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FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DECISION

This matter comes before the Judicial Finance Commission upon a Petition filed on
February 2, 1999, by Stone County, Petitioner herein, against the Circuit Court for the 397
Judicial Circuit, Respondent. Petitioner seeks a determination whether it is required to provide
contingent funding in the 1959 budget in the event that the State of Missouri fails 1o appropriate
juvenile court salaries pursuant to Section 211,353, R5Mo Supp. 1998, whether the appropriate
annual maintenance of effort finding required by Section 211.393.6, should be pro-rated
between July 1 and December 31, 1999, and whether the Paitioner 15 reguired to budget any
funds for juvenile court aperations other than the maintenance of affort funding

This situation arose after enactment of House Bill 971 by the Second Regular Session of
the 89" Genaral Assemibly This case and three other cases pending before the Judicial Finance
Commission {filed by Lewis. Nodaway and Warren counties) involve interpratation and
application of the "maintenance of effort” funding provisions centained in Section 211.383.6,
REMo Supp. 1998, as was enacted by 1998 House Bill 971, Generally, the relevant provisions
of this legislation provide that, subscquent ko July 1, 1999, the state of Missourd will assume the

expense of juvenile count persormel, and the county shall contitiue to provide “maintenance of



effon” funding for juvenile court operarions, provided that since the state was assuming the
personnel costs, these moneys will be used for costs associaled with juvenile court operations.
The county budget relating to the juvenile court will contain a separate section detailing the
expenclitures required by this legislation. The county may review the proposed juvenile court
budget as part of its budgetary process. and can appeal the reasunableness of the proposed
expenditures to the Judicial Finance Commission pursuant to existing laws relating to
Commission jurisdiction and proceedings.

Section 211.393.6. REMo Supp. 1998, provides as foflows:

"6. Each county in every circuit in which a juvenile court employee
hecomes a state employee shall maintain each year in the local juveniie court
budget an amount. defined as "maintenance of effort fimding", not less than the
total amount budgeted for all ecmployees of the juvenile court including any
juvenile officer, deputy juvenile officer, or other juvenile court employees in
calendar year 1997, minus the state reimbursements as described in this section
received for the calendar year 1997 personnel costs for the saiaries of all such
juvenile court employees who become state employees. The juvenile court shall

- pravide a proposed budget to the county commission each year. The budget shall
contain 2 separate sechon specitying all funds to be expended in the juvenile
court, Such funding meay be used for contractual costs for detention services,
guardians ad litem, transponation costs for those circuits without detention
facilities te transpont children 1o and from detention and hearings, short-term
residential services, indebtedness for juvenile facilities, expanding existing
detention facilities or services. continuation of services funded by public grants or
subsidy, and enhancing the cowrt's ability 1o provide prevention, probation,
counseling and treatment services. The counly conumissiom may review such
budget and may appeal the proposed budget to the judiciat finance commission
pursgant (o section 50,640, RSMo."

Pursuant to law and the rules of this Commission, the facts and Yegal issnes sabmitted for
decision were stipulated by the parties to this matter. The partics agreed that the 1999 juvenile
court budget included provisions for juvenile court personmel salaries for all of 1999, rather than
for that portion of the year ending on June 37, 1999, to allow for the contingency that the
General Assembly might not appropriate state funds 10 pay the salaries for such employees. The
parties agreed that the appropriate annuat maimenance of effort amount for Petitioner is $15,044.
The parties also agreed that the Respandent included within the judiciary’s budget a line item
deneminated “maintenance of effort funding” in the amount of $15,044, aver and above the
itemized proposed expenditures cuntained in the 1999 juvenile court budget for salaries, office

expenditures, equipment expenditures, mil'éalgn: and traming expenses, supplies, and ather



gxpendnures. The Petitioner approved that nemized portion of the 1999 juvenile court budpet
appropriating moneys ta the juvenile courl and one-hail of the “maimtenance of effort funding”
line item; and denied the remainder of the “maintenance of effort funding” and for juvenile court
personnel salaries payable after June 30, 1999 Tha parties waived the Settlement Conference,
formal hearing, arpument and briefing of this matter, and agreed that the case could be decided
on the basis of the stipulated facts and issues,

The parties presented no evidenses mdicating that Petztioner is not solvent, that the
Pctitioner does not have adequate Gnancial reserves, or that the amount of funds in issue will
substantiaily affect the county budget 10 the county's benefit or detriment or the county's ability
to finance other proposed expendrtures. There are no other issues brought to the Commission's
attention by either party relating to the proposed and budgeted expenditures by the cireuit court.
The Commission therefore finds that the Petitioner is solvent, has adequate financiai reserves and
that the amount of funds in question will not affect the Petitioner’s budgst to its benefit or
detnment or its ability to finance other proposed expenditures. '

The Commission takes notice of the fact that the state budget enacted and approved for
state Fiscal Year 2000 includes il amounts reguested by the judiciary for parsonal services, and
the Odfice of Administration for empioyee benefits, resulting from the state’s assumption of the
obligation to pay such salaries and benefits for counties in muiti-county judicial circuits pursuant -
to 1998 House Bill 971

The Camtnission decides that there are 0o controverted areas of material fact dividing the
parties, and concludes thar the issues before the Cammission are questions of law that can be
decided by the Commission without necessity of a formal hearing in this matter.

The Commission concludes that it has jurisdiction to hear and decide this matter. The
Petitioner, as the goveming body of Stone County, deemed the budget catimate of the
Respondent to be unreasonable, and properly filed a petition for review with the Judicial Finance
Commission pursuant to Scetion 50.640, RSMo Supp. 1998 and Commission rules.

The Commission concludes thar Petitioner is responsible for juvenile court salaries only
for that portion of Budget Year 1999 ending on June 30, 1999; and for maintenance of effort
funding only for that portion of Budget Year 1999 beginning on and after Tuly 1, 1999, It would
defeat the ratonale of 1998 House Bilf 371 to require Petitioner to approprizte and encumber
funds for the entire budget vear. House Bill 971 was premised on the mtionale that the siate of



Missoun will assume the expense of juvenile court personnel, and the county shall continue to
provide “maintenance of effort” funding for juvenile cowt operations. The state has in fact
enacted and approved the necessary appropriations to pay such personnel expenses beginning
July 1, 1999

The Commission further concludes that the “maintenance of effort funding” reguired by
Section 211.383 .6, RSMa Supp. 1998, is a minimum leve] of funding required of each affactad
county. This funding may be used to defray existing “operaticns expenditures” (non-personnel-
related expense and equipment, excluding saiaries, personnel benefits and similar personal
services costs). To require a county to pay “personal services” related expendinres would
frustrate the intent of 1958 House Bill 971, which was to relieve the counties of the growth in the
personal services portion of the counties’ juvenile court budgets while requiring counties to
continue to provide the same amount of funding for juvenile court operations, The provisions of
1953 House Bill 971 do not require that such funding be expended for enhanced juvenile court
operations over and above the county’s budgeted effort for juvenile court uperatio_ns prior to July
L, 1988 A county may pay existing operations expenditures before paying for enhancements to
ftg existing juvenile aperations, from the level of funding required by Section 211.393.6, RSMo
Supp. 1998, All of such proposed expenditures, however, remain subject io the previous county
budget law, and shall be emumerated within the juvenile court budget submitted by the cireuit
court to the county budge officer pursuant to Section iﬂ,t;jdﬂ, RESMao Supp. 1998,

The Commission therefore decides that the Respondent's recommendation to include
within the judiciary’s budget “maintenance of effort funding”™ for the portion of Budget Year
1999 prier to July 1, 1999, in the amount of 37,522, and juvenile court salaries payable after Tuly
1, 1599, in the amount of 340,590, is unreagsonzble. The Commission therefore reduces the

Juvenile court budger estimates submitted by the circuit court by the amount of $48,112.
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Dated this 0? "/ day af ,4"? "4)!" , 1999

All concur.
JUDICTIAL FINANCE COMMISSION

ON LE ROBERT G. DOWE JR

“hair

Honaorable David Coonrod
Honorable Gerald Jones
Honorable Byron Kinder
Heonorable Edith Messina
Henorable Floyd McBride
Honorable Marshall Pile

I hereby centify that copies of the foregning Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decision
were mailed by certified mail, return receipt requested, this 57 day of e ur , 1999,
to: William MeCullah, County Counselur - Stone County, Stone County Courthouse, P.O. Box
43, Galena MO 65636, Attorney for Patitioner; and Mark E. Rundel, P.O. Rox 208, Galena, MO

65656, Anomney for Respondent.
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LAWEENCE A. WEBER
Commisgion Counsel




