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 PER CURIAM.  CES seeks rehearing or transfer as to Point 1, asserting that 

the Rule 84.04(e) briefing requirements blatantly violated by CES “conflict with” 

and are overridden by Hampton v. Big Boy’s call for reviewing courts to 

“examine the whole record” to determine if competent and substantial evidence 

supports a workers’ compensation award.1  Thus CES repeatedly insists that we are 

“required” to “review the whole record” regardless of briefing violations. 

 There is no conflict.  Hampton and its progeny implicitly assume proper, 

or at least adequate, briefing.  By contrast, our opinion shows that Point 1 was 

fatally flawed in two independent respects, one being Rule 84.04(e) violations so 

serious and extensive as to have warranted a dismissal.  Motions denied.   

                                                 
1 Hampton v. Big Boy Steel Erection, 121 S.W.3d 220, 222-23 (Mo. banc 2003); see 
also Johme v. St. John’s Mercy Healthcare, 366 S.W.3d 504, 509 (Mo. banc 2012).  
Representative of its motions, CES seeks a rehearing “so the Court may ‘examine the whole 
record’ as required by Hampton and Johme, which are in conflict with Rule 84.04(e).”    

 


