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U N P U B L I S H E D   O P I N I O N 

WORKE, Judge 

 Appellant challenges several district court orders, including an order dismissing 

the underlying action.  Because we can provide no effective relief, this appeal is moot, 

and we therefore dismiss.  

D E C I S I O N 

 Appellant Scott Selmer argues that the district court did not have subject matter 

jurisdiction over the parties’ dispute because respondents Willie Mae Wilson and 

William Wilson lacked standing to bring the underlying action.  

“If, pending an appeal, an event occurs which makes a decision on the merits 

unnecessary or an award of effective relief impossible, the appeal will be dismissed as 

moot.”  N. States. Power Co. v. City of Sunfish Lake, 659 N.W.2d 271, 274 (Minn. App. 

2003), (quotation omitted), review denied (Minn. June 25, 2003).  Here, the question of 

respondents’ standing was raised during hearings on motions for a temporary restraining 

order and for appointment of a receiver.  The district court scheduled an evidentiary 

hearing to address the question of standing, but before this took place respondents settled 

the underlying action with the remaining defendants and the action was dismissed, 

leaving only appellant’s counterclaim remaining.  The settlement of an action has the 

effect of a final judgment, but a voluntary settlement can compromise rights in a manner 

that may not withstand judicial scrutiny.  Id.  (“[W]here the parties to a settlement have 

equal means of ascertaining what their respective rights were, the courts must uphold any 

compromise of such rights, although a judicial decision should afterwards be made 
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showing that these rights were different from what they supposed them to be, or showing 

that one of them had no rights at all, and so nothing to forego.” (quotation omitted)).  

 Because there is no ongoing lawsuit, the question of respondents’ standing is 

moot; this court can offer no effective relief, because the parties have executed a binding 

settlement agreement and the action has been dismissed.  The remaining issue, 

appellant’s counterclaim, is still before the district court, but respondents’ standing is not 

relevant to that claim. 

 Appeal dismissed.  

 

 

 

 

 

 


