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APPEALS FROM THE CIRCUIT COURT OF LACLEDE COUNTY
The Honorable Steve Jackson, Judge
The Honorable Larry Winfrey, Judge
Caitlyn Williams was convicted of failing to cause her daughtet, E.P., o attend
school on a regular basis in violation of Missouri’s cotpulsory attendance law. Tamarae

LaRue was convicted of failing to cause her son, A.L., to attend school on a regular basis

in violation of Missouti’s compulsory attendance law. Williams and LaRue (“Patents”)
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appeal from their judgimients of conviction, taising two claims of insufficient evidence and
challenging section 167.031.1! as being unconstitutionally vague. Relying on the plain
meaning of the language in that statute in the context of school attendance, this Court holds
section 167.031.1 is not unconstitutionally vague as epplied to Parents. Under the
appropriate standard of review, sufficient evidence existed to find Parents knowingly failed
to cause their children to attend school on a regular basis after their children were enrolled.
The circuit court’s judgment in each case is affirmed,
Factual and Procedural Background
Caitlyn Williams
The State chatged Williams with the class C misdemeanot of violating the
compulsory attendance law, alleging Wﬁliams, in violation of section 167.031, knowingly
failed to cause a child under her custody or conirol to attend a required academic ptogram
on a tegular basis on ot between August 23, 2021, and February 15, 2022. Williams filed

a motion to quash and dismiss, alleging the statute was unconstitutionally vague. The

motion was overruled, At a bench trial, the State introduced testimony from school

employees and documentation regarding the child’s attendance.
During the 2021-2022 school yeat, Williams’ daughter, who was born in December
2014, was enrolled in first grade at Esther Elementary in Lebanon, Williams was the

child’s sole custodian, When Williams completed her child’s online registration for school,

I All statutory references are to RSMo 2016, unless otherwise specified.
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she checked a box indicating she had read the student handbook. The attendance portion
of the handbook provided:

The Lebanon R-III School District believes that regular classroom attendance

is impottant to the instructional process, and that frequent absences disrupt

the leatning process. The state mandates that students maintain 90% or

higher attendance each year in school and that continued and valuable

leatning cannot take place without regular attendance. Poor atiendance may

limit accomplishments and teinforce a habit, which will handicap the

individual in future education or employment. Therefore, in accotdance with

the laws of the state of Missouti, the Lebanon R-IIT School District tequires

regular attendance of all school age children each day school is in session,
The handbook required parents to “[e]ncourage their student to ... attend school every
day[;]” “[m]ake every effort to schedule appointments for students when school is not in
session (it is understood that this is not always possible, but should be attempted)[;]” and
“In]otify school with every absence, tardy ot eatly withdrawal.,” “Absences caused by
personal illness ot injury, illness within the family which necessitates that a student be
absent, and perhaps other extenuating circumstances, need to be communicated to the
student’s school.” Vacation time was suggested to be taken when school was not in
session,

Per the policy outlined in the handbook, when E.P, reached six absences in
November 2021, the school sent Williams a letter, The letter informed Williams of the
aumber of absences and that her daughter’s attendance percentage was approximately 85

percent, According to the letter, “The Missouri Department of Blementary and Secondary

Rducation states that students should have a 90% or higher attendance petcentage.”




The letter also stated: “If you have documentation indicating the reason for an absence,
please submit it to your child’s school office.” Another letter was sent to Williams in eatly
Decetnber when her child accumulated nine absences, In early March 2022, the school
sent Williams a letter advising her that her child had missed 15 days of school.

Parent contact regarding the reason a student is not at school is recorded. EP.’s
official attendance record included the following full days of absences during the charged
petiod of time,? along witﬂ the reasons provided for the absence: 9/1/21 (“mom left vm out
ill today”); 9/29/21 (“Mom called- ear infection”); 10/13/21 (“Mom called- sick”);
10/14/21 (“Mom called- bad cough”); 10/20/21 (“Mom called- dentist appointment™);
11/8/21 (“Mom called- ringworm”); 11/11/21 (no reason provided); 11/12/21 (0o reason
provided); 12/3/21 (no reason provided); 12/14/21 (no reason provided); 12/15/21 (no
reason provided);? 1/25/22 (no reason provided); 1/27/22 (no reason provided); 1/31/22
(no teason provided); and 2/1/22 (no reason provided). The child had nine absences that
wete unexcused/unverified in the charged time period. Williams failed to contact the
school regarding the reasons her child did not attend these days.

According to the assistant principal, the child’s lack of attendance affected her

performance in the classtoom, The assistant principal was never made aware of any

2 The tecord also includes multiple late check-ins.

3 On December 15, 2021, Williams brought het child to the schoo] to collect donations the
staff had accumulated for the family. The teachet requested the child to stay at school, but
she was not allowed to stay.
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medical reason pteventing the child from attending school. The attendance advisor for ‘the
school district testified she talked with Williams “about the need to get her child to school,
and to — and to make it a [sic] regular.” Williams nevet artioulatéd to the attendance advisor
any specific reasons why her child could not be at school.

The circuit court found Williams guilty. She was sentenced to serve seven days in
the Laclede County jall with the sentence to run concurrently with another sentence she
was already serving, Williams appeals.*

Tamarae LaRue

The State charged LaRue with the class C misdemeanor of violating the compulsory
attendance law, alleging LaRue, in violation of section 167,031, knowingly failed to cause
a child under her custody or control to attend a required academic program on a regular
basis on or between August 23, 2021,% and Februaty 16, 2022, LaRue filed a motion to
quash and dismiss, alleging the statute was unconstitutionally vague, The motion was
overruled. At a bench trial, the State introduced testimony from school employees and
documentation tegatding the child’s attendance.

Duting the 2021-2022 school year, LaRue’s son, who was botn in Octobet 2015,
was entolled in kindergarten at Esther Blementary in Lebanon. LaRue was the child’s sole

custodian. When LaRue completed her child’s online registration for school, she checked

4 Because Williams challenges the constitutional validity of section 167.031.1, appeal is
directly to this Court. Mo. Const. att. V, sec. 3,
5 The information etroneously stated the beginning date as August 23, 2022,

5




a box indicating she had read the student handbook. The attendance portion of the
handbook was the same as that set forth above.

LaRue's son did not enroll in kindergarten until September 9, 2021, His attendance
issues began the same month he enrolled, and the assistant principal had a conversation
with LaRue to determine what support the school could provide to assist the child in
attending. LaRue was informed her child was missing important things when he was not
at school. Pet the policy outlined in the handbook, vwhen AL, reached six absences in
ﬁovember 2021, the school sent LaRue a letter. The letter informed LaRue of the nutbet
of absences and that her son’s attendance petcentage was approximately 86 percent.
Accotding to the letter, “The Missouri Depattment of Elementaty and Secondaty
Bducation states that students should have a 90% or higher attendance percentage.” The
letter also stated: “If you have documentation indicating the reason for an absence, please
submit it to your child’s school office.” Another letter was sent to LaRue in mid-January
when her child accurnulated nine absences.

Parent contact regarding the reason a student is not at school is recorded. The' child’s
official attendance record included the following full days of absences during the charged
petiod of time,’ along with the reasons provided for the absence: 9/9/21 (“mom bad car
troubles”); 9/14/21 (“dr appt pet mom™); 9/15/21 (“fever per mom”); 10/25/21 (*Mom
called- at dad’s in Towa™); 10/29/21 (no reason provided); 11/19/21 (no reason provided);

12/15/21 (no reason provided); 1/5/22 (“overslept and sick pet mom-- dt appt 1/6/22");

6 The record also includes multiple fate check-ins.

6

A-6




1/11/22 (“per mom choice”); 1/12/22 (no reason provided); 1/13/22 (“Check-In at 11:45
am by mom”); 1/18/22 (no reason ptovided); 1/27/22 (no reason provided); 1/28/22 (no
reason provided). The child had seven absences that were unexcused/unverified in the
charged time period, LaRue failed to contact the school regarding the feasons the child did
not attend these days.

The assistant principal was never made aware of any medical reason preventing the
child from attending school. If the assistant principal had received information that the
child had a medical issue, the issue of absences would not have been putsued. The
attendance advisor for the school district testified she talked with LaRue multiple times
about attendance issues,

The circuit coutt found LaRue guilty. She was sentenced to serve fifteen days in
the Laclede County jail, The circuit court suspended execution of the sentence and placed
LaRue on probation fot a term of two years, LaRue appeals.’

Analysis

Parents challenge the sufficiency of the evidence in two regards. First, they contend
the State failed to prove beyond a reasonable doubt that their conduct was a putposeful or
knowing violation of the statute. Second, they argue the State did not prove beyond a
reasonable doubt that the children’s attendance was not sufficiently “regulat” to constitute

a violation of the statute. In their final points relied on, Parents assert section 167.031.1 is

7 Because LaRue challenges the constitutional validity of sectlon 167.031.1, appeal is
directly to this Court. Mo. Const. art. V, sec. 3.

7




uhconstitutionally vague because the statute fails to give a person of ordinary intelligence
fair notice that her contemplated conduct is forbidden and allows for arbitrary and
discriminatory application. This Court considers these points in revetse otder.

Section 167,031.1 Is Not Unconstitutionally Vague as Applied Here

This Coutt teviews de novo the legal issue of the constitutional validity of a statute.
State v, Richard, 298 $,W.3d 529, 531 (Mo. banc 2009). A challenge to the constitutional
validity of a statute must overcome the presumption that a statute is constitutional. State
v, Young, 695 S.W.2d 882, 883 (Mo. banc 1985). “Statutes must, if possible, be construed
as consistent with the Constitution; doubts are to be resolved in favor of validity[.]” Id
(citations omitted).

“[T]he void-for-vagueness doctrine requires that a penal statute define the crimine{l
offense with sufficient definiteness that ordinary people can understand what conduct is
prohibited and in a mannet that does not encourage atbitrary and discriminatory
enforcement.” State v. Farugi, 344 S;W.3d 193, 199 (Mo, banc 2011). “The test in
enforcing the doctrine is whether the language conveys to a person of ordinary intelligence
a sufficiently definite warning as to the proscribed conduct when measuted by common
understanding and practices.” Cocktail Fortune, Inc. v, Supervisor of Liquor Control, 994
S.W.2d 955, 957 (Mo. banc 1999). The language is to be evaluated by applying it to the

facts at hand, not to hypothetical scenarios. Id. at 958-59.

As applicable to the age of the children in this case,® section 167.031.1 provides:

8 Williams® child was six yeats old at the beginning of the academic year, LaRue’s child
was five yeats old at the time he was enrolled.
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Any patent, guardian ot othet person who enrolls a child between the ages of
five and seven years in a public school program of academic instruction shall
cause such child to attend the academic program on a regular basis,
accotding to this section. Nonattetidance by such child shall cause such
parent, guardian or other responsible person to be in violation of the
provisions of section 167.061, except as provided by this section.

(Emphasis added). Violation of section 167.031 is a class C misdemeanot. Section

167.061. Two exceptions relieve the party tesponsible for enrolling such child from

violating the statute due to a child’s nonattendance, Fitst, once enrolled, a child between

five and seven years old can be excused from attendance at school upon a written request

the child be removed from the school’s rolls. Section 167.031.1(3). Second, section
167.031.1(1) provides:

A child who, to the satisfaction of the supetintendent of public schools of the

district in which he resides, ot if thete is no superintendent then the chief

school officer, is determined to be mentally or physically incapacitated may

be excused from attendance at school for the full time required, ot any part

thereof] ]

According to Parents, section 167.031.1 fails to give a person of ordinary
intelligence fair notice that his ot het contemplated conduct is forbidden insofar as it fails
to cleatly define the phrase “a regular basis” and lacks sufficient specificity to prevent
arbitrary and discriminatory enfotcement. Parents posit the school district itself, per the
handbook, has defined “regular” as 90 percent attendance. The State contends the phrase
requires daily attendance on those days of the week that school is in session.

Although the phrase “regulat basis” is not defined by statute, “phrases shall be taken

in their plain ot ordinaty and usual sense.” Section 1.090. The court of appeals has

examined the plain meaning of the phrase “regulatly provides home day care services” in




the context of a home day cate exception in a homeowners policy, Union Mut. Ins. Co. v,
Brown, 809 S.W.2d 144, 145 (Mo. App. 1991). In Brown, the home day care setvices wete
provided every Tuesday and Thursday with some deviation, and the argument was asserted
that such provision was not “regular”. Id. at 146, The court of appeals rejected the
argument, teasoning:

Giving the word “regulat” its plain meaning, we find that this was a regular

provision of services. In the context of this exclusion, the definition of

“regular” as “steady ot uniform in course, practice or occurrence; not subject

to unexplained or ittational variation” and “retutning, recurring or received

at stated, fixed or uniform intervals” is appropriate. Webster’s Third

International Dictionary. It was not necessaty that the care be full time. “The

word, ‘regularly,’ is not synonymous with constantly or continuously.”

Fowler v. Baalmann, Inc., 361 Mo, 204, 234 S.W.2d 11, 14 (1950). The fact

that cate was not provided on holidays ot during illness or that days were

occasionally shifted does not defeat the regulaity of the arrangement since

these ate expected and rational exceptions to any day care artangement.

Id.

In the context of a public school progtam of academic instruction, the phrase “to
attend the academic program on a regular basis” means to attend school on those days the
school is in session, This abides by the ordinary meaning of “regular” as “steady or
uniform in course, practice or occurrence; not subject to unexplained or irrational

vatiation” and “teturning, recurring or received at stated, fixed or uniform intervals.”® See

id Academic calendars for the school districts in Missouri establish the intervals at which

9 This also conforms with the synonyms for “regular,” which include “notmal,” “typical,”
and “natural” Webster’s Third New International Dictionary of the English Language
1913 (3d ed. 2002), Children attending school according to the academic year, subject to
holidays, sick days, and other necessary excusals, is engrained in out modetn society.

10
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attendance ocours: typically, although not exclusively, a five-day school week. See section
171.031.1, Section 167.031.1 defines the criminal offense with sufficient definiteness that
ordinary people can understand what conduct is prohibited. When measured by common
undetstanding and practices, no Missouri parent would conclude attendance “on a regulat
basis” means anything less than having their child go to school on those days the school is
in session.

Of coutse, the statute enumetates certain exceptions that would prevent a parent
from running afoul of the statutory mandate for their child’s attendance, but such
exceptions are not present based on the record in this case. Parents never elected to remove
their children from the school’s rolls, See section 167.031.1(3). Parents likewise failed to
demonstrate their children were mentally ot physically incapacitated to the satisfaction of
school officials. See section 167.031.1(1). Williams’ daughter missed nine days of school
with no explanation to the school, LaRue’s son missed seven days of school with no
explanation to the school. These absences constitute itregular attendance.l’ Section
167.031.1 adequately conveys the meaning of “on a regulat basis” undet the facts hete.

This Coutt also finds that, on the record here, section 167.031.1°s requirement that
the attendance be “on a regular basis” does not permit arbitrary and discriminatory

application. Parents reference differences between the attendance policy presented in this

10 Given the occurrence of absences without explanation, this Court does not address
whether the absences for which Parents contacted the school constituted exceptions under
section 167.031.1(1).

11
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school district and that discuss.ed in State v. Self, 155 S.W.3d 756 (Mo. banc 2005), a case
in which this Court declined to address the purported vagueness issue of section 167.031.1.
Compating the policy of another district as it existed nearly two decades ago to the curtent
policy of the Lebanon R-III School District is insufficient to demonstrate arbitraty
enforcement. See id, at 760-61 (“If the record before this Court in fact showed that the
statute was so indefinite and confusing that the various school districts in this State took
conttadictoty positions as to the meaning of the statutory phrase ... and that it was being
intetpreted to make a parent ctiminally tesponsible simply upon a showing that the parent’s
child had failed to attend school on a numbet of occasions that vatied significantly in
number from district to district, and furthet that this caused confusion and problems for the
parties in the case then brought before the court, then serious constitutional questions about
the statute would be presentéd.”). Moteover, a school’s attendance policy does not change
the common ot customaty meaning of tﬁe word “regular.”” The vagueness challenge by the
Parents fails,

In concluding that “to attend the academic program on a tegular basis” means fo
attend school on those days the school is in session, this Court is aware of the implication
of such meaning if taken to an extreme. Nevettheless, this Coutt is bound by its duty “to
ascettain the intent of the legislatute from the language used and to consider the words
used in their plain and ordinary meaning,” Turner v. Sch. Dist. of Clayton, 318 S.W.3d
660, 665 (Mo. banc 2010). In addition to the statute providing authotity for school officials

to excuse attendance when a child is mentally or physically unable to attend, section

12
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167.031.1(1), the potential of enforcement of the law in marginal cases of noncompliance
is ameliorated both by the discretion of school officials to choose not to report minor
noncompliance and of prosecutors to choose not to ptosecute in those cases.

Sufficient Evidence Supported the Convictions

Tn reviewing the sufficiency of the evidence, this Court assesses whether sufficient
evidence existed from which the trier of fact could have teasonably found guilt. State v.
Porter, 439 8.W.3d 208, 211 (Mo. banc 2014). “All evidence and inferences favorable to
the State are accepted as true, and all evidence and infetence to the contrary ate rejected.”
Id.

Parents assert the State did not prove beyond a reasonable doubt that their children’s
attendance, at a certain percentage, was not sufficiently “regular” to constitute a violation
of the statute. Parents rely on th/e handbook’s teference to attendance of 90 percent or
higher for the school year, Given the date both were charged, Parents atgue their children
could have met the requisite attendance rate over the course of the entite year. Parents
further question why the percentage is set at 90 percent,

Because section 167.031,1 does not mandate a child attend a certain petcentage of
a school term, this Court finds any discussion of percentages to be of little televance,
Parents wete required to cause their children to attend the academic progfam on a regular
basis. See section 167.031.1. As discussed previously, each child had multiple absences
for which the parent failed to provide any explanation to the school for why the child was

not attending. Consequently, this nonattendance was not excused pursuant to the statute.
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Id, (“Nonattendance by such child shall cause such parent, guardian or other responsible
person to be in violation of the provisions of section 167.061, except as provided by this
section.”),

Parents further contend the State failed to prove they acted knowingly ot purposely
in causing their child not to attend school regulatly, “[TThe necessity of proof of some
level of scienter is implicit in the requirement that the parent ‘cause’ their child to regularly
attend school.” Self, 155 S.W.3d at 762. This Court has previously held the State is
required to prove the patty responsible for the child “acted lmowinély ot purposely in
causing her child not to attend school regulatly.” Id.

In Self, the parent’s conviction was reversed upon this Court’s determination that a
faci-findet could not have reasonably found the parent guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.
Id. at 763-64. In that case, a 15-year-old student missed approximately 40 days of school
over the course of roughly six months. Id, at 758. The student handbook, which outlined
the absence policy of the district, and the student’s attendance record were admitted as
evidence, Id, at759. The student’s attendance recotd indicated the student was pregnant,
Id. at 764. This Court telied on the student’s physical incapacitation due to her pregnancy,
which had been shown to the satisfaction of the school aﬁthorities, to show the State failed
to prove a culpable mental state on behalf of the parent. Id. Various statements in the
attendance policy suggested consequences for fajlure to attend would not apply if school
officials determined the child was not attending due to prolonged illness. Id.; see also

section 167.031.1(1), RSMo 2000. “No contrary evidence was presented that Ms. Self did
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know that, despite the excused nature of most of [the child’s] absences due to physical
incapacity caused by her pregnancy, her absences could put her in violation of the
compulsory attendance laws, or that she otherwise caused the excessive absences.” Self,
155 S.W.3d at 764.
The cases at bar are unlike Self, Each involves a young student with no physical
incapacitation. Neither Williams nor LaRue was provided information by the school to
suggest there would be no consequences for each child’s failure to attend. Rather, school
officials consistently communicated that tegular attendance was requited, This
communication occurred through the handbook, through the letters sent, and through
conversations with school officials.
"Williams asserts her conduct it allowing her child to be absent from school was not
a putposeful or knowing violation of the statute because she notified the school her child
was sick on six occasions and the handbook did not inform patents that absences caused
by illness are unexcused, Williams argues if these six occasions are not counted as
absences, her child’s attendance percentage is above 90 percenit. LaRue makes a similar
argument, suggesting that if her child’s sick days and verified absences are temoved from
consideration, her child’s attendance was at 90 percent. Again, however, a child’s
percentage of attendance is not determinative. Williams’ child was absent on nine
occasions without any communication to the school detailing the reason for the absence,
I.aRue’s child was absent on seven occasions without any communication to the school

detailing the reason for the absence. This nonattendance was not excused by any
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citcumstance provided for in the statute. Given the notice provided to each patent and that
each parent was in control of their young child, evidence existed to sﬁpport the inference
that each parent knowingly failed to cause their child to attend school on a tegular basis.
Unlike in Self, such inference is not unteasonable. See id.

Conclusion

For the reasons set forth above, the circuit court’s judgment in each case is affirmed.

Robin Ransom, Judge
Russell, C.J., Powell, Breckenridge,

Fischer and Wilson, JJ., concut,
Drapet, J., not participating.
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LACLEDE Time; 3:19:57PM
CIRCUIT COURT DOCKET SHEET Page: 1
221.A-CR00264 ST V CAITLYN CORDELL WILLIAMS Security Level: 1 Public
Case Type: AC Misdemeanor Case Filing Date: 02-Mar-2022
Status: Judgment CVC $10 - Other
Disposition: Tried by Court - Guilty Disposition Date: 07-Jun-2022
OCN#: Not Required

Arresting Agency: MO0530000

Release/Status

Change Date Reason

Judge STEVE JACKSON (42403)
Defendant CAITLYN CORDELL WILLIAMS (WILCC0843)
Assistant Prosecuting Attorney AMY MICHELLE FOLSOM (51225)
Prosecuting Attorney JON ANTHONY MORRIS (40832)
Attorney for Defendant MATTHEW PALMER (71116) 26-Jul-2022 Attorney Withdrawn
Officer Badge No.: 000

Charge # Charge Date Charge Code Charge Description

Original Charge: 1 23-Aug-2021 167.031-001N202038.0 Violation Of Education Requirement For A Child

(Misdemeanor C RSMo: 167.031)

Disposition: 07-Jun-2022 Tried/Court-Guilty
Order Date: 26-Jul-2022 Sentence or SIS : Incarceration County Jail
Length : 7 Days Start Date : 26-Jul-2022
Text : Count 1 - Defendant sentenced to 7 Days in the LCJ and that sentence to run concurrent with any other
sentence serving
Filing Date Description
02-Mar-2022 Informatlon Flled
Probable Cause Statement Filed
Filed By: AMY MICHELLE FOLSOM
Inltial Appearance
Scheduled For: 28-Mar-2022; 1:30 PM; LARRY WINFREY; Setting: 0; Laclede
Summons Issued- 1st Class Mall
Document ID: 22-CRSU-131, for WILLIAMS, CAITLYN CORDELL Summons malled to Defendant. kv
21-Mar-2022 Initial Appearance Held
Case called by Dlv |V, State appears by PA Marris and APA Adamik. Defendant appears In person, in
custody, Pro Se, Is advised of Charge(s) and enters a Plea of Not Guilty. Application for Public Defender
Is completed at this time, Court finds that due to the risk of Incarceration the Defendant's constitutlonal
rights entitle hinvher to legal representation and for services from MSPD pursuant to 600,042.4(2)
RSMo If he/she is otherwise financlally eligible. Case Is set for Appearance with Counsel on 4-25-2022
at 9:00 a.m with Div V., LW/ey
Counsel Status Hrng Scheduled
Scheduled For: 25-Apr-2022; 9:00 AM; STEVE JACKSON; Setting: 0; Laclede
14-Apr-2022 Carrespondence Filed
) PD Application submitted; Electronic Filing Certificate of Service.
15-Apr-2022 Entry of Appearance Flled

Entry of Appearance; Electronic Flling Certificate of Service.
Flled By: MATTHEW PALMER

On Behalf Of: CAITLYN CORDELL WILLIAMS
Motion for Discovery
Request for Discovery; Electronic Filing Certificate of Service.
Filed By: MATTHEW PALMER
On Behalf Of: CAITLYN CORDELL WILLIAMS
Pub Defdr Fee Assessment Flled
Public Defender Fee Assessment; Electronic Filing Certificate of Service.
Flled By: MATTHEW PALMER
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On Behalf Of: CAITLYN CORDELL WILLIAMS
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for trlal setting and all pending motions on May 17, 2022 at 8;30 a.m, SJ/mb
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Scheduled For: 17-May-2022; 8:30 AM; STEVE JACKSON,; Setting: 0; Laclede
T8 and all pending motlons
17-May-2022 Trial Setting Held
Case called by Div 5, State appears by APA Folsom; Defendant appears with Attorney Palmer, Case
set for bench trlal on June 7, 2022 at 8:30 a,m, Motion to dismiss submitted partlally on motion, State to
file any responses by May 23, 2022 at 8:30 a.m, and any additional argument will be taken up at that
time with the bond hearing in Case 20LA-CR00703. SJ/mb
Court Trlal Scheduled
Scheduled For: 07-Jun-2022; 8:30 AM; STEVE JACKSON; Setting: 0; Laclede
Motlon Hearing Scheduled
mt to dismiss argument
Scheduled For: 23-May-2022; 9:00 AM; STEVE JACKSON; Setting: 0; Laclede
mt to dismiss argument
23-May-2022 Request Filed
request for production of documents; Electronlc Filing Certificate of Service,
Flled By: JON ANTHONY MORRIS
Motion Hearing Held
Court takes up Defendantys Motlon to Dismiss, Court finds statute Is not unconstitutional for
vagueness on Its face. Defendant sought to Introduce no evidence in support of the motlon to dismiss.
Court finds Defendant cannot succeed on the motlon to dismiss for vagueness as applied in this case
without evidence. This Court relles on State v Self, 155 S.W.3d 7566 (Mo. 2005)citing numerous cases
including U.S. v. Raines, 362 U.S.17 (1960) In stating the Defendant ¢,cannot properly bring a
vagueness challenge based on hypothetical arbitrary and discriminatory application as to others when
she has provided no evidence that the statute Is unconstitutionally vague when applied to her situation.y,
Motion to Dismiss denled. Case remains set for Bench Trial June 7, 2022 at 8:30 AM. SJ/ey
07-Jun-2022 Court Trial Held
Case called by Div 5, State appears by APA Folsom; Defendant appears In custody and with Attorney
Palmer, Trial held on record in Courtroom D, Log of electronic proceedings flled. Case set for
sentencing on July 26, 2022 at 8:30 a.m. SJ/mb
Sentenclng Hearlng Scheduled
Scheduled For: 26-Jul-2022; 8:30 AM; STEVE JACKSON; Setting: 0; Laclede
Trled by Court - Gulity

Exhiblt Filed

Exhiblt Filed
08-Jun-2022 Sound Recording Log Sheet
26-Jul-2022 Sentencing Hearing Held

Case called by Div 5. State appears by APA Folsom; Defendant appears In custody and with Attorney
Palmer, Sentencing held on record in Courtroom A, Log of electronic proceedings filed. Defendant
sentenced to serve 7 days in the Laclede County Jail and that sentence to run concurrent with any other
sentence serving, Defendant’s counsel allowed leave to withdraw. SJ/mb
- Sound Recording Log Sheet

Log of Proceedings. kv

Misd Costs Assc Tax-Reg-w/cost
Assoclated To: CAITLYN CORDELL WILLIAMS

Defendant Sentenced

Count 1 - Defendant sentenced to 7 Days In the L.CJ and that sentence to run concurrent with any other
sentence serving

Sentence Date: 26-Jul-2022 Sentence: Incarceration County Jail
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Report; CZR0026 v18.0 26TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT Date: 29-Jul-2022

LACLEDE Time: 3:19:57PM
CIRCUIT COURT DOCKET SHEET Page: 3
Case continued from previous page.
22l A-CR00264 ST V CAITLYN.CORDELL WILLIAMS : Security Level: 1 Public .

26-Jul-2022 Judgment CVC $10 - Other
Judgement Against: CAITLYN C WILLIAMS; Amount: $10,00; Satlisfled Date;
Judge/Clerk - Note
Cost pamphiet mailed to DFT.br
Commitment Order
COMMITMENT ORDER: 7 days In the LCJ and that sentence to run concurrent to any other sentence
serving., Order emalled to LCSD.br
Mot to Proc In Forma Pauperls
Flled By: MATTHEW PALMER Certificate of True Copy
Order 1, Heather Officer, clerk of the Clrcuit Court and
In and for Laclede County, certify that the
forgoing is a frue, accurate and complete copy of
the original in the cause therein named, as the
same appears on record and on file in this office.

WITNESS my hand and the seal affixed hereto on

= Friday, July 29, 2022
LACLEDE COUNTY

Clerk, /s/Heather Officer, Clerk of the Circuit Court
Bv: /s/ Stephanle Brawlev. Deputv Clerk
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF LACLEDE COUNTY, STATE OF MISSOURI
ASSOCIATE DIVISION
BEFORE THE HONORABLE  Steve Jackson

COMMITMENT ORDER

State of Missouri,
Plaintiff
vs. Case No. 22LA-CR00264

CAITLYN CORDELL WILLIAMS
Defendant

STATE OF MISSOURI TO THE JAILER OF LACLEDE COUNTY, MISSOURI

WHEREAS, the above named defendant CAITLYN CORDELL WILLIAMS, has heretofore
been charged in this Court before the said Associate Circuit Judge with the offense(s) of: 167.031-
001N20203806.0  Violt Educ Requir Child 167,031 RSMO

WHEREAS, the defendant upon being duly arraigned before the Court has entered his/her plea of
guilty to said charge(s) OR the defendant has been found guilty after trial on said charge(s).

AND WHEREAS this Court has pronounced sentence and rendered judgment against the said
defendant, in accordance with the law, that defendant be confined in the County Jail of this county for a
term of: 7 days in the LCJ and that sentence to run concurrent to any other sentence serving

YOU ARE THEREFORE COMMANDED, to receive the body of the defendant in the jail of said
county, and there safely keep him in your custody for said term, or until he/she can be discharged by due
course of law,

( ) CREDIT FOR TIME SERVED ( ) NO CREDIT FOR TIME SERVED

DATED: JULY 26,2022

___Steve,Jackson =

’

JUDGE/CLERK
/s/ Heather Officer, Circuit Clerk

SHERIFE’S RETURN

I hereby certify that I executed the within and foregoing order in the County of Laclede, State of Missouri
by receiving the body of the defendant named herein at the Laclede County Jail and incarcerating him/her
therein for a period of and releasing him from custody on
All as ordered by the Court.

DATED: IN LACLEDE COUNTY, MISSOURI

Sheriff

Deputy Sheriff

A-20



8C99823 Appeal Document Number 95 Page 1

r..........._-..___.-_...-———_-_.-_-—--a-'_q;,-_én—.—,—-—---’_'.._'.-\.‘—-—-s--‘ ---------- e s o ——— — " —
! IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF LACLEDE COUNTY, MISSOURI ’ }
| ASSOCIATE CIRCUIT JUDGE DIVISION !
1 ) ‘ ' |
| STATE OF MISSOURI, )

! Plaintiff, ) )

- } ) cae No.w
lAmame. laoue )

|

i ORDER AND JUDGMENT

'

| APPEARANCES JUDGMENT/FINDINGS

I N

| [ X ] Prosecuting Atty/Asst Prosecuting Atty Evidence hefa,rd.‘
% [ X ] Defendant in Pérson Court finds Defendant guilty,

] Counsel waived by Defendant Sentencing set

' (
]
i [ ] Defendant failed to appear f%( { ‘
! [X ] Counsel N\~ \-@\/
‘DISMISSAL
[ ] State enters its Nolle Prosequi as
to Counts T (). (1) (V)
Defendant discharged..

|

I

| .

; [ | Case dismissed by Court for want of prosecution.
1

|

| CHARGES OR |AMENDED CHARGES]

|
i Count 1

: Charge ' atite #
I .

i Count 1 ‘

i Charge Statute #
[}

I PLEA

| [X 1 Guilty on count(s) (1) (1)
{ ] Not Guilty on all counts

[} . ,
| [ ] Sentence to run consecutive to:
1

[ ] Sentence to run concurrent with:

[} Shock time in'the Laclede County Jaif:

days to begin

\(1Dlakien % Edu@ﬁ@\

DATED: Q,’“ Q?'CQM

Court finds Defendant not gullty & discharge
Jury finds Defendant guiity
I

[]
[ ]
(]
[]
[1]
[ 1 Jury finds Defendant not guilty

PUNISHMENT ~ COUNT I

[ 1 Imposition of Sentence Suspended:
Fine of 8 N -
Confinement in county jail of
Execution of confinement suspended
| Defendant plaged on ptobation
(] lyear MZ years [ ] other

Under supérvisjon of:
{ ] OCCS, Inc. J)&Tracking by OCCS
[ 1CPS [ ] Tracking by CPS
[ 7 COURT ‘

PUNISHMENT — COUNT 1L

[ ] lmposition 6f Sentence Suspended
[ ] Fineof §

[ ] Coufinement in county jail of
(]

(]

Execution of confinement suspended
Defendant placed on probation
[ ] lyear [ ]12years [ ] other_

Under supervision oft
OCCS, Inc. [ | Tracking by OCCS
CPS { ]Tracking by CP3S
C

[

CONDITIONS
[X] Special conditions (attached)

[ ] Restitution of § ordered paid by

_ or within ‘
Creditfor [ ] timeserved [ ] actual time served
[ ] Public Defendant Judgment entered
[ JRecoupment of § .
[X 1 Court costs assessed to;
[X] Defendant { ] State { ] Waived
[ ] CVC Judgment in the amount of $10.00
in favor of State-of Missouri
[X ] Execution on fine, costs & CVC stayed
[ X ] per payment plan with Circuit Cletk's office
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF LACLEDE COUNTY, MISSOURI
ASSOCIATE CIRCUIT JUDGE DIVISION

STATE OF MISSOURI

)
Plaintiff, )
. ) ,
Vs, _ ) CaseNo; __Z2LA—CR D024 [
, ) '

Thmarar L. IACWE )

Defendant. )

CONDITIONS OF PROBATION

1. ALCOHOL CONDITIONS
1.! ﬁ : Defendant shall not consume or possess alcoholic beverage at ény time or frequent establishment whose
primary purpose is the sale of alcoholic beverages and Defendant shall not operate 2 motor vehicle or vessel while or after consuming
alcoholic beverages. o '
12 Defendant shall have an ignition interlock device installed on any vehicle he or she operates during the
period of probation, '
1.3 Defendant shall consent to a search of Defendant’s person, any vehicle, in which Defendant is a passenger,

and Defendant’s place of residence at anytime Defendant may be requested to do so by any law enforcement officer and Defendant
shall submit to a breathalyzer or blood test at any time requested to do so by any law enforcement officer or probation officer,

14 ___ Defendant shall take antibuse unless it is determined that Defendant is medically unable to do 0.

1.5 . Defendant shall install and be monitored by a S,C.R.A.M unit / Soberlink / daily breathalyzers'/
;and shall pay all costs associated with such service.

2. DRUG CONDITIONS

2.1 _ \ Defendant shall not use or possess drugs at any tiime, unless prescribed for Defendant’s use by a physician
and Defendant shall keep all of his prescribed drugs in the container supplied by the filling pharmacy.

2.2 Defendant shall consent to a blood test or urinalysis to determine the presence of drugs in Defendant’s body
at any time Deiep(dant is requested to do so by any law enforcement or probation officer, ,

2.3 Defendant shall not consurie or possess any synthetic stimulant or synthetic. cannabis.

3 RESTITUTION CONDITIONS

31 _ Defendant shall make restitution through the Office of the Prosecuting Attorney in the amount of

$ ‘ dollars, payable [in full within ____(days) (weeks) (months) of this date] [in minimum monthly payments
of § commencing on the day of , 20 1, which includes a

administrative fee due to the Prosecuting Attorney’s Office, _
32 'Defendant shall be responsible to pay restitution jointly and severally with Defendant’s co-conspirator(s).

4. PROGRAM CONDITIONS

41 ALCOHOL AND DRUG PROGRAMS:

4.1.1 Defendant shall complete a SATOP alcohol education and assessment program within 45 days.

4,1.2 " Defendant shall complete a Victim’s Impact Panel within 45 days.of this date.
4.1.3 Defendant shall complete a drug education and assessment program within _ days of this date,
414 Defendant shall complete any and all alcohol and drug aftercare programs, in-patient treatment programs as

directed ‘by the Court or Defendant’s probation officer,

42  FINANCIAL PROGRAMS:

4,2.1 Defendant shall attend and complete a (Financial Management Course conducted by Probation and Parole)
(a Check Responsibility Program conducted by probation supervisor) within __days of this date,
422, Defendant shall not maintain a checking account throughout the course of Defendant’s probation,

¥
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4.3 COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAMS:

4.:'3‘1_ Defendent shall complete total hours of commiunity service as directed by Probation Officer,
within (days) (months) ofthis date,

i
{
i

44  VIOLENCE CONTROL PROGRAMS:

1
i
|

44.1 Defendant shall complete an. anger management program withi?n days of this.date.
44.2 Defendant shall complete a domestic violence intervention program within days of this date,

5. COURT COST CONDITIONS:

5.1 > Defendant shall pay any fine, C.V.C. judgment and court costs Including jaiteests-as ordered,
5.2 . Defendant shall pay the Public Defender Judgment to the Public Defender’s Office,

6. TRAFFIC CONDITIONS:

6.1 Defendant shall not operate a motor vehicle throughout the course of Deféendant’s probation.

6.2 X Defendant shall not operate a motor vehicle without a valid operator’s license or hardship driving privilege

and liability insurance. _ ;

2.3 .. Defendant shall obtain a valid Missouri operator's license within (90 days) (6 months) (1 year) of this
ate, .

6.4 . Defendant shall attend and complete a Driver’s Training Course within _____days of this date.

6.5 __ . Defendant shall maintain insurance coverage during the term of Defendant’s probation: either non-owners

isurance (if Defendant does not own a vehicle), o insurance coverage on the vehicle Defendant owns and operates during the term of

probation, Defendant must show monthly proof of insurance to probation agency. !

1. CONSERVATION AND WEAPON CONDITIONS:

7.1 Defendarit shall ot (hunt) (fish) or associate with anyone who is (hunting) (fishing) for a period of
(months) (years). » ,
Defendant shall not possess or have on or about Defendant’s person or in his/her vehicle any firearms,
ammunition, or-dangerous weapons while on probation.

8, MISCELLANEOQUS CONDITIONS: w ;

8.1 g Defendant shall obey and comply with all laws and ordinances and orders, of the Court.

8.2 Defendant shall serve _(hours) (days) shock probation in the county jail, commencing on the
day of ___ L 320 . at ‘(am) (pm) through the __dayof __ _ 20,

at__ _(am) (pm). |

8.3

Defendant shall (have no contact or communication with) (notibother, harass, abuse or threaten to abuse)

(not be on the property of - . 4 -

8,4 Defendant shall obtain a high school diploma or Gene‘ra:] Equivalence Diploma by

85 _ Defendant shall be supervised while on probation by (QCCS) (C‘PS) for a period of (manths)
(year(s) If Defendant is supervised, Defendant shall pay the costs of supervision in the amounts and on schedule as agreed upon with
the supervising agency. ‘

8.6 Defendant shall be on Court supervised probation for a period of. P WS) ‘@hich
probation shall be tracked by (CPS). Defendant shall pay & one-time supervision fee as direct€d by (OCCS) (CPS).

8.7 : ¢ ant shall ensuire +wa* AlL Sl dien W Inev- cave|cyye
aticnd school pot- a 90% rate ornd shall ecatyte all deblmente necessany. 1

wianim o£Eller o Mmitn- same - ‘ , | o o
l@lAVE READ OR HAVE HAD READ TO ME, THESE CONDIT!ONS OF PROB,A"I;[ON. _l UNDERSTAND AND AGREE
. TO COMPLY WITH THE CONDITIONS SET FORTH HEREIN DURING THE PERIOD OF THIS PROBATION.

Dated: 99 &:ﬁ Q@QQ\ _ . signed_ S 1, LR

L Defendant

| SQO@EMD. W{%gz/
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0.0..O_.w. SUPERVISION REFERRAL PACKET

Report for initial intake on Within T QO&M Between 8.3~ |8 m n_ .30 - 50m
Witnessed By:

Court Representative

Neme - Tamatme | gRue adcress [
Lebonan, Mo GBR36 I

‘City/State Zip Phone
1-2%-20 rraras TP
Offense - Date Signature
Instructions: ‘

1. Open envelope and completely fill out all enclosed forms. g

2. Read and review all other enclosed material. v

3. Bring this packet and a recent picture or ID.

4. You are 10 report on the date indicated at the top of this form. : .

5. If you have any questions before you report call our office at M: m, m Omugg erc Dfﬂ

Streed  lebhonon_Mp. 6536 Prarin-533- 3331

Copies: White-OCCS.  Yeliow-Courts  Pink-Client
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Court Costs represent fees for various
funds and services which are set by
Revised Missouri Statutes. Costs will vary
depending on the case type and may vary
from county to county, , ;.

Costs are asSes
traffic viglati 3
misdemednor;*felony, cifri
juvenile case, All
expected to be"p
each case,

omestic and
3 are assessed and
d"upon’ disposition of

The accepted methods of payment in
Laclede County are by cash, credit card,
money order, cashiers check, personal
check (if a resident of Laclede, County), or
attorney’s check, -

R ST S
If a case bond was posted and a bond
assigninerit does not exist, ‘the costs, fines
and fees will be satisfied out of the bond
unless/6therwise ordered by the cofist.

All paymient instriments Should iriclude the
case number to which the payment is to be
applied. Use the following address for
mailing payments.

CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT
200 NORTH ADAMS
LEBANON, MISSOURI 65536

Failure to pay Couit ordéred costs, fines and
fees in full by a specified due date may
result in collection activities and/or deivers
license suspension,

Pursyant to-Sec

g

R S

tio
time paymentfees
todny. defendant whirz
ordiped; .
or; eourt. costs, including restitution and

S'to:pay a court

Juvenile, . monetary - assessments within

thixty.(30) days,of:the date.of the order,

§'Balanc80 ved 1g¢ - iy
“$T0.00% 15000 :
300,00 - ITnonths - -
600,00+ & mbfiths
$1,200.00 *  12mionths
- $1,800.00: .18 months . |
e o 24 moniths

600,01
$1,200.01
$4;800,01

ar time' of disposition; the
payment plan will not exceed
"6 months.

A-25

Judginenit; penalty, fine. sanction




CLERK OF THE SUPREME COURT

TELEPHONE

(573) 751-4144

STATE OF MISSOURI
POST OFFICE BOX 150
BETSY AUBUCHON JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI
CLERK 65102
September 24, 2023

Ellen H. Flottman — via e-filing

Woodrail Centre
1000 West Nifong, Building 7, Suite 100
Columbia, MO 65203

Shaun J. Mackelprang — via e-filing
Amy Michelle Folsom — via e-filing
Missouri Attorney General’s Office
P.O. Box 899

Jefferson City, MO 65102-0899

In Re: State of Missouri, Respondent, vs. Caitlyn Cordell Williams, Apppellant.

Missouri Supreme Court No. SC99719
Dear Counsel:
The Court issued the following order on this date:

“Appellant’s motion for rehearing overruled.”

CEB eSS

Very truly yours,

BETSY AUBUCHON

Falena L. Vittetoe-Moore
Director of Court en Banc
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CLERK OF THE SUPREME COURT

STATE OF MISSOURI
POST OFFICE BOX 150
BETSY AUBUCHON JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI TELEPHONE
CLERK 65102 (573) 751-4144

September 26, 2023

Ellen H. Flottman ~ via e-filing Shaun J, Mackelprang — via e-filing
Amy Michelle Folsom — via e-filing

Woodrail Centre Missouri Attorney General’s Office

1000 West Nifong, Building 7, Suite 100 P.O. Box 899

Columbia, MO 65203 Jefferson City, MO 65102-0899

In Re: State of Missouri, Respondent, vs. Tamarae Lynn LaRue, Appellant.
Missouri Supreme Court No. SC99823

Dear Counsel:
The Court issued the following order on this date:
“Appellant’s motion for rehearing overruled.”
Very truly yours,

BETSY AUBUCHON

Director of Court en Banc
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