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GRAVES, JUSTICE, FOR THE COURT:

1.  Thiscasecomesto uson goped fromthe Soead Court of Eminent Domain of Hinds County.
After the trid court found that E. Dean Morley no longer hed an interest in the King Edward Hotd and
Garage, he was dismissed from the eminent domain procesdings concerning  the property. Morley then
filed this pro se goped focusngontwoissues. FHre, Morley argues heis entitled to interest earned on

the property after ajudgment was entered regarding its vdue. Secondly, he argues that heis entitled to



atorneys fees After areview of the facts and rdevant case law, we find that neither of these issueshas
merit. Thus we &firm.

BACKGROUND
2.  Thefirg incarnation of the King Edward Hotd was the Confederate House, built by Mgor R.O.
Edwardsin 1861. Mary Caral Miller, Lost Landmarks of Mississippi 49 (2002). Mgor Edwards
a0 founded the Missssippi townwhich bearshislagt name. Jackson Landmar ks 156 (Junior League
ed. 1982). The Confederate House burned to the ground in 1863; Generd William Tecumseh Sherman
bdieved some of hismen, Union soldiersformerly hdd prisoner at Shiloh, caused its destruction. Miller,
at 49-50. Thehungry soldiersstopped for dinner at the Confederate House, but “had nothing to pay [with]
but [Union] greenbacks, which were refused, with insult, byth[€] .. . landlord.” Id. a 50. The offended
soldiers thus “hed quietly and sedthily gpplied the fire undemeeth the hotd just as [they] were leaving
town.” Id.
13.  Theproperty next cametolifeasthe EdwardsHouse, whichwasadl of threestories. While*Mgor
Edwards began rebuilding the hatd in 1867,” he “died before it was completed . . . in 1868.” Jackson
Landmarks, a 156. The EdwardsHousewasthecenter of politica activity duringthelegidaivesessons,
even hilling itsdf out asthe“Commercid and Pdlitical Heedguartersfor the State” Id. a 156, 158. It
even housad a governor, for when “the Governor’s Manson was undergoing renovaion in 1908, the
Edwards sarved as the officid resdence of Governor Edmond F. Nod.” Id. a 158. Representative
Wadte Slles alongtime Spesker of the Missssppi House of Representetives, d<o lived a the various

hotds on the Ste from 1916 until the 1960's. 1d.



4. In 1923 the building was demalished to make way for the twdve-dory landmark familiar to
Jacksonianstoday. 1d. 1n 1959 the hotel was purchased and renamed the King Edward—only to dose
its doorsin the summer of 1967. It has not reopened in nearly four decades.

.  Empty and decrepit, the King Edward il attracted interest. In 1981, E. Dean Morley and

Margaret M. Laurence purchased therdic for $450,000—roughly $900,000intoday’ smoney. A handful

of yearslater the City of Jackson, throughitsurban renewa agency, the Jackson Redeve opment Authority
(JRA), decided to purchasethe property. Morley and Laurencerefused ther offers, and in 1989 the JRA

filed suit to condemn the property.

6.  Inthe nealy fifteen years falowing the complart, the resulting litigation has gone through two

different trid judges, a number of lawyers, racked up hundreds of thousands of dallars in legd fees,

warranted a reported case, and is on its second trip to this Court. See Morley v. Jackson Redev.

Auth., 632 So. 2d 1284 (Miss. 1994).

7. Thejuryinthefirg trid determined $500,000 was gppropriate compensation for the property. 1d.
at 1286. On agpped of that decison, weaffirmed in part and reversed in part decisons of the Specid Court
of Eminent Domain of Hinds County. The case was remanded to, inter dia, determine if the JRA had a
“primarily public usg’ for the land that would support ataking. |d. at 1288-91.

8.  There were origindly two interests in the King Edward—Laurence and Morley’'s  After the
remand, Laurencetrandferred her interest to the Margaret M. Laurence Revocable Trugt; shelater passed
avay, leaving trusteeship of the Trugt inthe hands of Morley, her son JamesR. Laurence, and Jon R. Muth.

The Trug dill hasaninterest in the King Edward today.



19.  Morleyfdl onhardtimesdter theverdict, eventudly dedaring bankruptcy. At onepoint therewas
roughly $260,000 in charging liens asserted againg the potentia judgment by his various atorneys?!
Morley's interest in the King Edward was purchased by Atcoo Redlty, Inc., a a sheriff’s sdein 2001
Morley has admitted that he no longer has an interest in the King Edward property and that is not a
guestion inthisgpped. The Trugt and Atcco—asthe new parties-in-interes—subsequently entered into
a FAnd Agread Order of Dismissd Pursuant to Settlement with the JRA. It is the result of thee
proceedings that compels Morley to goped.

110.  During thelitigetion the $500,000 awarded by the judgment was placed into the regidtry of the
court. It continued to accrue interest until the Trust and Atcco settled with JRA in 2002. Morley, who
proceeds in this gpped without counsd, questionsiif heis entitled to theinterest thet accrued on the funds

thet were hdd in trugt for him. We answer thet quegtion in the negative,

! These liens were dismissed by the trid court, and the various lawyers and firms withdrew their
gpped of that issueto this Court.



DISCUSSION

11. ThisCourt reviewsdecisonsof agoeda court of eminent domain asit would any trid court. See
Miss. State Highway Comm'n v. Viverette, 529 So. 2d 896, 900 (Miss. 1988); State Highway
Comm'n of Miss. v. Havard, 508 So. 2d 1099, 1105 (Miss. 1987).2 Wereview guestionsof lav de
novo, and we will nat overturn findings of fact where they are supported by subdtantid evidence in the
record unless there was abuse of discretion by the trid judge or the findings were manifestly wrong or
dealy eroneous. See In re Williamson, 838 So. 2d 226, 233 (Miss. 2002).

112.  After theinitid takings of the King Edward by the JRA and the decison of this case during its
origind litigation, the $500,000 awarded by thejury wasplaced on deposit with the Circuit Clerk of Hinds
County for ssfekegping and to earn interest. While he logt his gake in the King Edward itsdf, Morley
assatsthe nove theory that heis entitled to theinterest that accrued while the property was till owned by
him.

113.  “Theright of eminent domain isan inherent and essentid dement of sovereignty . . . [which)|
resultsfromthesocid compact.” Brown v. Beatty, 34 Miss. 227, 239 (1857). Evenintheearly United
States, property could be taken from alandowner with no compensation. See William Miched Treanor,
The Original Understanding of the Takings Clause and the Political Process, 95 Colum. L.
Rev. 782, 787-91 (1995). In fact, the adoption of the Fifth Amendment to the Uniited States Constitution
““was probably intended to regtrain the arbitrary and oppressive mode of obtaining suppliesfor thearmy,

and other public uses, by impressment, aswastoo frequently practised during the revolutionary war.” 1d.

2 Eminent domain proceedings can aso be brought in chancery court in specid circumstances.
The scope of review in those casesis the same as * our limited scope of review of findings of a
chancdlor.” Gulf Park Water Co. v. First Ocean Springs Dev. Co., 530 So.2d 1325, 1330 (Miss.
1988).



a 791-92 (quoting the legd scholar St. George Tucker, who was “the fird legd scholar to offer an
interpretation of the [takingg dause’ in his 1803 edition of Blacksone's Commentaries).

114.  Yet Morley has conceded he no longer has aright in the King Edward itsdf or even adakeinthe
eminat domain procesdings. Whilehearguesaright to theinterest that accrued on thejury’ savard while
it was hed on deposit, thereisa” generd rulethat ‘interest fallowsprindpd.”” Phillipsv. Washington
Legal Found., 524 U.S. 156, 167, 118 S.Ct. 1925, 1930, 141 L.Ed.2d 174 (1998). That generd rule
“ hasbeen established under English common law sincea leest themid-1700's” | d.at 165.2 Accordingly,
“this rule has become firmly embedded in the common law of the variousStates” 1d. Soinmany cases,
“regardiess of whether the owner of the principd has a conditutiondly cognizable interest in the
anticipated generation of interest by hisfunds, any interest that does accrue ataches as a property right
incident to the ownership of the underlying principd.” 1d. a 168 (emphasesin origind).

115. WhilePhillips wasan interest on lawyers trust account (IOLTA) casg, id. a 159, the generd
rdeiscorrect and il goplicabletothisstuation. After the $500,000 judgment wasentered to compensate
the taking of the King Edward, Morley might have attempted to sl or trander his stake in the property.
Hedid not do 0. Since Morley haslogt hisright to the principa, he has no right to any interest that hes
accrued upon it.

116. Morley dso arguesthat heisentitled to atorneys fees pursuant to Miss Code Ann. § 11-27-37
(1972). Ashisinterest in the King Edward was subgtituted before the matter was dismissed, thispoint is
moot.

CONCLUSON

* English judges decreed that “*interest shdl followthe principal, asthe shadow thebody.”” 1d. at
165 (quoting Beckford v. Tobin, 1 Ves. Sen. 308, 310, 27 Eng. Rep. 1049, 1051 (Ch. 1749)).
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717. Because heforfdted his principa sake in the King Edward, Morley has no right to the interest
which accrued on it over the years or atorneys fees. Accordingly, we afirm thetrid court’s judgment.
118. AFFIRMED.

SMITH, CJ., WALLER, PJ., EASLEY, CARLSON, DICKINSON AND

RANDOLPH, JJ., CONCUR. COBB, P.J., CONCURSIN PART AND DISSENTSIN
PART WITHOUT SEPARATE WRITTEN OPINION. DIAZ, J., NOT PARTICIPATING.



