UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MISSOURI, EASTERN DIVISION

Dennis Ball-Bey v. Kyle Chandler

Ball-Bey * No. 4:18-CV-1364-SPM - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri denies Defendant Kyle
Chandler’s motion to stay enforcement of an $8.25 million amended judgment without posting a
supersedeas bond. Applying the Dillon factors, the Court concludes that the collection process is
uncertain, the timing of payment after appeal is unclear, and the Defendant has not shown that funds
will remain available to satisfy the judgment. The Court also declines to accept the Defendant’s

alternative proposal without further evidence of secured funds.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE After a jury verdict and post-trial proceedings resulted in an amended

$8.25 million judgment for Plaintiff, Defendant filed a notice of appeal
and moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 62(b) to stay

enforcement of the judgment without posting a supersedeas bond.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Abuse-of-discretion principles govern the district court's determination
whether to waive or reduce the bond required for a stay under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 62(b); the Court applied the party-seeking-
waiver burden and the Dillon factors.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished

PARTIES Kyle Chandler v. Dennis Ball-Bey

TOPICS



civil procedure  appellate procedure  remedies

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure  appellate procedure  municipal law  remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendant was entitled under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 62(b) to a stay of proceedings to
enforce the judgment without posting a supersedeas bond.

2. Whether the evidence satisfied the Dillon factors for waiving or reducing the ordinary full supersedeas

bond requirement.

3. Whether the City's proposed creation of a separate account within its judgment fund supplied an
adequate basis to waive the bond requirement.

HOLDINGS

1. Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 62(b), a stay of execution or proceedings to enforce a judgment

ordinarily requires a bond or other security, and a full supersedeas bond is the norm.

2. Defendant failed to meet his burden of showing that the Rule 62(b) bond requirement should be waived

or reduced.

3. The proposed separate City account did not justify waiver because it did not yet exist and Defendant
failed to establish that the funds would be restricted to payment of the judgment, identify the amount to

be deposited, or demonstrate that the amount would secure Plaintiff against loss during the appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The general rule is for the district court to set a supersedeas bond in the full amount of the judgment plus

interests, costs, and damages for delay.” (Legal Standards)

“The party seeking the stay must objectively demonstrate that it has the present financial ability to facilely
respond to a money judgment and present to the court a financially secure plan to maintain that ability during

the pendency of the appeal.” (Discussion § I11.C)

“In sum, the Court finds that each of the relevant Dillon factors weighs against waiving bond, and Defendant

has not met his burden of showing that the Court should depart from the usual bond requirement.”
(Discussion § I1LI.F)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A jury verdict and post-trial proceedings led to an amended $8.25 million judgment against Kyle Chandler in
favor of Dennis Ball-Bey, along with attorney's fees and costs. Chandler appealed and sought to stay
enforcement without posting a bond. Chandler and the City of St. Louis asserted that the City had sufficient
funds, including possible allocations from departmental underspending, Rams settlement proceeds, and reserves,
but the Court found no established, restricted fund or sufficiently definite procedure ensuring payment during the

appeal.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Court entered an amended judgment in Plaintiff's favor after a jury verdict and resolution of post-trial
motions, and separately awarded attorney's fees and costs. Defendant appealed and moved to stay enforcement
while waiving the ordinary bond requirement. Following a March 4, 2026 hearing and supplemental briefing and

evidence, the Court denied the motion without prejudice.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The motion was denied without prejudice to refiling if Defendant creates an account that prevents use of the
funds for purposes other than paying the judgment during the appeal and supplies evidence of the amount and

legal authority establishing that the security is sufficient.
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