BEFORE THE JUDICIAL FINANCE COMMISSEON
STATE OF MISSOURI

IN RE: Cicenit Courl Budget of the 18" Judirial
{Circuit of the State of Missoeri
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This matter comes betore the Judicial Finanes Commission upon a Petition filed
March 12, 2001, by Cooper Coucty, Petitioner berein, against the Circuit Court for the
18" Tudicial Circuit, Respondent. Petitioner seeks a determination as ta whether 1 is
required to provide for the salary of a deputy ‘uvenile oilicer tor the second half of the
2001 budget vear, This position was funded by a state grant for the first helf of the 2001
budget year, but the grent is due to expire on or about June 30, 2001, and Respendent had
prooosed Petitioner pay the salary for the second half of the 2001 budget vear. Petitioner
filed its Petition for Review, coulésling the reasonabieness of the funding of this salary in
the amount af $16, 795 80 for the secord half of budget vear 2001

On Aprif 23, 2001, tae parties filed a Waiver of Settlement Conlerence and
Hearing.

On that same datc, the partics agreed 1o and executed a written Stipulation, setting
out certain facts that might be relied upon by the Judicial Firance Commission in
diswosing of this matter. The parties were additiorally asked, if they so chose, to prepare
a Memorandum of Law digcusging their cisputed issues) in light of this Commission’s
previous helding in Stone County (omnission v. Tairty-Mnth Judicial Circuit, Case No,

90-0054,

Petitioners filed their Memorancum of Law on May 7, 2001 and respandesnts
filed their Answer to Patitioner's Memarandum of Law on May 13, 2001,



Pursuamn: to Section 477,600 (53(2), RE&Mo, 2000, this Commission is required to
isse a written opinion to address the reasonableness of the circuit court budset request.

Purscant to the aforementioned Stipulation, the parties apreed that the 2001
juvenile count budget include provisions for juvenile court personnel salaries, specifically
the salary of deputy juvenile officer Colycott’s pasition for the last half of the year. The
parties agrsed that the appropriate anmual “maintenance of effort funding” amount for
Petitioner ig $16, 79580, The parties further agreed that the Pepttoner approved the
partion of the 2007 juvenile court hadge! appropriating moneys to the juvenile court and
one-half of the “maintenance of effort funding™ and rejected, as unreasanable, the
remainder of said salary payable after June 30, 2001

he parties further agreed during previous budget vears, the salary af deputy
Jjuvenile otficer Coltycott’s position was paid from gramt moneys obtained from the
Divigion of Youth Services of the Missouri Department of Social Serviges. The parties
agreed that Petitioner is solvent, hag adequate financial reserves and reveoue and the
amount of fumls in question will agl allect the Petitioner’s budget to ifs benefit ar

derriment.

The Commission decides that there are no controveried areas of malerial lac
dividing the parties, and concludes that the 1ssues before the Commission are questions of
law that can be decided by the Commission without the necessity of g formal hearing in

this matter.

Ths Conunission concludes that it has jurisdiction to hear and decide this matler,
The Petitioner, as the governing body of Cooper County, deemed the budpet estimate of
the Respondent 1o be vnreasonable, and properly filed a petition for review wita the
Tudicial Finance Commisaion pursuant to Section 50.640, R8Me, 2000, and the
Commission now so rules. !

Tn 1998, Housc Bill 971 was enacted by the Secand Regular Session of the 97
General Assembly, now codified in Section 211.393 .6, RS¥o Supp. 2000 and it
involves the interpretation and application of Lhe “matnienance of effort fiinding™
provisions contained in gaid section.

Pentioner allegss that as a result of the enactment of HB 971, 2 county in a rmkti-
county circult cannot be required to pay salaries tor juvenils courn personnel. Thus,
Petitioner sceks a determination that it is not obligated to pay the sum of $16,795 80 for
the seeond half of budget year 2001 ending on June 30, 2001 and deems that portion of
the proposed dudget to be unreasonable pursnant ta Section 50.640.2, RSMo, 2000,

! The Commission notes that ac part of its filing entitled Eospondert’s Answer to Pediioner's
Memorandutr, of Law, Respandents have mearporated by relerencs, i Answer previonsly fied in an
idermbcal cose in Apl 2000, Consequarnily, this Commission shell also refer to the identrical issnes
previausly raised by these same parties last year infy #e: Cooper Couniy Commission v Sighieeni
Jridveial Circit Case no, 20000058,




Respondent argnes that a distinction, and thus, an exception exists in its request
for funding of a grant-funded juvenile court empioyee, ginee such position was never a
“pure” county paid pesition.  Additionally, Respordent argues the Coutty has
eslablished a orecedent on which the Court relied in matiers of personnel funding from
grant sourcas, and by accepiing the grant funds from the Division of Youwh services, i
has alsn meecpted the responsibilities along with the benefits of such funds now in

CONroversy.

The Comtmission ¢encludes thal the “maintenunce of effort fiinding” required by
Section 211.293 .6, RSMo 2000 15 a minimum level of funding reguired of each affected
county. Thg Commission concludes in the present action and consistent with aur
presvious holding in Stone Coundy v Thirteenth Judicial Circuif that a grant position does
oot create an applicable exception and is not “outside™ of the scope of this decision. As
such, Deputy Tuvenile Officer Cnlymﬁ:’s position funding request for the second half of
budget year 2001 is unrezsonable © As previously stated in Store Crmnty:

“Tg reguire a county o pay “personal services” related
expenditures would frustrate che intent of HE 971, which was 10
relieve the counties of the growth in the personal services portion
of the counties’ juveaile court budgets while requiring counties to
cottitiue to provide the same amount of fiending for juvenile court

oparalions ™

The Commission, therefore, reduees hy 316,795 80 the juvenile court budget
estimates submitted by the Cirouit Court,

Given uader my hand this day of JTung, 2001
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ﬂnnrs.ble Robert G. Dowd Ir., Chair

'The Henorable Byron L. Kinder, Vice Chair
Tke Honerable Fdith 1.onise Messina

The Honorable David Lee Vincent 111

The Honorable Geraid Jones

The Honorabls Marshall Pile

'Ihe Honorable David Coonrod

* Respandents argue as @ matter of equily ane faimess that Cooper County is reapoasible for funding this
positen. The Comnmizsion makes nete that whele it is sansitive Lo (he need faor such services as are
provided by the deputy juvenile officer in question and te the dilenwna that this manier las crealed for such
grant fanded positions, we are constrained o follow he Law 200 such prevedent iohas escanlished
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