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SUMMARY

The Missouri Supreme Court held that Bryant Moore was entitled to post-judgment interest under

section 408.040.1 because his attempted cross-appeal was never validly filed when he failed to timely

pay the required docket fee. The court reversed the trial court’s denial of interest and remanded the

case, without deciding whether a valid cross-appeal would bar post-judgment interest.
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Moore appealed the trial court's denial of post-judgment interest after
the court concluded that his attempted cross-appeal forfeited his right
to interest. The Supreme Court of Missouri granted transfer after the
court of appeals affirmed the underlying judgment and held that no

valid cross-appeal had been filed.

For a court-tried case, the judgment is reviewed to determine whether
it erroneously declares or applies the law. Legal issues are reviewed

independently and without deference to the trial court's conclusions.

Published Missouri Supreme Court en banc opinion; precedential

within Missouri.

Bryant Moore, Jr., by his next friend and father, Bryant Moore, Sr., et
al. v. Bi-State Development Agency

remedies statutory interpretation civil procedure
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Moore's timely notice of cross-appeal, without payment of the required docket fee, constituted

a valid cross-appeal.

2. Whether Moore was entitled to post-judgment interest under section 408.040.1 when no valid cross-

appeal had been filed.

HOLDINGS

1. Because Moore did not timely pay the required docket fee, his notice of cross-appeal did not create a

valid cross-appeal; the later notice accompanied by payment was untimely and did not cure the defect.

2. Moore was entitled to post-judgment interest because he had not filed a valid cross-appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Moore was entitled to post-judgment interest.” (243)

“Even though the court received Moore's timely notice of cross-appeal and accepted his brief that contained
both his response to Bi-State's appeal and the argument of his cross-appeal issue, without the docket fee, no

valid cross-appeal was ever filed.” (243)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Moore obtained a $7.75 million jury verdict against Bi-State, which the trial court reduced to $3.89 million. Bi-
State appealed, and Moore attempted to cross-appeal but did not pay the required docket fee with his timely
notice. Moore later paid the fee with a second notice, but that notice was untimely. After Bi-State paid the

reduced judgment, Moore sought post-judgment interest under section 408.040.1.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury awarded Moore $7.75 million in a personal injury action, and the trial court reduced the judgment to
$3.89 million. Bi-State appealed, while Moore delivered a purported notice of cross-appeal without paying the
required docket fee; a later notice accompanied by the fee was untimely. The court of appeals affirmed the
judgment, struck Moore's cross-appeal argument, and did not consider its merits. After Bi-State paid the reduced
judgment, the trial court denied Moore post-judgment interest, and the Supreme Court reversed that ruling and

remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



The case was remanded for entry of relief recognizing Moore's entitlement to post-judgment interest under
section 408.040.1.
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