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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COLE COUNTY NINETEENTH
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
STATE OF MISSOURI

ARTICLE II1 INSTITUTE, et al.,

Plaintiffs,

v. Case No. 24AC-CC08732

STATE OF MISSOURI, et al,,

N N Nt Nt N wt o a “ar

Defendants.

AMENDED FINAL JUDGMENT
Introduction

The Plaintiffs filed a motion for summary judgment and the Defendants
filed alternative motions to dismiss or for judgment on the pleadings. Rule
55.27 permits the Court to treat motions under that Rule as motions for
summary judgment where, as here, all parties have been given reasonable
opportunity to present all material made pertinent to such a motion. Thus, the
Court treats the Defendants’ Rule 55.27 motion as a motion for summary
judgment. Each party filed suggestions in support of their motion and
suggestions in opposition to their opponent's motidn, and Plaintiffs filed a
reply to Defendants’ response. On March 30, 2026, the parties appeared
before this Court and agreed that further argument was not necessary.

Plaintiffs ﬁlcd a Statement of Uncontroverted Facts with their Motion

for Summary Judgment and Defendants did not object to these facts, which

state: A3
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1. Plaintiff Paul Hamby is a Missouri citizen, a Missouri taxpayer,
and a member of the Article III Institute's board.

2. Plaintiff Article III Institute is a Missouri nonprofit corporation
dedicated to educating the public and public officials about the limits the
Missouri Constitution imposes on the power of the Missouri General Assembly
and enforcing those limits through litigation.

3. The Article III Institute was established for the purpose of
representing the interests of Missouri citizens and taxpayers in ensuring that
the state legislature complies with the procedural limitétions Missourians
adopted in Article III of the Missouri Constitution.

4. SB 754 was truly agreed to and finally passed on May 17, 2024,

5. Govemor'Parson signed the bill on or about July 9, 2024, and its
effective date by operation of Article III § 29, of the Missouri Constitution was
August 28, 2024.

6. The title of SB 754, as enacted and signed by the governor, was: To
repeal sections 211.031, 211.071, 217.345, 217.690, 547.031, 556.021, 558.016,

558.019, 568.045, 571.015, 571.070, 575.010, 575.353, 578.007, 578.022, 579.065,
579.068, 590.192, 590.653, 600.042, and 610.140, RSMo., and to enact in lieu
thereof twenty-nine new sections relating to public safety, with penalty

provisions and a delayed effective date for a certain section.

Ad
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7. SB 754 created § 211.600, RSMo., a provision that did not previously
exist as a part of Missouri's Revised Statutes.

8. Nothing in the title of SB 754 notifies legislators or members of the
public that the bill would create § 211.600, RSMo.

9. SB 754 created § 307.018, RSMo., a provision that did not previously
exist as a part of Missouri's Revised Statutes.

10.  Nothing in the title of SB 754 notifies legislators or members of the
public that the bill would create § 307.018, RSMo.

11.  Nothing in the title of SB 754 notifies legislators or members of the
public that the bill would modify Chapter 307 of the Missouri Statutes in any
way.

12.  SB 754 created § 547.500, RSMo., a provision that did not previously
exist as a part of Missouri's Revised Statutes.

13.  Nothing in the title of SB 754 notifies legislators or members of the
public that the bill would create§ 547.500, RSMo.

14. SB 754 created § 565.258, RSMo., a provision that did not previously
exist as a part of Missouri's Revised Statutes.

15.  Nothing in the title of SB 754 notifies legislators or members of the

public that the bill would create § 565.258, RSMo.
16. SB 754 created § 565.258.2, RSMo., which authorizes direct

expenditures of tax revenue to pay members of the "Stop Cyberstalking and

A%
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Harassment Task Force" the "necessary and essential expenses incurred in
attending meetings of the task force.';

17. SB 754 created § 565.258.5, RSMo., which authorizes direct
expenditures of tax revenue in the form of "administrative support" that the
Department of Public Safety is required to provide to the "Stop Cyberstalking
and Harassment Task Force."

18. Nothing in the title of SB 754 notifies legislators or members of the
public that the bill would modify Chapter 565 of the Missouri Statutes in any
way.

19. SB 754 created § 571.031, RSMo.,a provision that did not
previously exist as a part of Missouri's Revised Statutes.

20. Nothing in the title of SB 754 notifies legislators or members of the
public that the bill would create§ 571.031, RSMo.

21. SB 754 created § 575.151, RSMo.,a provision that did not
| previously exist as a part of Missouri's Revised Statutes.

22. Nothing in the title of SB 754 notifies legislators or members of the
public that the bill would create§ 575.151, RSMo.

23. SB 754 created § 579.021, RSMo., a provision that did not
previously exist as a part of Missouri's Revised Statutes.

24. Nothing in the title of SB 754 notifies legislators or r;lembers of the

public that the bill would create § 579.021, RSMo.
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25. SB 754 created §579.022, RSMo., a provision that did not
previously exist as a part of Missouri's Revised Statutes.

26. Nothing in the title of SB 754 notifies legislators or members of the
public that the bill would create § 579.022, RSMo.

27. SB 754 amended § 600.042, RSMo., to add a new subsection,

§ 600.042.6, which creates a new "Public Defender - Federal and Other Fund"
within the state treasury and declares that it "shall be funded annually by
appropriation[.]"

28. During the 2020 legislative session 571 bills were filed in the
Missouri Senate and 1,501 bills were filed in the Missouri House of
Representatives.

29. During the 2021 legislative session 630 bills were filed in the
Missouri Senate and 1,445 bills were filed in the Missouri House of
Representatives

30. During the 2022 legislative session 614 bills were filed in the
Missouri Senate and 1,471 bills were filed in the Missouri House | of
Representatives.

31. During the 2023 legislative session 723 bills were filed in thg

Missouri Senate and 1,388 bills were filed in the Missouri House of

Representatives.
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32. During the 2024 legislative session 797 bills were filed in the
Missouri Senate and 1,527 bills were filed in the Missouri House of

Representatives.
Legal Standard for Summary Judgment

Missouri Rule of Civil Procedyre 74.04 authorizes a party to file a motion
for summary judgment. The movant must show that 1) there is no genuine
dispute as to the material facts on which the party relies; and 2) based on those
facts, the party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. "Where the facts
underlying this right to judgment are beyond dispute, summary judgment is
proper." ITT Commercial Finance Corp. v. Mid-America Marine Supply Corp.,
854 S.W.2d 371, 376 (Mo. bane 1993). The Court views the record in the light
most favorable to the non-moving party and gives the non-movant the benefit
of all reasonable inferences. /d.

Once the movant has made "a prima facie showing that there are no
genuine issues of material fact and that the movant is entitled to judgment as
a matter of law," the non-moving party may establish that there is a genuine
dispute as to the material facts. Id. After the ITT decision, Rule 74.04 was
amended in 1994, and the Supreme Court has explained the requirements for
tﬁe non-moving party to show that the court should deny summary judgment
on grounds that there is a material fact in dispute. Green v. Fotoohighiam, 606

S.W.3d 113 (Mo. bane 2020). Here, the Court has determined that there is no
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genuine diépute about any material fact, that the undisputed material facts are

sufficient to support summary judgment for Defendants, and that a trial is not

necessary.

Plaintiffs ask the Court for 1) a declaratory judgment finding SB 754 in
violation of the "clear title" requirement of Article III,§ 23, and 2) a permanent
injunction against the enforcement of SB 754 and any of the changes to the
Missouri Revised Statutes i)roduced by it. Specifically, Plaintiffs ask the Court to
declare that the subject of SB 754 as expressed in its title of "relating to public
safety" is overbroad and fails to adequately describe the bill's contents, and also
ask this Court to find SB 754's title underinclusive because it announces the
repeal of 21 statutory sections while enacting 29 new sections "in lieu thereof but
not specifying the new statutory sections it created or that these new sections
were not "implicated" by the sections being repealed.

Defendants ask this Court to find that the title of SB 754 is not overbroad as
all of its provisions either relate to protecting or safeguarding lives and property,
or relate to programs administered by the Department of Public Safety.
Additionally, Defendants ask this Court to reject Plaintiffs claim that SB 754 is

underinclusive given that specific details like those Plaintiffs ask for are not

required to be included in a bill's title.

The Court agrees with Defendants.

A9

INd ¥€:2T - 9202 ‘90 AINC - I4NOSSIAN 40 LYNOD INILANS - pajid Ajjedluonds3



Di .

A party challenging a bill under the State Constitution must prove that
the bill"'clearly and undoubtedly violates the constitution." Corvera Abatement
Technologies, Inc. v. Air Conservation Comm'n, 973 S.W.2d 851, 861 (Mo. bane
1998). This is because, while procedural limitations on legislative acts are
mandatory, attacks against legislative action based on constitutionally imposed
procedural limitations are not favored. Hammerschmidt v. Boone County, 877
S.W.2d 98, 102 (Mo. bane 1994). This court has a duty to adopt the reading of a
statute that is constitutional when alternate readings are possible. Stroh Brewery
Co. v. State, 954 S.W.2d 323, 326 (Mo. bane 1997).

This court rejects Plaintiffs’ claim that SB754 is unconstitutionally
overbroad as all sections of SB 754, inclu‘ding those enacted in lieu of the
sections repealed by SB 754 relate to public safety as they either protect or
safeguard the lives and property of Missouri citizens, or relate to programs
administered by the Department of Public Safety. City of St. Louis v. State, 682
S.W.3d 387, 404 (Mo. bane 2024). |

This Court also rejects Plaintiffs' claim that SB 754 is unconstitutionally
underinclusive. The argument made by Plaintiff is couched in terminology of a
“clear tit]e requirement." However, the title of a bill need not describe every
detail contained in that bill, so long as it “indicates the general contents of the act".

Fust v. Attorney General of the State of Mo.. 947 S.W.2 424, 429 (Mo. banc

Al0
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1997): Fox v. State, 640 S.W. 3d 744, 756 (Mo. banc 2022). While the new sections
enacted by SB 754 do not appear in the title, they all are listed in "Section A" of
SB 754 which is located immediately below the bill's title. Further, the title clearly
states enactment of “..twenty-nine new sections..." which are then set forth by

‘section number and full detail in the bill.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that SB
754 is not unconstitutionally overbroad or underinclusive. This Court, therefore,

denies Plaintiffs' motion for summa judgment and grants summar

judgment to Defendants. The Court further dismisses Counts II and III of the
Plaintiffs’ First Amended Petition as moot because the Defendants waived any
defenses based on § 516.500, RSMo. This ruling disposes of all claims and

issues remaining in the case.

Mey 4, 202¢ /-74%%2:&,/—\

Date Hon.Cotton S. Walker
Circuit Court Judge, Division III

19th Judicial Circuit,
State of Missouri

All
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Missouri Constitution

Article III, Section 23

No bill shall contain more than one subject which shall be clearly
expressed in its title, except bills enacted under the third exception
in section 37 of this article and general appropriation bills, which
may embrace the various subjects and accounts for which moneys
are appropriated.

Al2
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Senate Bill 754 Title

SECOND REGULAR SESSION
[TRULY AGREED TO AND FINALLY PASSED]
SENATE SUBSTITUTE NO. 2 FOR
SENATE COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOR

SENATE BILLS NOS. 754, 746,
788, 765, 841, 887 & 861

102ND GENERAL ASSEMBLY

2024
31028.07T

AN ACT
To repeal sections 211.031, 211.071, 217.345, 217.690, 547.031, 556.021, 558.016, 558.019,
568.045, 571.015, 571.070, 575.010, 575.353, 578.007, 578.022, 579.065, 579.068,
590.192, 590.653, 600.042, and 610.140, RSMo, and to enact in lieu thereof twenty-
nine new sections relating to public safety, with penalty provisions and a delayed

effective date for a certain section.

Al3
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LAWS OF MISSOURI, 1887 °

such fine and imprisonment.

6, mmmmmw;mmlmanmammm
is not a bank as defined in the Federal Bank Holding Company Aot of 1858, as amended,
i permitted to do business in this state, such bank shall bo regulated by the Director

ot?hanmpmumwnhsmdmmmmhym
Approved July 17, 1887.

{H. B, %0}

mmmmmsmm Auwhgjutmpmﬁmbrwﬁn
person’s damages.
AN ACT to repoal sections 374.170, 879.010, 379.080, 370,085, 384.010, 384,020, $84.030,

384.050, 384.060,

884,080, 384.100, 384.110, 384.120, 384.180,

384.040, 384.070,

884,140, 384.150, 384.160, 394.170, 384,160, 408.040 and 508.050, RSMo 1888, and toenaot
in e thereof fifty-one new sections for the purpose of assuring just componsation
for certain person's damages with penally provisions,

mnw

Br B

E‘,

Mmet

14

aneﬂacﬁvadatamdm

Records required to be kept by liven-
sess—to be open to dm—-ntan

tion period.
mumhmampnﬁutmplmlm
“through o

applicable
surplus unol-uh-oouocuon-
or shsarbing by Hconses

" prohibitsd—coverage partislly lo-

cated or porformod in atate, how
computod, procodures—not applics-
bln to riaks of state govermmuent or
political. subdivisions—insured,

licensees and risks are deemed
* located, whore.
18. Premium tax collected by Hosnses

but wapatd to director, actions
suthorised.

Iﬂ.—m ngaﬂnmmﬂh

B

28,

notice—bearing.
&mdmlunoammol

Definitions for soctions 23 0 27,
Pomm or noorenswal
req 2ent of aixty days prior
notitieation.

"
Policybolder's right to bistory of
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BUSINESS AND FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 793
8BCTION . SEBCTION .
policy, when,’ - ; 's Tecovery’ sholishod—doo-
* %8, Proof of mailing rotice of cancalla. mmmmmm-
tion oz nonrenswal. ' fault of plaintiff an affirmative
87, Qancelistion or nonrsnewal of entire . dstense to diminiah damages—fault
mamdwm o defined, toi "
ninely days prior notice to director. - . Lisbllity lmitation persons
#8. Definftions g sabtions 28 o 9%, buninesa of hagardous wiste alsantp
zate, rato plen and rate system ‘craatod by others, axooptiong—waste
2. changss muat bo reviewod, whan, claanup of stivironmental basard
when—effoctive, when—atandards 8. Damages patd by defendant prior to
chiatamtion ety i of coodly agatimt fodgtnt (sotlat
80. Rates, rats plan or rate cy:un eral aguros ruls
g—reguirad sctuariel date. 88. Bifurcated trial may be requaated
81. Rulos and r ns on modifics- any i punitive damsago
tion of rato baso, autbority of dlree- involved,  procedure—peet-trial
approval or suspension of motlon for credit on
. rules prodedure, authority to pram- agon, prooe mw
3% Aunnusl repart by conunercial casu additur appliod to aw
ity A000 - CoOmpanist—form— 40. Tort vietims' compensation fund
content of report--oxseptions. establishod.
B E , award percantage to go fato fund—
Inteditort cases, pre t intar- dures to be established by gensral
500O50. Pleading, sstting forth alaim for 41, Joint and several lability of defea-
velisf, dollar danta in tort actions, o
smount ‘not permitted, of
ry used to dstarmice tolal fanlt, hotion by any party for real-
damagen, use in trial i tocl, loostion of any uncollsoiible
83, Produots Habllity delingd.
8¢ Motion %0 dafendant whoso 42. Court may entor remitiitur order or
only. Hability 19 aa soller in stream inoroxss jury sward,
of commarce reguiremsnts proca- 43, Officers or mambers of cortain cor-
-dure—ordor of duniun to be v chmc:e:
intariocutory. or immuned from personal
38, Motﬂummmvn liability for official acts, exoeptions.
mum«mww “ mmwwm
::ll:’&m ! ; 48, md»mmn! applica~
. nogligoncs, whon, blsto all oauses of action.
a8, mmyum”mmn C. Emesgency clsise.

BauanmbymmmrﬂAMthafﬁa&ﬂ;dwmuﬂ,me;w:

" Bectign A, Bnacting clause.—~Sections 874170, 370.010, 379.080, $79.085, 384.010,
384,020, 384.080, 384,060, 394.050, 554.080, 384.070, 384.080, 364.090, 384,100, 584.110, 384.1£0,
384130, 334.140, 384.150, 384.16D, 354,170, 884.180, RSMo 1686, are repoaled and thirty-
Bix now goctions enacted in lien thereot, to be known aa sectiona 374,170, 378.010, 379.080,

875.088, 1,2, 3, 4, 6, 6, 7, 8, 8, 10, 11, 18, 13, 14, 18, 18, 17, 18, 19, 20, 81, 82, 23, 24, 26,
£6, 27, 28, 29, 30, 831, and 88, to read as follows:

874.1%0. vmmmmmmamwmmca division shall
mwumwmmmawavmmmmmmmam
this stato, forms of the gtatements required by him from said companies, and he may
maks such changes and additions, from tims to ims, in the same, and in any statements
roquired, aa shall seem to him beat adapted to elicit from said companine a truo exhibit
of their condition and management.

mmuwwdmw
of guarenty fund or polioyholdsrs’ surplus required—issuance of “jewelsrs’ block
polisy”.~1, Any number of porsons,.not less than thirtoon in number, & majority of
whom chall be citizens of this atate, may asgsociste snd form an incorporstion,
agsociation or company for the following purposes, to wit
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on July 6, 2026, a true and correct copy of the foregoing Appendix
was filed with the Court’s electronic filing system to be served upon counsel of record for all

parties entered in this case.

David Roland, #60548
GOLDWATER INSTITUTE

500 East Coronado Road

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Phone: (602) 462-5000

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANTS
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