would be appropriate
to use masters for dlscovery, pre- tr1al matters and 1n some matters requmng ev1dent1ary
hearings.
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The following guidelines are provided for the use of court managers for purposes of
determining what matters might be referred to a master or hearing officer. The guidelines
are advisory: they carry no legal weight, do not create any rlghts -and are not binding on
the circuit courts. | :

Dlvxsmn/Case Type . Recommended Use o Commentary
C1v1l
civil contempt - undecided | There was no consensus as to the appropriate use -

of masters and hearing officers in these areas. -

, Cri‘min al
bail . No
iﬁcarceration o - | No
 criminal cohterﬁpt - No
findings of fact or.law regarding _ , 'yes‘ | v‘ :.It‘would be bappropria.te‘to use nﬁst‘ers and
: monetary issues A hearigg officers 11‘1' thes_e areas. - ‘
set rest1mt10n '_ '- o , | yeé ‘ |
' collectlon of fines D ) . yes o . '
review compliance after sancnon R yes‘ ?
1n1posed by Judoe 3’;}[
' domes’uc violence leBI‘SlOll program_ = yes
drug court status rev1ew | - | yes
* uncontested mental health review  undecided There was no consensus as fo the appropriate use
"ﬁrét appeamnqe_ - | - ndecided of masters and hearing o,fﬁoerg %n these areas.
pre-trial and scheduling events : undecided
jpre-tri‘al intervention monitoring | undecided
Committee on Trial Court Pen‘ormance and Accountab/hty : , » . Pagei2

Report on Masters and Hearing Officers .

B




Juvenile Delinquency

Report on Masters and Hearing Officers

- judicial review_' and monitoring yes It may be appropriate to use masters and hearing
S : : officers in these types of dehnquency
| restltuthn N | yes . proceedings.
assessing cost of confinement yes ’
Guardianship
accountings o yes | Tt would be appropriate to use masters and
. o : heanng ofﬁcers in these areas.
. nventories ;. yes
findings of fact ‘yes |
E ~ evidentiary proceedings yes
preliminary proceedings yes
Probate yes Masters may be used in preliminary and
] computational matters. »
‘Mental Health . | )
Baker Act yes/no Determmatlon of the hberty rights of md1v1duals
_ : involved in these matters, who may not have the
) Marchman Act "yes/o . physical capamty fo knowingly consent or object
! tuberculosis cases yes/no to the use of a Master, should be heard by an
o , ‘ o Article V Judlcml officer. Masters may preside
elderly abuse and neglect yes/no over procedural matters.
custody hearings yes/no |
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Traffic

civil traffic infractions o yes Appropﬁate and authorized under Florida
- Constitution for traffic infraction hearing
officers to preside-and adjudicate these matters.

 criminal traffic : -~ mo Traffic infraction hearing officers should not
L L o , preside over these matters. . ' .
companion criminal (e.g., DUD) -, no _ : ' ,
Child Support
Title IV-D | ' _> T yes Itis appropn'atevfbr child support enforcement
- _ A , ‘ : hearing to preside over, report, and make .
establishment of uncontested paternity A ‘recommendations to the court in these matters.
establishment of support . yes | 4
enfonc'emént: . |
contempt ' - . yes " -_ )
,fofeigll judgements | . yes | ' ' ' -
support érre’arage o yes ‘
 drivers license revocation . yes | R |
e L : ¢ : |
modification proceedings =~ - .yes
 uncontested paternity by DOR ves | o
» . ’ ' . . - . . . : \
non-Title IV-D o ' yes - | Requires authorization of chief justice. - -
contested pafemity‘ » ~ w/consent | Requires-consent of parties.
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Other Family (not dependéncy)

post-judgment matters with consent yes It is appropriate for génerél‘or special masters to
‘ _ o - | preside over and recommend reports in these
temporary matters o yes | matters. '

L off-site inspections - ' . '  yes
proceedmcrs which lead to cmmnal w/consent | Consent required for masters or hearing officers
contempt, no consent o o | should preside over these types of matters.
proceedings unpactlno basic nghts of - wi/consent |

childr en, 1o consent

detenmnat1ons of remdence - w/consent
plck-up orders - ' w/consent
" break orders - - w/consent .

Jomestic and Repeat Violence -

all cases - ’ _ ' no | Itis not appropriate for a master or hearing
~officer to preside over any repeat or domestic
| violernce cases.

Dvep'en‘deUCy : : | | o - o i ‘
: JUdlClal reviews (fostel care, protectwe . .‘yes/no ' If 18 approp%ate'to use masters for some, not a11,<
- services) : ' judicial reviews.
shelter hearings o - o no o ' |

arraignment : no

* adjudicatory hearing I(trial) - no

; pre-disposition status review _ no ‘

- TPR adv1sory hearmg - . no
. TPR Trial o no

. sviews after 'adjudicatiolll ) no
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TPR reviews
motions for héarings ‘
_ visi_tétion :
re-unification
-empty.chair trials

child support

County Civil
discovery
pre-trial matters.

“evidentiary matters.

Committee on Trial Court Performance and Accountabi/ity '
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110

no .

no.

no

no

1o

yes

yes

It may be appropriate to use masters and hearingv
officers in these types of county civil - '
proceedings. o -
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