
 

SB 948  

Sponsor: Rick Brattin 

Path to full text: https://www.senate.mo.gov/26info/pdf-bill/intro/SB948.pdf 

Final recommendation: OPPOSE 

SB 948 is a parental-rights bill with several strong instincts. It would create a new statewide 
parental-rights standard, require the government to meet a compelling-interest / least-restrictive-
means test before interfering, enumerate specific parental rights in education and health care, and 
create a cause of action for parents who believe those rights were violated. It would also repeal 
the current language that lets certain minors consent on their own to treatment for venereal 
disease and drug or substance abuse. But under our criteria, the bill still falls short because its 
student-data language is opt-out, not opt-in, and the enforcement section is broad enough that 
the fiscal note projects more than $1 million in annual General Revenue cost plus unknown 
additional litigation exposure.  

Part 1 — Quick snapshot 

Single-subject, title, and scope: 
The title, “relating to parental rights,” is broad but still generally honest about the bill’s core 
subject. The bill’s provisions all revolve around parental authority over children, even though 
they touch education, health care, local government, law enforcement, and school operations. We 
would score the title specificity at 2/3: somewhat specific, but still broad. We do not see this as a 
clear single-subject violation on the face of the introduced version.  

Does it grow government? 
Mostly, it tries to restrain the government by codifying parental rights and limiting interference. 
But we must also note that it expands government in one important practical sense: it creates a 
broad litigation pathway against government entities, and the fiscal note says DSS alone 
anticipates 7 new FTE for litigation work.  

Data collection/privacy: 
This bill is mixed, but non-compliant under our standard. It requires written consent before 
biometric scans, before records of a child’s blood or DNA are created/stored/shared, absent a 
court order, and before many government video or voice recordings. But its student-data 



language only gives parents the right to opt out of personal analysis, evaluation, survey, or data 
collection tied to the statewide longitudinal student data system, rather than requiring affirmative 
opt-in consent first. Under your criteria, that is a privacy failure.  

Proper role of government/spending fit: 
The liberty-protecting purpose is within the proper role of government. The fiscal mechanism is 
less clean. The fiscal note estimates General Revenue costs that could exceed $1,056,031 in 
FY27, $1,237,695 in FY28, and $1,250,147 in FY29, plus unknown litigation costs to other 
state funds, colleges and universities, federal funds, and local governments.  

Impact on Missouri families: 
Mixed. The core parental-rights protections help families, but the bill also leaves a key privacy 
provision on an opt-out basis and could produce costly, open-ended litigation with unclear 
school-level obligations.  

Alignment with Act for Missouri core beliefs: 
Mixed, but ultimately fails because of the opt-out data language and the bill’s broad, expensive 
enforcement structure.  

Part 2 — Purpose and provision map 

What the bill is really doing: 
SB 948 is designed to establish parental rights as a statewide statutory baseline, especially in 
education, health care, records access, religion, and government interaction with children. It is 
also designed to give parents a direct legal remedy when those rights are infringed.  

Provision map: 

1. New §1.340 — Parental rights declared fundamental 
Tag: [Good] 
This section says a parent has a fundamental liberty interest in the care, custody, and control of a 
child, including upbringing, education, health care, and mental health, free from government 
interference. It also imposes a compelling-interest / least-restrictive-means test on government 
restrictions. That is directionally strong and clearly pro-parent.  

2. New §1.341(1)–(10), (12)–(13) — Enumerated parental rights 
Tag: [Good/Mixed] 
These provisions protect access to educational and medical records, direct moral and religious 
training, require written consent for health care decisions, biometric scans, DNA/blood records, 
and many recordings, require prompt notice of suspected abuse/crime against the child with a 
safety exception, allow religious school absences, and protect participation in school 
organizations. Most of that aligns closely with parental authority and privacy.  

3. New §1.341(11) — Student data provision 
Tag: [Bad] 
This is the key defect under your criteria. It lets a parent opt the child out of school-district 
personal analysis, evaluation, survey, or data collection for the statewide longitudinal student 



data system, except what is necessary and essential for the student record. Because the structure 
is opt-out rather than opt-in, it fails our privacy rule.  

4. New §1.341.2–.3 — Information withholding and cause of action 
Tag: [Good – But Must Note One Concern] 
The bill bars most government actors from encouraging a child to withhold relevant physical, 
emotional, or mental health information from a parent, and it gives parents a legal claim or 
defense, with declaratory relief, injunctions, compensatory damages, and attorneys’ fees. The 
principle is understandable, but the remedy is broad and expensive in practice.  

5. §431.061 Amendment — repeal of certain minor self-consent authority 
Tag: [Mixed - Bad] 
Current law lets a minor consent for herself in cases of pregnancy, excluding abortion, venereal 
disease, and drug or substance abuse. SB 948 removes venereal disease and drug/substance 
abuse from that minor self-consent language, leaving pregnancy. From a parental-rights lens that 
restores some parental control, in difficult real-world cases, it may also reduce independent 
treatment access for minors. Major concern for not including pregnancy in this day of mail-order 
abortion pills. 

High-level changes to existing law: 
The bill would create a new statewide parental-rights standard; add a list of protected parental 
rights; create a civil cause of action for violations; require written consent for several types of 
child data/recording decisions; and repeal existing minor self-consent authority for venereal 
disease and substance-abuse treatment.  

Part 3 — Constitutional and process checks 

Single-subject / clear-title: 
We do not see a strong single-subject attack here. The bill stays within one governing subject: 
parental rights. The title is broad, but it is not obviously deceptive. This looks more like “likely 
complies” than a disguised omnibus.  

Rights impacts: 
This bill strengthens parental authority, religious liberty in child training, and due-process-style 
protections against arbitrary government interference by using a strict test for restrictions. We do 
not see a direct right-to-life, Second Amendment, or property-rights provision in the text itself.  

Delegation/separation of powers: 
The bill does not primarily delegate new rulemaking power to an unelected national body or 
compact. Its main structural issue is different: it shifts conflict resolution into litigation by 
creating a broad claim and defense mechanism against government entities, with damages and 
attorneys’ fees available. The fiscal note treats that as a serious enough litigation expansion to 
require new state legal staffing.  

Data collection, privacy, and informed consent: 
This is where the bill fails your framework. Yes, it includes several opt-in-style protections for 
biometrics, DNA/blood records, and many recordings. But on school-related personal 



analysis/surveys/data collection, the bill still uses an opt-out model. For Act for Missouri, an 
opt-out is not sufficient. On that basis alone, the bill should not receive support as introduced.  

Part 4 — Impact on Missouri families 

Proper role of government spending test: 
The bill’s core purpose—protecting parental liberty from government interference—fits within 
the government’s proper role. But the way it enforces that goal is expensive and open-ended. 
DSS expects 7 new litigation FTE, and the fiscal note warns of unknown litigation exposure 
across multiple governmental levels and even possible federal-fund losses. So, the purpose is 
within the proper role; the enforcement design is questionable/mixed.  

Economic / taxpayer impact: 
This bill is not a classic subsidy or program-expansion bill, but it still carries real taxpayer costs. 
The fiscal note projects that General Revenue costs could range from $1.06 million to $1.25 
million annually and flags unknown costs for schools, local governments, colleges/universities, 
and other funds. That is a real burden, not a trivial one.  

Family, parental rights, and education: 
On the merits, SB 948 does a lot that parents will like: it protects access to records, religious 
training, and health-care consent, and it pushes back against schools or agencies that withhold 
information from parents. But school districts told the fiscal-note writers that the “reasonable 
choices within public schools” language is open-ended and could create significant unknown 
obligations and compliance burdens.  

Moral and cultural climate: 
The bill generally advances a family-authority worldview rather than a state-centered one. It does 
not contain abortion-advancing or LGBT-ideology language on its face. Its moral direction is 
mostly favorable; its structural execution is where the problems arise.  

Part 5 — Core principles check 

Sanctity of life: 
No direct personhood or abortion provision is in the bill text. The only related health item is that 
pregnancy remains in the minor-consent statute, while venereal disease and drug/substance abuse 
are removed from the minor self-consent language.  

Biblical / limited-government view: 
The bill’s core premise—that parents, not the state, should direct children’s upbringing—is 
consistent with a limited-government, family-first view. But the student-data clause fails our opt-
in privacy requirement, and the open-ended litigation model creates an expensive legal 
enforcement machine rather than a narrower, cleaner safeguard.  

Property rights / economic liberty: 
No major tax or fee mechanism appears in the bill itself. The practical economic issue is the 
litigation cost burden on taxpayers and local schools.  



Constitutionalism/rule of law: 
The bill is mostly supportive of constitutional-style limits on government interference. We do not 
see a serious single-subject defect in the introduced text. The bigger issue is that it does not fully 
comply with our privacy-consent rule.  

Homeschool / private Christian education / parental rights: 
This is one of the bill’s strongest areas. It expressly protects the choice of public, private, 
parochial, parish, homeschool, or family-paced education, as well as religious training decisions.  

Surveillance/data: 
This is the decisive failure. The bill improves privacy in some areas, but it still leaves student 
data collection on an opt-out basis and expressly allows government video/voice recording in 
several contexts, including building security/surveillance. That is not the full privacy reset our 
criteria require.  

Overall core principles result: 
Mixed, but ultimately not supportable as filed. 

Part 6 — Special topic tests 

Amendment 3 / personhood / equal protection: 
Not really implicated here.  

Surveillance state / digital-control test: 
Partial improvement, not full compliance. Written consent is required for biometrics, DNA/blood 
records, and many recordings, which is good. But the school-data language is still opt-out, and 
the recording exception for security/surveillance means that government monitoring 
infrastructure is still partially preserved.  

Federal money/strings: 
The fiscal note says the bill could have an unknown federal-fund impact and assumes losses 
could even reach the $250,000 threshold. The note does not give a detailed federal-strings 
explanation, so this is more a fiscal uncertainty than a fully developed sovereignty finding.  

Part 7 — Red flags, fixes, and final recommendation 

Red flags 

1. Privacy / Consent Problem — student data is still opt-out 
Location: §1.341(1)(11) 
Severity: Critical 
This is the cleanest reason to oppose under our current criteria. The bill does not require 
affirmative opt-in consent before that school-related data collection regime; it only gives a right 
to opt out.  

2. Open-ended litigation engine 
Location: §1.341.3 
Severity: Moderate 



Parents may bring claims or defenses and seek declaratory relief, injunctions, compensatory 
damages, and attorneys’ fees. The fiscal note ties that directly to more than $1 million in annual 
General Revenue costs and unknown broader litigation exposure. This is only a concern because 
of the legislation's vague language. The threat of litigation is the enforcement mechanism for this 
bill and is necessary to give it teeth. We just would like to see the language tightened to prevent 
frivolous litigation.  

3. Undefined “reasonable choices within public schools.” 
Location: §1.341(1)(1) 
Severity: Serious 
That phrase is not tightly defined in the bill. School districts told the fiscal note writers that it 
could create open-ended obligations for alternative materials, pacing, methods, supervision, and 
compliance.  

4. Surveillance exception remains broad 
Location: §1.341(1)(9), especially subdivision (d) 
Severity: Moderate 
The bill is pro-privacy in many respects, but it still allows video/voice recording without parental 
consent in several contexts, including building or grounds security/surveillance. That means it 
does not fully shut down passive monitoring.  

Possible fixes/amendments 

1. Change §1.341(1)(11) from opt-out to explicit written opt-in before any personal 
analysis, evaluation, survey, screening, or data collection beyond the narrow core student 
record.  

2. Narrow §1.341.3 by defining actionable violations more tightly, adding a cure period 
where appropriate, and limiting fee-shifting to clear, material violations.  

3. Define “reasonable choices within public schools” so it cannot be read to impose open-
ended individualized obligations on districts beyond what the statute expressly 
authorizes.  

4. Tighten the recording exceptions by adding retention limits, access limits, and clear 
prohibitions on secondary sharing absent consent, court order, or true criminal-
investigative necessity.  

Bottom line 

Act for Missouri OPPOSES SB 948 as introduced. The bill contains several strong pro-parent 
provisions and clearly seeks to push back against government interference. But under our 
criteria, the opt-out student-data language is a disqualifying privacy flaw, and the enforcement 
mechanism is broad enough to create serious recurring taxpayer cost and uncertain downstream 
litigation. With major amendments—especially converting the data language to true opt-in—it 
could become much more supportable. 

 


