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Type: Original
Date: May 9, 2013
Bill Summary: This proposal modifies provisions relating to audits of political
subdivisions and state agencies and allows counties to decrease their
annual budgets when faced with a decline in funds.
FISCAL SUMMARY
ESTIMATED NET EFFECT ON GENERAL REVENUE FUND
FUND AFFECTED FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total Estimated
Net Effect on
General Revenue
Fund $0 $0 $0
ESTIMATED NET EFFECT ON OTHER STATE FUNDS
FUND AFFECTED FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total Estimated
Net Effect on Other
State Funds $0 $0 $0

Numbers within parentheses: () indicate costs or losses.
This fiscal note contains 9 pages.
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ESTIMATED NET EFFECT ON FEDERAL FUNDS
FUND AFFECTED FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total Estimated
Net Effect on All
Federal Funds $0 $0 $0
ESTIMATED NET EFFECT ON FULL TIME EQUIVALENT (FTE)
FUND AFFECTED FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total Estimated
Net Effect on
FTE 0 0 0

O Estimated Total Net Effect on All funds expected to exceed $100,000 savings or (cost).

O Estimated Net Effect on General Revenue Fund expected to exceed $100,000 (cost).

ESTIMATED NET EFFECT ON LOCAL FUNDS

FUND AFFECTED

FY 2014 FY 2015

FY 2016

Local Government

$0 $0

$0

KB:LR:OD



file:///|//checkbox.wcm
file:///|//checkbox.wcm

L.R. No. 0523-05

Bill No. SCS for HB 116
Page 3 of 9

May 9, 2013

FISCAL ANALYSIS

ASSUMPTION

§ 50.055 and 50.057 - Audits of County Government Accounts:
In response to a previous version of this proposal, officials from St. Louis County assumed an
unknown minimal impact to the county from this section of the proposal.

In response to a previous version of this proposal, officials from the Office of the State Auditor
(SAU) assumed the proposal would not fiscally impact their agency.

Based upon the response from the Office of the State Auditor, Oversight will assume the
proposal is simply a clarification and will not result in additional fees (or recovery of expenses)
being collected by the SAU.

§§ 29.005, 29.185, 29.190, 29.200, 29.210, 29.216, 29.221, 29.230, 29.235, 29.250, 29.260,
29.351, 50.1030, 56.809, 70.605, 103.025, 104.190, 104.480, 169.020 - Duties of the State
Auditor:

In response to similar legislation filed this year, SB 65, the following responded:

Officials from the Office of the State Auditor assumed the proposal will have no fiscal impact
on their organization.

Officials from the MoDOT & Patrol Employees' Retirement System (MPERS) stated that
other than the administrative costs that may be incurred from producing documentation, it is
unknown if the proposal would have a fiscal impact on the agency.

Oversight assumes MPERS can absorb the administrative costs associated with a potential audit
by the State Auditor.

Officials from the Missouri Department of Conservation (MDC) stated that this proposal will
have an unknown fiscal impact on their department with respect to staff time expended in

association with an audit and scope of audit activities.

Oversight assumes MDC can absorb the administrative costs associated with a potential audit by
the State Auditor.
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ASSUMPTION (continued)

Officials from the Department of Economic Development - Missouri Housing Development
Commission (MHDC) assumed that there could be a negative unknown fiscal impact to federal
funds and other funds. MHDC stated that they do not write their federal contracts. They do not
know if the federal agencies that they work with can accommodate the provisions required, in
turn keeping those contracts or potentially losing them.

MHDC stated if the department loses federal contracts, this will cause a negative unknown fiscal
impact. If they do not lose federal contracts, the proposal will not affect them fiscally.

Oversight assumes that audits would conform to relevant federal requirements and for fiscal
note purposes will not include any impact.

Officials from the Department of Corrections (DOC) stated that they could not predict the
number of new commitments which could result from the creation of the offense(s) outlined in
the proposal. An increase in commitments would depend on the utilization of prosecutors and
the actual sentences imposed by the courts. If additional persons were sentenced to the custody
of the DOC due to the provisions of this legislation, the DOC would incur a corresponding
increase in operational costs either through supervision provided by the Board of Probation and
Parole (FY'12 average of $4.96 per offender, per day or an annual cost of $1,810 per offender).

In summary, supervision by the DOC through probation or incarceration would result in some
additional costs, but it is assumed the impact would be $0 or a minimal amount that could be
absorbed within existing resources.

In response to a previous version, officials from the Department of Revenue (DOR) stated the
State Auditor (SAU) completed an audit of sales tax records maintained by DOR on November
30, 2012. DOR makes personnel available to audit staff as needed. DOR estimated providing
approximately 360 hours of taxation support and 140 hours of Information Technology support
during the audit.

DOR assumes if the provisions of this legislation allow the state auditor to also audit corporate
income, individual income, and employer withholding tax records, DOR estimated a similar
amount of staff time could be attributed to audits in each of those tax types. In addition, since no
audits have previously been performed by the state auditor for any of the tax types mentioned
above, the amount of time needed to perform a complete audit may be doubled or tripled.
Therefore, DOR may expend $176,427 in salaries and benefits for staff assistance for any
additional audits performed.
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ASSUMPTION (continued)

DOR assumed that the SAU will use the new authority in the bill to perform corporate and
individual income and withholding tax audits at a level similar to the current level of sales tax
audits and in a similar manner.

DOR stated, should the SAU choose to perform a significant number of additional audits of the
new tax types, or to perform them when DOR’s resources are primarily focused on processing
individual and corporate income tax returns during the peak of the relevant filing seasons, total
state revenue may be negatively affected, by an unknown amount.

Oversight assumes DOR could request additional FTE for staff assistance required with any
audits that may be performed if the need arises and could absorb any administrative costs with
existing resources.

Officials from the Missouri Veterans Commission stated that all funds are currently audited
annually by the SAU.

§ 50.622 - County Budgets:
In response to similar legislation filed this year, SB 137, the following responded:

Officials from the Office of Secretary of State and Office of the State Auditor each assumed
this section of the proposal would not fiscally impact their respective agencies.

Officials from St. Louis County assumed an unknown but minimal impact on the county from
this section of the proposal.

Oversight assumes this proposal is enabling legislation that allows counties to amend their
budgets to reflect decreases in revenues no more than twice each fiscal year when faced with an
unanticipated decline in revenue. Therefore, Oversight assumes no direct fiscal impact on state
or local government funds.
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ASSUMPTION (continued)

§ 238.272 - Transportation Districts:
In response to similar legislation filed this year, HB 909, the following responded:

Oversight assumes this section of the proposal specifies that the SAU may audit each
Transportation Development District (TDD) not more than once every three years and limits the
cost of the audit that the TDD must pay to not more than 3% of the gross receipts received by the
district.

Officials from the Office of the State Auditor (SAU) assume the proposal will have no fiscal
impact on their organization.

Based upon the response from the SAU, Oversight will assume the proposal will not result in
additional fees (or recovery of expenses) being collected by the SAU.

§ 1 - Community Action Agencies:

Oversight assumes this section permits the SAU to audit a Community Action Agency as
defined under 10 C.F.R. 440.3. Community Action Agencies are a private corporation or public
agency established pursuant to the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. They administer funds
received from Federal, State, local, or private funding organizations to oversee anti-poverty
programs.

Oversight assumes since the section is permissive, for fiscal note purposes only, will show no
direct fiscal impact to the SAU from this section of the proposal.
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ASSUMPTION (continued)

Bill as a Whole:

Officials from the Office of the Secretary of State (SOS) assume many bills considered by the
General Assembly include provisions allowing or requiring agencies to submit rules and
regulations to implement the act. The SOS is provided with core funding to handle a certain
amount of normal activity resulting from each year's legislative session. The fiscal impact for
this fiscal note to the Secretary of State's Office for Administrative Rules is less than $2,500.
The SOS recognizes that this is a small amount and does not expect that additional funding
would be required to meet these costs. However, we also recognize that many such bills may be
passed by the General Assembly in a given year and that collectively the costs may be in excess
of what our office can sustain with our core budget. Therefore, we reserve the right to request
funding for the cost of supporting administrative rules requirements should the need arise based
on a review of the finally approved bills signed by the governor.

Oversight assumes the SOS could absorb the costs of printing and distributing regulations
related to this proposal. If multiple bills pass which require the printing and distribution of
regulations at substantial costs, the SOS could request funding through the appropriation process.

Officials from the Joint Committee on Public Retirement, Department of Insurance,
Financial Institutions and Professional Registration, Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education, Missouri Lottery Commission, Office of the Governor, Office of the
State Courts Administrator, Department of Agriculture, Department of Public Safety -
Missouri Highway Patrol - Division of Fire Safety - Capitol Police, State Tax Commission,
Missouri Gaming Commission, Missouri Consolidated Health Care Plan, Department of
Labor and Industrial Relations, Joint Committee on Administrative Rules, Department of
Mental Health, Administrative Hearing Commission, Office of Administration,
Department of Health and Senior Services, Department of Social Services, Department of
Natural Resources, Department of Higher Education, Office of Administration - Budget
and Planning and the Office of the State Treasurer each assume the current proposal would
not fiscally impact their respective agencies.

In response to a previous version, officials from the Department of Transportation, Missouri
Ethics Commission, Missouri House of Representatives and Office of the State Public

Defender each assumed the proposal would not fiscally impact their respective agencies.

In response to a previous version, officials from the City of Kansas City assumed the proposal
would not fiscally impact their City.
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FISCAL IMPACT - State Government FY 2014 FY 2015
(10 Mo.)
$0 $0
FISCAL IMPACT - Local Government FY 2014 FY 2015
(10 Mo.)
] 0

FISCAL IMPACT - Small Business

FY 2016

No direct fiscal impact to small businesses would be expected as a result of this proposal.

FISCAL DESCRIPTION

The proposed legislation appears to have no direct fiscal impact.

This legislation is not federally mandated, would not duplicate any other program and would not

require additional capital improvements or rental space.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

Office of the State Auditor
State Highway Employees’ Retirement System
Department of Conservation
Department of Economic Development

- Missouri Housing Development Commission
Department of Corrections
Department of Revenue
Missouri Veterans Commission
Office of Secretary of State
Joint Committee on Public Employees’ Retirement
Department of Insurance, Financial Institutions and Professional Registration
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
Missouri Lottery Commission
Office of Governor
Office of State Courts Administrator
Department of Agriculture
Missouri Tax Commission
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SOURCES OF INFORMATION (continued)

Department of Public Safety -

Division of Fire Safety

Missouri State Highway Patrol

Capitol Police
Missouri Gaming Commission
Missouri Consolidated Health Care Plan
Department of Labor and Industrial Relations
Joint Committee on Administrative Rules
Department of Mental Health
State Treasurer’s Office
Administrative Hearing Commission
Office of Administration
Department of Health and Senior Services
Department of Social Services
Department of Natural Resources
Department of Higher Education
Office of Administration - Division of Budget and Planning
Department of Transportation
Missouri Ethics Commission
Missouri House of Representatives
State Public Defender’s Office
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