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This summary is not part of the opinion of the Court. It has been prepared by the
communications counsel for the convenience of the reader. It neither has been reviewed nor
approved by the Supreme Court and should not be quoted or cited.

Overview: A school district appeals an order mandating that it enroll a student who allegedly
lives in a neighboring unaccredited school district. In a unanimous per curiam decision that
cannot be attributed to any particular judge, the Supreme Court of Missouri reverses the trial
court’s judgment and remands (sends back) the case. Because the parties disagree as to material
issues of fact, the judgment is not supported by sufficient competent evidence in the record. On
remand, the school district may not raise the Hancock amendment as a defense because it is not a
“taxpayer” entitled to raise such a claim.

Facts: A student who alleges she lives in the unaccredited St. Louis school district applied for
transfer to the neighboring Webster Groves school district. When Webster Groves did not admit
the student, she and her parents filed a petition seeking a writ mandating that Webster Groves
admit her. In their pleadings, the two parties disagreed whether the student lived in the St. Louis
school district, whether she had completed the school work necessary to enroll in the ninth grade
and whether Webster Groves was required to enroll the student. The district also asserted several
defenses and requested an evidentiary hearing. The trial court did not grant an evidentiary
hearing. Relying on the pleadings and the parties’ arguments of various motions, the court issued
the required writ. The school district appeals.

REVERSED AND REMANDED.

Court en banc holds: The judgment here must be reversed because the parties disagree as to
material issues of fact and, therefore, it is not supported by sufficient competent evidence in the
record. On remand, the trial court may not consider Webster Groves’ defense that the statute
providing for transfer of students from unaccredited districts violates the Hancock amendment of
the state constitution (article X, sections 16 to 24). Under the provisions of the Hancock
amendment, “any taxpayer” has standing (legal ability) to bring a suit to enforce the amendment.



The school district, however, is not a taxpayer. The fact that it is raising the Hancock amendment
as a defense and is not bringing suit under the amendment does not change its lack of standing.



