JUDICIAL FINANCE C OMMISSION

POST OFFICE BOX 150
JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI
5102
1304) 751-3144

O RDEE

In re: Sirceit Court Budget of the 21st Judicial
Circuit af the State of Missourl

$t. Louis Sounty, Missouri, et al,,

Petitioners,

B N D NP ]

Vs, No, 87-0015
Judiecial Circuit Ko, 21, 5t. Louis
County, et el.,
Respendents.
and
5t. Louis ULounty, Misseuri, et al., %
Peciticners,i
Ve, § qo. 58-0014%
Judieial Circuit No. 21, Sp. Louls i
County, et al., 2
Respundean.%

I, Byren L. Kinder, Acting Chairman of the Iudicial
Finance Commigzsion of the State of Missouri, certify that
the attached opinion i=s a full, true and complete TECOLD
of the decision of Lhe Judicial Fimance Commission,
enterad pf recors on the 11th day of May, 1988, in the
sbove styled cause(s),

Given under my hand this 1lth day

of May, 1988. fﬁ/

£

Kinder, Akﬁing chairman



JUBICIAL FINANCE COMMISSION

STATE OF MISECGURI

ST. LOUIS COUNTY, MISSOURI, et al.,
Fetitiohers,

Va. N3, BT=001%

JUDICIAL CIRCUIT NO. 21, ST, LOUIS COUNTY, et al.,

— e A b e et e e

Respondents.

and

Y. LOJIS COUNTY, MISSOURI, et al.,
Petitioners,

VE . MO, 88-0019

JUPBICIAL CIRCUIT NOD. 21, ST. LCUIS COUNTY, et al.,

L ) .

Respondents.

STATEMENT OF THE CASFS, FINDINGS OF FACT,

COMGLUSIONS OF LAW AND DECISTON

The Circuit Court of St. Louis County submitled its budget
reguest for the year 1987 to the appropriate county officials.
On December 19, L1986, the 1987 budget ordinance was approved.
By letter of January 12, 1987, the circuit court informed the 5t.

Lovis County Council that the circuit court did not accept the



approved amounts for out of-towrn travel for the associate circulh
judaes and the amounts approved for a security system reguested
by the vircuil courk, The dispoted amcunts appear not to have
been included in the county's approwved sudget. Tne counly's
budget year is on & calendar year basis. State v. 3t. Louis
County, B03 SWw 2d 545 (Mo, kanc 1YEBOD).

On May 27, 1987, the counly filed a petition for review with
Lhis commission. The petition was assigned MNo. B87-00153. On Junse
Z, 1987, the parties contacted the chairman of the commission and
reguested that Lhe commission not act in hepes that the parties
=ould resnlve the dispute. 0On Lecember 7, 1987, the commission
received & letter from the Honorakle B. C. Drumm, Er., presiding
judge of the the Circuit Court for 5t. Louis County, reguesting
that he be advised of the status of the pelition. On January 8,
1988, a settlement conference was held with commissioners McBride
and Huckstep. At this conference the parties resolved their
dispute concerning the out-of-town travel amount. Thore was no
resolution of the security issue. Because of the continued
dispute, a hearing was scheduled for FPebruary 2, :388.

The Circuit Court for S5t. Louis County submitted its budget
request for the year 1988 to the appropriate county officials.
on December 18, 1987, the 1988 budget ordinance was approved.
The ordinance included items disputed by the cirguit court
except for approximately $200,000.00 to be used for security
improvements., By letter of December 23, 1287, thc circult court

informed the 5t. Louis County Council that the cirguit court
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objected to the reduction in its budgetl’ reguest with respect Lo
the security improverents. The disputed amcunls appear not te
have been included Ln the county's appraved budgel.

On January 4, 1988, the ccunty filed a petition for review
Wwith this commissiun. The pelition was assigned hko. 88-0012., AL
the hearing heid in Ne. 87-00L5 on February 9, 1988, the parties
stipulated thal the commission ceould join Ne. 27-001% and HNHo.
BA-0019 together and apply the same evidence presented at the
hearing to both disputes as the dispute in each year was
idepljcal. It was also zgreed that the 1%87 budget year had
expired.

The parties are in essential agreement Lhat improvements in
security in the Courts Ruilding must be made. The county has
been atttentive to the prablem and has undertaken various
studies in an effeort to devise what it believes are necessary
improvements. Likewise, the circuit court has undertaken studies
and devised a plan it desires teo implement with the S5200,000.40
it has included in the budget, which amcunt is the subject of the
dispule.

Section 476,270, BSMo 1986, provides
that "|alll expenditures accruing in the
circuit courts ... shall be paid out of
the treasury of the county in which the
court i held...."

Under judicial interpretation of this
provision "espenditures" means lawful
expenditures, defined as follows:

{. Those the General Aszembly has fized

bv slalute or absglulely reposed In the
court's discretion,
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2. Thase the local government unit
which is required ftc preovide the funds to
meet such expenditures, may have avtherized
previocusly, with or withcut request.

3 Those reasonakly necessary [or the court

—

to carry out its functiions.

In re 1984 Hudget for Circutit Court, 687 SW 2d 896, 259 (Mo, banc
29RG) (wilaticn omitted).

Tha county has urged the commission to find Lhat the
amaunt budgeted by the court is uwnreasonable because the specific

plan adapted by the circuit ceourt is not rcascnably necessary.
The county's poesition misapprehends the scope of the commission's
authority. Section 50,840, RSMo 1386, prowvides that if a
petition for review is filed with this coemmission "the circuit
courl shall have the burden of canvincing the judicial [ipance
commission that the amount ¢stimated by [the court] ... is
reascrable." [Emphasis added). In assessing the reascnableness
ot the budget request, the commission is to consider:

thie expenditures necessary to support the

circuit court in relalior to the expenditures

necessary for the administraticn of all cther

county functions, the actusl er estimated

operating deficil or surplus from prior years,

all interest and debt redemprion charages, all

capital projects expenditures, and the tctal

estimated avzilable revenues [rom all sources

gvailable for [financing the proposed budget

expenditures.

Tt is =lear that 8 GJ.640, HEMo 1926, limits the commis-

sion's review to whether the court's reguest 1s economically

reascnable, i.e., is the amount requested economically reascnakle

when nempared to the other econcmic factors included in the
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statute for the commission's consideration? In this case the
gttorney for Lhe cvounty, with commendable candor, stated Lhe
caunty was not contending that the disputed budget item cost too
much money or that the county did not have the money Lo fund the
Budget item. In fect, at the beginning of 1286 the county

had a balance on hand of all cash funds ofF $%8 million, at the
end of 1386 this amount had imcrezsed Eo 5144 millien.

The commission appreclates the crpresscd willingness of both
parties Lo continue discussion as to the means to achlieve their
jeint end - ko increase security in the Courts Bullding for all
those required Lo use the building. The commission encourages
conTinued discussion but necessary measures must begin to be
taken. The amount requested by the court is reasonable under the
criteria of 8§ 50.640, R3Mo.

Finding thce budget reguest of the court to be reascnable,
it showvid be noted that the petition filed im Ho. 87-0015 might
propcrly have been dismissed. Rule 9.05 of the commission
requires a petition to be filed at least thirty days before the
beginning af the caunty's fiscal year in gquestion. As previocusly
noted the petition ih Na, 87-0015 was not filed until May 27,
1987. HNo geod cause is shown for the delay in filing., 1In
addition, contrary to 8 50.64%, RSMo 1986, the budget estimates
cf the court were not included in the counly budgel, However,
given that the 1987 budgt year has ended, the petition is denied

as moot,
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W th respect tc
appears to have been

compl iance with Rule 2,05,

the petiticn filed in Ho.

Nevertheless,

ga-00219, it

filed promptly, although net in strict

the county agair failed

to include the court's bucdget estimates in the budget as required

by 8 50.640, R3SMo.

The failure to ingclude the disputed item in

the budget warrants dismissal of Lhe petition in Wo. BE-0019.

Nevertheless, the parties have
found that the budget items in
e mede

done, the amount would

the wcurrent budget year.

Dated

stipulated that if thé commission

dispute are reasonable, a5 we have

ava:rlable teo the circuit court in

iopa

this

17~

day of May,

kind¥rf, Acting Chairman

Hon.
Hon.
Hata .
Hor .
Hor .
Harm.

Stanley Grimm
John M. Yeaman
Floyd McBride
Gene Huckskep
H.C. Compton
Eldsn Hizxson
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