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This dispute involves a settlement agreement arising out of a lawsuit in which Good
Hope Missionary Baptist Church sought damages from St. Louis Alarm Monitoring Company,
Inc., (SLAM) after a fire damaged its premises. Both parties filed motions to enforce a high-low
settlement agreement reached before the trial court received the jury's verdict. The parties
disputed whether the agreement included prejudgment interest, and each alleged a restriction on
their respective counsel's authority to settle. The trial court entered a judgment on the pleadings,
in which it granted SLAM's motion to enforce settlement, concluding that the settlement did not
include prejudgment interest.

REVERSED and REMANDED.

Division One Holds:

1. The most desirable approach "by far" to resolve a motion to enforce settlement is for the
trial court to hold an evidentiary hearing in which the moving party proves the
agreement, and the non-moving party can present evidence of its defenses.

2. The party that moves for judgment on the pleadings admits, for purposes of the motion,
the truth of all well-pleaded facts in the opposing party's pleadings.

3. Under Rule 55.27(b), a plaintiff (or other party seeking affirmative relief in the
underlying case) may make and prevail on a motion for judgment on the pleadings when
the defending party has admitted the plaintiff's material facts; those facts entitle the
plaintiff to judgment as a matter of law; and the defending party has not asserted any
additional facts by way of defense.

4. However, if the defending party's pleading denies the plaintiff's allegations on material
issues, or has asserted additional facts by way of defense, it is error for the trial court to
enter judgment on the pleadings.

5. Lack of authority to make a settlement offer in a specific amount or to accept a settlement
offer is a defense to a motion to enforce settlement and it is a factual issue that requires a
hearing for resolution.



6. Evidence of the context and circumstances in which a settlement agreement is reached is
admissible as an aid to interpretation at a hearing or trial in proceedings to enforce a
settlement agreement.

7. Although no motion for judgment on the pleadings was filed in this case, for purposes of
this analysis, Good Hope is in the position of the "non-movant" because SLAM obtained
the judgment on the pleadings. Accordingly, the trial court was required to treat all well-
pleaded facts in Good Hope's pleading as true.

8. Good Hope alleged facts asserting a defense of a restriction on its authority to settle and
facts setting out the context and the circumstances of the settlement agreement, which
facts disputed many facts alleged in SLAM's motion. The allegations required that the
motion to enforce settlement be resolved after a hearing, rather than by judgment on the
pleadings.
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