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Overview: The Missouri Municipal League appeals a circuit court’s judgment against it on all its
claims challenging the constitutional validity of 2013 amendments to the “Macks Creek Law.” In
a unanimous decision written by Judge Paul C. Wilson, the Supreme Court of Missouri dismisses
the appeal as moot. Since the appeal was submitted, the legislature passed and the governor
signed a new bill that repeals the statutory language that formed the basis for the league’s claims.
The passage of the new bill cures any defects that may have existed in the passage of the 2013
amendments, and the new statutory language leaves none of the league’s substantive claims for
this Court to decide.

Facts: In 2013, the legislature in House Bill 103 amended certain provisions of section
302.341.2, RSMo, commonly referred to as the “Macks Creek Law.” Specifically, the bill
reduced the cap on annual total revenue a municipality with a municipal court division is
permitted to receive from fines for traffic violations to 30 percent, requiring it to remit any
excess to the director of the department of revenue for distribution to local schools. HB 103 also
required all local governments with municipal court divisions to provide an accounting to the
state auditor showing the percentage of general operating revenue generated from such fines and
provided that any local government failing to comply with the revenue cap’s reporting and
remittal to lose jurisdiction of its municipal court division until the requirements are satisfied.
After HB 103 went into effect, the Missouri Municipal League filed a lawsuit seeking a
declaratory judgment that the amendment is invalid and enjoining future enforcement of its
provisions. The circuit court granted the state’s motion for judgment on the pleadings and
entered judgment for the state on each of the league’s claims. The league appeals.

DISMISSED.



Court en banc holds: The league’s procedural and substantive constitutional challenges are
moot and, therefore, this appeal must be dismissed. After the appeal was submitted following
briefing and arguments, the legislature passed and the governor signed Senate Bill 5, which
repeals the language in section 302.341.2 that formed the basis for the league’s claims. These
2015 amendments take effect August 28, 2015. After then, the rights and obligations of the
league’s members will be governed by the provisions of SB 5, not the provisions of HB 103. The
league’s procedural claims are moot because they are based on allegations that the legislature’s
enactment of HB 103 violated the bill-passage requirements of article 111, sections 21 and 23 of
the state constitution. The passage of SB 5 in 2015, however, cures whatever procedural defects
there may have been in the passage of HB 103. The league’s substantive challenges also are
moot. Each of these claims focuses on language in section 302.341.2 that was repealed — and not
reenacted — in SB 5. Moreover, SB 5 enacts new provisions that address all the substantive
claims the league made. As a result of SB 5, therefore, there is nothing left of the league’s
substantive constitutional claims for this Court to decide. If this Court were to issue an opinion
solely for the purpose of providing “direction” for other cases that are not before it based on
claims and facts of which the Court is not aware, this Court would be issuing the very type of
advisory opinion the mootness doctrine is intended to prevent.



