SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS

Crusius v. Illinois Gaming Board

216 1I11. 2d 315 (2005) - No. No. 98351 - Decided September 22, 2005

SUMMARY

The Illinois Supreme Court considered whether section 11.2(a) of the Riverboat Gambling Act
violated the Illinois Constitution's special legislation clause by allowing a nonoperational licensee to
renew its license and relocate. The court held that the classification, which benefited Emerald Casino,
was rationally related to legitimate economic-development and tourism objectives and did not
improperly undermine the Illinois Gaming Board's regulatory authority. The court affirmed dismissal

of the taxpayer's complaint.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether section 11.2(a) of the Riverboat Gambling Act violates the special legislation clause of article
IV, section 13, of the Illinois Constitution by benefiting Emerald Casino as the only licensee meeting the

statutory classification.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 11.2(a) does not violate the special legislation clause because, although it benefits a select group
consisting only of Emerald, its classification is rationally related to legitimate state interests in economic

development, tourism, and revenue for education.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The special legislation clause prohibits the General Assembly from conferring a special benefit or privilege

upon one person or group and excluding others that are similarly situated.”

“For a provision in a law to pass the rational basis test, it does not have to promote all of the law's disparate

and potentially conflicting objectives.”

“We hold section 11.2(a) does not violate the Illinois Constitution's special legislation clause.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Emerald Casino held an Illinois riverboat gambling license and operated at East Dubuque, but its operations
became economically infeasible and ceased in July 1997. In 1999, the General Assembly enacted section 11.2(a),
permitting a licensee that was not conducting riverboat gambling on January 1, 1998, to apply for renewal and
relocation upon approval by a new municipality or county; Emerald was the only licensee meeting that
description. Crusius challenged the provision as unconstitutional special legislation, arguing that it benefited
Emerald while undermining the Gaming Board's regulatory authority and public confidence in the gambling
industry.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Crusius filed a taxpayer action in the Cook County circuit court challenging section 11.2(a) and seeking
injunctive relief. The circuit court found that Crusius had standing but dismissed the complaint with prejudice
for failure to state a cause of action. The appellate court affirmed, and the Illinois Supreme Court granted
Crusius leave to appeal under Supreme Court Rule 315. The Supreme Court affirmed the appellate court and

circuit court judgments.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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