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 Plaintiff, the owner and lessor of an office building, filed a lawsuit seeking relief from its 
tenant, its tenant's parent, and its tenant's subsidiaries under the Missouri Uniform Fraudulent 
Transfer Act (MUFTA), sections 428.005 to 428.059 RSMo (2000), claiming that its tenant, by 
means of a stock sale, had transferred its assets for inadequate consideration to the tenant's 
parent, which rendered the tenant unable to pay its indebtedness to plaintiff.  It also sought relief 
from the same parties and two individuals for civil conspiracy.  The trial court found a wrongful 
transfer, set aside the transfer as void, and awarded plaintiff $2,000,000 in damages against the 
tenant's parent and $79,760.50 in attorney's fees against the tenant and its parent.  The trial court 
entered judgment in favor of the individual defendants on plaintiff's civil conspiracy claim.   
 

The tenant and its parent appeal.  They primarily challenge the admissibility of plaintiff's 
expert's testimony on the value of the transferred assets.  They contend that if the expert's 
testimony was inadmissible, then the trial court's findings and the damages awarded to plaintiff 
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were not supported by substantial evidence.  They further claim that the trial court gave plaintiff 
a double recovery.  Plaintiff also appeals.  It challenges the denial of its civil conspiracy claim 
against the individual defendants. 
 
AFFIRMED. 
 
Division Four Holds: 
 

1. Trial court did not abuse its discretion in admitting the testimony of plaintiff's expert 
witness on valuation. 

 
2. Plaintiff's expert's testimony constituted substantial evidence to support a finding that the 

subsidiaries were transferred for a "grossly inadequate value." 
 

3. Plaintiff's expert's testimony constituted substantial evidence supporting the judgment in 
the amount of $2,000,000. 

 
4. The trial court's judgment, setting aside the transfer of the subsidiaries from tenant to its 

parent and entering a $2,000,000 judgment against the parent, did not constitute an 
impermissible double recovery. 

 
5. Trial court did not err in entering judgment against plaintiff on its conspiracy count 

against the individual defendants. 
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