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SMITH, CHIEF JUSTICE, FOR THE COURT:
Procedural History
1. Lisaand Lary Edmonds (the Edmondses) sought adedaratory judgment in the Circuit Court of
Kemper County, Missssppi, agang atorney Edward A. Williamson and his law firm, Edward A.
Williamson, PA. (hereinafter Williamson), dleging Williamson breeched his duty of care, contractud
obligations, and duty of loydty to hisdients Subseguently, the Edmondses filed an amended complaint

agang Williamson demanding atotd of $1,000,000 in damages, atorney fees and other rdidf.



2.  The Edmondses served discovery requestson Williamson. Williamson responded by arguing thet
much of the information was privileged or otherwise confidentia pursuant to the confidentialy agreament
contained in the settlement.  Williamson settled the Edmondses daims dong with other named and

unnamed plaintiffsin connectionwith Annette Williams, et al. v. American Home Products Corp.,

CauszNo. 2000-207, pursuant to the Qualified Settlement Fund (QSF) order entered in the Circuit Court
of Holmes County, Missssppi, in compliance with the regulaions established by the Internd Revenue
Savice

3. Williamson objected to answering the Edmondses propounded interrogetories and requests for
documents maintaining that they violaied atorney-dient privilege and the confidentidity agresment
contained within the settlement rdaing to Williamson'srepresentation of other Phen-Fen dientsindluded
in the settlement, induding the names of dl of Williamson's Phen-Fen dients the totd settlement amount,
and theamount of dl individud settlements. Williamson argued that disd osurewoul d violate the contractud
confidentidity of the settlement and the QS order.

4. TheQSF order entered by the Holmes County Circuit Court contained the following provisons

5. Uponddivery of the congderation to be paid by the defendant and ddivery of the
sgned Confidentid Releases by dl plantiffs and damants the ligaility of the
defendant, American Home Products Corporation, shdl be extinguished.

6. All parties to this settlement and ther lawyers and representatives and the
Adminigrator; shdl keep the tarms of this sattlement confidentid and the
proceadings herein sedled.

The Edmondsesfiled their motionsto compd answersto the propounded interrogatories and requestsfor
productionof documents. Williamson responded again assarting atorney-dient privilegeson bendf of his
other dientsinvolved in the settlement and arguing thet the confidentidity agreement incorporated into the

QSF order issued by the Circuit Court of Holmes County barred disclosure.



%.  Williamson dso filed a motion for protective order to prohibit the Edmondses from seeking
discovery of confidentia settlement documentsand informeti on attaching the Holmes County Circuit Court
QSF order. Williamson later filed asupplementa motion for protective order seeking dso to prevent the
teking of the depogtion of, and the production of subpoenaed documents by, Dr. Macolm Taylor, a
medicd expertintheHolmesCounty Circuit Court litigetion againg American HomeProducts Corporation
(hereinafiter American Home).
6.  Sevead former plantiffsin the Holmes County Circuit Court litigation represented at thistime by
counsdl other then Williamson intervened for the limited purpose of assarting their daims of legd ad
medicd privileges
7. Williamson filed a mation to dismiss or trander the case to Holmes County Circuit Court.
Following ahearing held regarding venue and discovery issues, the Kemper County Circuit Court issued
itsMemorandum Opinion and Order denying Williamson'smationto dismissor transfer to Holmes County,
granting Edmondses mation to compd asto attorney-dient and physidian-patient privileges, and ordering
the parties to sk rdief from the Holmes County Circuit Court from the confidentidity provison of the
QSF Order. Williamson moved to recondder or in the dterndtive, to cartify the issues for interlocutory
aoped. Inturn, we granted permisson for thisinterlocutory gpped. See M.RA.P. 5.

Facts
8.  Williamsonrepresented 31 dients and their pousssin Phen-Fen product ligbility litigetion against
AmegicanHome The Edmondses were among Williamson'sdients On November 12, 2000, Lisafirst
met with Williamson a hislaw office in Philadephia, Neshoba County, Missssppi. Fivedayslater, Lisa
returned to Williamson'slaw officein Philadd phiato Sgn acontract of representation. Williamson filed suit

on bendf of 14 named plantiffsout of the 31 dientsin Annette Williams, et al. v. American Home



Products Corp. inthe Circuit Court of Holmes County. The Edmondses were not named as plaintiffs
Williamson prosecuted the daims of dl 31 dients whether named or unnamed in thelitigation.
9.  OnAgpril 24, 2001, Williamson negotiated an aggregate settlement on behdf of the 31 dientsand
thar pousesin Annette Williams, et al v. American Home Products Corp. inthe Circuit Court
of Holmes County. In the QSF order, the Holmes County Circuit Court gpproved the settlement as
negotiated by Williamson. Additiondly, the trid court seded the terms of the settlement. Each dient
executed areleaseand confidentidity agreament in exchangefor amonetary settlement. Lisaexecuted her
stlement documents a Williamson's law office in Philaddphia, Missssppi. Subsequent to Lisds
executing the settlement documents, her husband, Larry, setled his loss of consortium case. Lary
executed the settlement documents a Williamson's law office in Philaddphia
110.  The Edmondses lived in Kemper County, Missssppi. During the course of his represantation,
Williamson'slaw officemailed documentsto Lisaat her Kemper County resdence, viaUSMall, and hand-
odivered one letter to Lisaa her home by Williamson'slegd assdant.
111. On interlocutory goped, Williamson raises the issue of whether the trid court erred in not
tranderring venue fromKemper County. Williamson aso rases theissue of atorney-dient privilege and
doctor-patient privilegefor themedica informeation and the confidentidity agreement contained inthe QS
order entered by the Holmes County Circuit Court. Williamson argues that eech of these prevent the
disclosure of the information requested by the Edmondses.

Legal Analysis

l. Whether theTrial Court Erredin DenyingtheDefendants Motion
to Transfer Venue?



2.  TheEdmondsesfiled ther complaint inthisaction on July 15, 2002. Thus, theamendmentstothe
venue gatute which went into effect on January 1, 2003, are nat applicable to the case sub judice as per
Section 16 of 2002 Miss Laws, 3d Ex. Sess, ch. 4, which dates “Thisact Shdl teke effect and beinforce
fromand ater January 1, 2003, and shdl apply to dl causes of action filed on or &fter thet dete” The
goplicable venue Satute, prior to thet amendment, reed in pertinent part:

Civil actions of which the dircuit court hes origind jurisdiction shall be commenced inthe

county in which the defendant or any of them may be found or in the county where the

causeof action may occur or accrue and, if the defendant is a domedtic corporetion,

in the county inwhich said corporation is domidiled or in the county where the cause of

action may occur or accrue, except where otherwise provided.. . . .
Miss. Code Ann. § 11-11-3 (1) (Supp. 2001) (emphasis added). As amended, the section omits the
acarud languege.
113.  Angpplication for achange of venueis addressed to the discretion of thetrid judge, and hisruling
thereon will not be disturbed unlessit dearly gopearsthet there has been an abuse of discretion or thet the
discretionhasnot been justly and properly exercised under the circumgtances of thecase. Beech v. Leaf
River Forrest Prods., Inc., 691 So.2d 446, 448 (Miss. 1997) (quoting Miss. State Highway
Comm’ nv. Rogers, 240 Miss. 529, 128 So.2d 353, 358 (1961). Additiondly, thetrid court must give
the plaintiff the benefit of reasonable doutbt with respect to venue selection, and thisCourt must dothesame
on gpped. Pisharodi v. Golden Triangle Reg’'| Med. Ctr., 735 So.2d 353, 354 (Miss. 1999). It
iswell-esteblished thet the plaintiff isentitled to choose between any of the permissblevenueoptionswhere
credible evidenceor factua basssupportsthevenuesdected. SeeWal-Mart Stores, I nc. v. Johnson,
807 So.2d 382, 387 (Miss. 2001); Earwood v. Reaves, 798 So.2d 508,513 (Miss. 2001); Forrest

County Gen. Hosp. v. Conway, 700 So.2d 324, 325 (Miss. 1997). A subgtantia component of the

dam mug have taken place in the county for venue to exist where the dleged act or omission occurred.

5



SeeFlight Line, Inc. v. Tanksley, 608 So.2d 1149, 1157 (Miss. 1992). See also Earwood, 798
So.2d & 513 (halding that Covington County, where receipt of the check for an dlegedly insufficient
amount occurred, would be a subgtantid component of the daim); Conway, 700 So.2d at 325.

114. InTanksley, anarplanewasimproperly loadedin Warren County, Missssppi. Tanksley, 608
So.2d & 1153-54. The plane flew to Chicago, lllinois, where Tankdey was injured while unloading the

plane Id. Tankdey'sinjury was the result of the improper loading. 1d. This Court found venue to be
proper in Warren County finding thet the injury could nat have occurred without the negligent loading. 1d

a 1156-57. We sated:

In the find andlyss, venue is about convenience. The legidaive prescription implies a
legidative finding counties medting cartain criteriawill generdly be more convenient tothe
parties. The use of "occur" makes sanse because important witnesses will often be
accesshlewherethe action occurs Y et, there is nothing in the phrase "where the cause
of actionmay occur . . . " that limitsthe judida search for but asngle county. Tortsarise
frombreaches of duties causng injuries, and it is common experience that breach and
causation and impact do not dl dways hgppen a once. At the very lead, the word
"oocur connotes eech county in which a substantial component of the daim tekes
place, andthismay indude, inthe present context, thenegligent conduct which subgtantialy
undergirds Tankdey'sdam.

Tanksley, 608 So.2d a 1157. See also Earwood, 798 So.2d at 513 (quoting Tanksl ey, 608 So.2d

a 1157).

115. Ascorrectly gated by thetrid court, Miss. Code Ann. 8 11-11-3 (Supp. 2001), the governing
Missssppi venue ddute, as it exiged when the suit was filed is gpplicable in this case. For venue
purposes, acause of action accrues” ether wherethe actud tortious conduct occurs or where the plaintiff

suffersactud injuriesfrom the negligence” Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. Johnson, 807 So.2d 382, 387



(Miss 2001). This Court defined and distinguished the “oocur” and “accrue’ language found in Flight
Line, Inc. v. Tanksley, 608 So.2d 1149, 1156 (Miss. 1992), by sating:

‘Occur and ‘accrue arenot synonymous, legdly or otherwise, asthe digunctive
connector forthrightly suggests. Wereed accrud initsformdidic sense. A causeof action
accrueswhen it comesinto exigence asan enforcegbledaim, that is, when theright to sue
becomes vested ... this may wel mean the moment injury is inflicted, thet point in pece
and time when the legt legdly significant fact isfound...

116. Here, thetrid court found thet the* correspondences, documents, phonecalls, and persond contact
between plantiffs, defendants, and defendants employees al occurred in Kemper County during the
course of the representation.”  Although Holmes and Neshoba Counties are dso proper venues for this
action, the plantiff is afforded the right to choose among permissble venues and this “choice must be
sudained unlessinthe end thereis no credible evidence supporting the factud besisfor thedam of venue”
Tanksley, 608 So.2d at 1155.

17.  To support their dam for breach of contract and breech of the duties of loydty and care, the
Edmondsesrdy upon conversations and correspondence carried out or received in Kemper County, thair
county of resdence. Although Williamson now dams “only afew documents were mailed and one was
ddivered to the Edmondsesin Kemper County,” Williamson admitted “ therewasalot of thingssenttoMs
Edmondsin Kemper County” and “everything that was of interest in the casg’ was sent to Ms. Edmonds
in Kemper County. The information sent to Kemper County is centra to the Edmondses’ dlegations of
breach of the duties of loydty and care by thar atorney. Williamson further admits that when the
Edmondsesfalled to 9gn therdease to stle the damsin his Neshoba County office, hisassgant Glinda

Bowles more commonly known as“Kookie” wassant to hand-ddiver therdeasethevery next day. The

Edmondses refused to Sgn the rdease because Williamson only showed Lisa the rdesse and sructured



sdtlement and he sttled for lessthan the amount previoudy discussed and agreed upon. The Edmondses
dlege Williamson thregtened to drop LisA's case and procesd with “his atormney lien onany lavalitinthe
future” tdling Lisa she “wouldn’'t be able to find another atormey” to teke her case In addition to
ddivering the rdease to the Edmondses in Kemper County, the Edmondses dlege that dfter ther
conversationwith Kookie, combined with discussons and correspondences hed directly with Williamson,
they decided to Sgn the agreement and did s0 a the Williamson office in Neshoba County soon after
Kooki€ svigt. Williamson dso admitted that K ookie was respongiblefor cartain agpects of hisoperation
and described “ K ooki€ s rdaionship as more of the contact person.”

118. TheEdmondses complaint spedificaly dlegesWilliamsoninduced Lisato Sgn ardesseagreament
retroactively acogpting and gpproving his actions  Although Williamson dated thet explaining dl the
sdtlement documentsand their implicationswas not Kooki€ sjob, when asked whether hewasawaretha
Kookie hed aconversation with Lisaconcerning the document and dl aspects of the settlement in Kemper
County when she ddivered the settlement rd ease papersto the Edmonds home, Williamsonreplied: “\Wall,
I’m sure knowing Kookie, she had a conversation with Ms. Edmonds, yes”  In tdephone conversations
and correspondences, the Edmondses dedlt primarily with Kookie. Williamson downplaysKookie srole
in his operation. However, it was Kookie who did dl the leg work in obtaining dients for Williamson.
WhenLisarecaived medicd trestment for her heart condition, thereceptionit a the doctor’ soffice came
back with Kooki€ sname. Shedidn't give... you know, Williamsonlaw firm. Shejust said Kookie Cdll
her a thisnumber.” When Lisacontacted Kookie, Lisatestified: “Kookietold methat | might havetolive
on oxygen. And that | could possbly die from pulmonary hypertenson. And thet | needed to do
something immediady or | would losemy rights. Theré satimeframeyou have. And she suggested thet

| come and meat with her. She said she could beiin the office the next day on aSaturday.”  Lisatedtified



thet she knew little about her condition and that “ K ookie went into further detail withme” Thecomplaint
dleges and the depostions of the Edmondses show that Kookie played a far greger role then
acknowledged by Williamson. The dlegations of the complaint as supported through the Edmondses

depositions satisfactorily establish credible evidence of afactud bads to support their sdection of venue
inKemper County. Assuch, thetrid court did not act unjustly or improperly. Thetrid court dearly acted
within the bounds of its autharity in denying Williamson's venue chdlenge

119. Mog important in establishing where accrud or subgtantia components of the dam took place,
however, is Kookie svigt to Kemper County. The Edmondses expressed their dissatisfaction with the
dleged unauthorized settlement amount and left the Neshoba County office without Sgning the documents
one day before Kooki€ s vidt to Kemper County. According to Larry, Kooki€ s undersanding that a
“contribution to the Missssppi Trid Lawyers Associdion ... was one of the conditions’ for recaiving the
stlement amount Lisahed initialy agreed to dlegedly influenced their decsonto Sgntherdesseand sdttle
thar dams The Edmondses, who had waked out on Williamson the day before refusing to sgn the
release, talked with Kookie during her vist to their home and were reedy to Sgn. Therefore, the vist,

converstion, and representations are pivota to the Edmondses new dams, particularly asthey pertain
to the breach of duty of careand loydty daimsdleged. Much likethefactsin Tanksl ey, the Edmondses
damthat thar injury wasat leest subgtantiadly, if not whally, the result of Kooki€ svidt to Kemper County
and conversation with the Edmondses. Kooki€e svigt and conversation with the Edmondseswerethelest
legdlly ggnificant facts  See also Earwood v. Reaves, 798 So.2d a 513 (quoting Tanksley, 608

So0.2d a 1157). This case subgantidly occurred or accrued when the dleged tortious inducement by
Williamson through Kookie took placein Kemper County. Theinjury did not occur dueto themereentry

of the consent judgment. The Edmondses dlege they wereinjured because they were not informed of dl



the details of the settlement, weremided, or were outright lied to by Williamson and/or his agent, Kookie.
Without the visit and conversation with Kookie and Williamson through contacts with the Edmondses in
Kemper County, no consent judgment would exig as to the Edmondses. The consant judgment
compounded theunderlyinginjury suffered by the Edmondsesasaresuit of thedledged misrepresentations,
communications, and/or contacts they had with K ookie and Williamson via in-person contact, telephone
conversations, and correspondences received in Kemper County. Thus, venue in Kemper County is
proper.

120. Inabreach of contract, duty of loyaty, and duty of care casg, it is nat unressonable to infer thet
the communications between an atorney and his dient are a subgtantid component of the daims. Al
correspondence was sant to Kemper County. Additiondly, the content of the correspondences between
the Edmondses and Williamson characterize the atorney-dient rdationship and directly put into play the
questionaf whether the Edmondseswere given full disd osureand wereindeed made aware of the pecifics
of the settlement agreement.  Although a part of their daim occurred in Holmes County wherethe consent
judgment wasentered, the cause of action did not accrue uponitsentry but accrued during the conversation
in Kemper County which influenced the Edmondses to Sgn the rdease. Even assuming that the
Edmondses causes of action did not accrue during their conversation with Kookie in Kemper County,
subgtantiad components of their daims occurred through correspondences, documents, phone cdls, and
persond contacts. What the Edmondsesweretold about the settlement in Kemper County viatelephone,
mall, and persond contect ared| substantid componentsof their daims. The components, which occurred
in Kemper County, are indeed the factud bases of thar daims.

121. We hold that thetrid court correctly gpplied the Satute in this case and found credible evidence

uggesting that the Edmondses causes of action accrued and/or occurred in Kemper County such that
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venue was proper therein. As such, the trid court did not abuse its discretion in denying Williamson's
moation to change the venue.

[l. Whether theTrial Court Erred in Grantingthe Plaintiffs’ Motion
to Compel Disclosure and Production of Privileged I nfor mation?

22. "Thedtorney-dient privilegeistheddest of the privilegesfor confidentid communicationsknown
tothecommonlaw." Hewesv. Langston, 853 So.2d 1237, 1244 (Miss. 2003) (citing Upjohn Co. v.
United States, 449 U.S. 383, 389, 101 S.Ct. 677, 66 L.Ed.2d 584 (1981)). "Its purposeisto

encourage full and frank communication between atorneys and thar dients and thereby to promote

broader public interests in the obsarvance of lav and adminigration of jusice” 1d. a 1249. “Tha
purpose, of course, requiresthat dientsbefreeto makefull disclosureto their atorneys” United States
v. Zolin, 491 U.S. 554, 562, 109 S.Ct. 2619, 105 L.Ed.2d 469 (1989). Initsvergon of the atorney-
dient privilege, Missssppi follows the uniform rule adopted by amgority of the Sates.

123. Rule502(b) of the MissssSppi Rules of Evidence definesthe privilege asfalows

(b) Generd Rule of Privilege A dient hasaprivilege to refuseto distlose and to prevent
any other person from disdosing confidential communications mede for the purpose of
fadlitating the rendition of professond legd sarvicesto the dient (1) between himsdlf or
hisrepresentativeand hislawvyer or hislavyer'srepresantative, (2) between hislavyer and
the lavye’'s represantative, (3) by him or his represantative or his lavyer or a
representative of the lavyer to a lavyer or a representaive of a lavyer representing
another party in apending action and concerning ameatter of common interest therein, (4)
between representatives of adient or between the dient and arepresentetive of thedient,
or (5) among lawyers and their representatives represanting the same dient.

Miss R. Evid. 502(b). See also Jackson Med. Clinicfor Women, P.A. v. Moore, 836 So.2d 767,
771 (Miss 2003); See also Miss Rules of Prafessond Conduct R. 1.6. ThisCourt hesinterpreted the

soope of the atorney-dient privilege under Missssippi law broadly, aing:
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the privilege rdaes to and covers dl informetion regarding the dient recaived by the
atorney in his professond cgpadity and in the course of his representation of the dient.
Incdluded are communications made by the dient to the attorney and by the atorney tothe
client. Inthat senseitisatwo-way dredt.

Barnesv. State, 460 S0.2d 126, 131 (Miss. 1984) (emphasisadded). Further: "[t]he privilege does not
require the communication to contain purdy legd andlyss or advice to be privileged.” Dunn v. State
Farm Fire & Cas. Co., 927 F.2d 869, 875 (5th Cir. 1991) (goplying Missssppi law). "Indeed, if a
communication between alavyer and dient would fedilitate the rendiition of legd sarvices or advice, the
communicationisprivileged." 1d. at 875. A sgnificant part of theatorney-dient privilegefor purposesof
thisgoped isthe"common interes” privilege, asset forthinMiss R. Evid. 502, cmt. (b)(3). According to
the comment totherule "The privilege extendsto Satementsmadein multiple party casssinwhich different

lawyers represant dients who have common interests”” Miss. R. Evid. 502.

124.  Williamsonassartsthat they cannot disd osethe confidentia informetion surrounding the American
Home settlement because the settlement pertains to thirty-one other dients Mere joint representation
cannot act as shidd againg an atorney mdpractice action. Although there are no prior Missssppi cases
whichdirectly spesk to theissues presented here, we are guided by the Missssppi Rulesof Evidence, the
Missssppi Rules of Professond Conduct, and the wisdom of our court in other states which have more
squarely dedlt with the issue here presented.

125. Inmany jurigdictions joint representation of dients cregtes an exception to the generd rulebarring
the disdlosure of materid protected by the atorney-client rdaionship. Thejoint representation exception
to the generd rule barring disdosure is based on the assumption that dl dients engaged in an aggregate

sHtlement are entitled to disdlosure
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A lawyer who represents two or more dients shdl not participate in meking an aggregate
stlement of the dams or agang the dients . . . unless each dient consents after
conaultation, induding the disdlosure of the exigence and nature of dl thedams. . .
involved and of the participation of each person in the settlement.
Miss Rulesof Professond Conduct 1.8(g).
126.  Inabsenceof anopinion directly on point in Missssppi, thetrid court prudentialy relied upon the
mog Imilar factsand law aspresented in Scrivner v. Hobson, 854 SW.2d 148 (Tex. Ct. App. 1993).
In Scrivener, former dients brought a legd mdpractice action agang ther former atorney who
represented them and other familiesin an environmentd lawsuit, dleging thet the attorney settled thelawsvit
without authority, incorrectly cadculated the vaue of thar share of the settlement proceeds, and
impermissibly divided the shares of settlement atributable to ther property with prior landowners: The
Texas Court of Apped sheld that the documents requested regarding the aggregete settlement camewithin
the exceptionsto theattorney-dient privilege. 1d. at 151-52. In Scrivner, the court interpreted Rule 503
of the TexasRulesof Evidence, whichisidenticd to Rule502 of theMissssppl Rulesof Evidence, halding
thet:
Where paties display mutud trust inasngle atorney by placing ther affarsin hishands,
the atorney mugt disdoseto theothersdl opinions, theories, or condusionsregarding the
dients rights or pogtion to other parties the atorney represented in the same maiter.
Cousinsv. State Farm Mut. Auto. Co., 258 So0.2d 629. 636 (La. App. 1972). With
regard to the atorney-dient privilege, the generd rule is that, as between commonly
represented dients, the privilege doesnot atach to mattersthet are of mutud interest. See
Tex. R. Civ. Evid. 503(d)(5). Hence, it must be assumed thet if litigation eventuates
between the dients, the privilege will not protect any such communicaions, the dient
should be 0 advised.
854 SW. 2d a 151.
127. Under Missssppi Rule of Professond Conduct 1.8 (g), documents requested in discovery

involve matters of interest common to dl the plaintiffs involved in the aggregate settlement. The logic of
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Scrivner indicates thet when an atorney represantsjoint dientsin obtaining ajoint settlement for which
no individud negoatiations on behdf of any one dient were undertaken, the dient may have access to the
documentswhich patantothecase 1d. Inregardtoanatorney’ sduty to hisdient, theScrivner court
Sated that the documents requested “are revant to the daims of the[former dients| that the proceeds of
the aggregate settlement were improperly and fraudulently didributed among the various plantiffs in the
environmentd lavauit” 1d. TheScrivner court hdd that theformer dientscould obtain discovery of the
documents under the exceptions to the atorney-dient or atorney work product privileges. 1d.

128. Weagreewiththetrid court' sandyssof thiscase. We concur thet by virtue of representing some
thirty-one dientsjointly in litigation, mediation and settlemert, the joint dient exception to the Missssppi
Rules of Evidence is goplicable in this case such that Williamson cannot shidd himsdf from amoation to
compd discovery based on the atorney-dient privilege. Under Missssppi Ruleof Professiona Conduct
1.8(g), Williamson obtained a lump sum aggregete settlement for dl of his dients during settlement
negatiions.  In determining whether the proceeds of the aggregate settlement were improperly or
fraudulently digtributed among the various plaintiffs in the American Home uit, the information requested
by the Edmondsesis highly rdevant to their daims of breach of contract and breach of the duties of care
and loydty. Thedient isentitled to know the amount of the settlement, and the bagisfor the calculations
ditributions and accounting of the proceeds of the settlement with American Home.

129. Addtiondly, Williamson assarts that the physdan-patient privilege prevents disdosure of the
documents. However, Miss R. Evid. 503(a)(4) defines acommunication as confidentid only whereit is
not intended to be disdlosed to third persons. Additionaly, [g]ny party to anaction or proceeding . .. who
by his or her pleadings places in issue any agpect of his or her physicd, mentd, or emationd condition
thereby and to thet extent only waives the privilege otherwise recognized. . . .” Miss R. Evid. 503(f).
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The comment to this rule suggests the waiver should only gpply to the American Home action. The
commernt ispersuasive, however, becausethe plaintiffsinthe American Home settlement usad their medical
condition as asword to further their case againg the company, they cannot now use the physcian-patient
privilege asashidd to entirdy protect information which weighed heavy in the negatiation and settlement
of their case and is highly rdevant to the Edmondses mdpractice action.

130.  Andly, Williamson arguesthet the confidentidity agreement Sgned by the Edmondsesand the QSF
order purporting to sed the settlement prohibit disdosure of the information sought.  The confidentidity
agreement and the QSF order were put into place to prevent public disseminaion of any information
indicating the exigence of litigation or settlement, not to prevent the Edmondsesfrom obtaining information
relating to the case they participated in as plaintiffs

31.  ThisCourt adoptsamodified, narrower view of Scrivner. Thisproblemin conjunction withthe
aforementioned privilege issues presanted is eedly remedied by thetrid judge. Instead of opting for the
mog severe course of action and barring the Edmondses from obtaining this potentidly highly rdevant
information dueto privilege, the confidentidity agresment or the QSF order, or requiring al documents
requested to be disclosed asin Scrivner and asthetrid court ordered here, we hold that the following
procedure shdl befollowed. On remand, thetrid court shdl review dl of the documents objected to by
Williamsonand the other American Home plaintiffs. Thetrid court shall conduct an in-cameraingpection
of dl documents requested in discovery and objected to by Williamson to ascertain rdevancy and
admisshility inthe Edmondses casea bar. Thetrid court shdl require of the defense counsd to redact
adl informetion spedificaly identifying the other plaintiffs (i.e. name, address, etc.) in the American Home
settlement, medicd records of other plaintiffs, documents rlated to attorney/dient issues, and any other

information the trid court holds should be redacted. With respect to the persons about whom settlement
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and medica information has been requested, Williamson shall provide the Edmondses a chart which lists
the persons, identified only as #1, #2, #3, eic. For each person, the defendant shdl provide: (1) the
medicd diagnosis, (2) additiond information, if any, which affected the amount of settlement, and (3) the
amount of settlement. In the event thet the Edmondsesrequest verification of theinformetion provided by
Williamson, Williamson shall provide mediical records, settlement documents and other such documents
as are necessay to the trid court, in camera, so thet the trid court can verify the accuracy of the
informetion on the chart. The trid court shdl dlow a reasonable time for ingpection of the redacted
documents by the person, or his or her counsd, before the documents are produced to the Edmondses.
132.  Enabling members of the bar to whally shidd themsdves from mdpractice actions through the
invocation of privileges, confidentidity agreements, and QSF orderswould do atremendous disservice to
the public & large, aswdl asthelegd professon .  Indead, if this Court found otherwise, a dangerous
precedent would be set encouraging atorneys to advise ther dients to Sgn and agree to confidentidity
agreaments and QS ordersin order to Sdestep potentid mapractice liability after acaseis sattled.
Conclusion

133.  For the reasons st out above, we agree with the Circuit Court of Kemper County and hereby
afirmits judgment and remand this case with indructions for further proceedings conggtent with this
opinion.
34. AFFIRMED AND REMANDED.

COBB, P.J., CARLSON AND DICKINSON, JJ., CONCUR. WALLER, P.J.,
DISSENTS WITH SEPARATE WRITTEN OPINION JOINED BY EASLEY AND
RANDOLPH, JJ. EASLEY, J., DISSENTS WITH SEPARATE WRITTEN OPINION

JOINED BY WALLER, P.J., AND RANDOLPH, J. DIAZ AND GRAVES, JJ., NOT
PARTICIPATING.
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WALLER, PRESIDING JUSTICE, DISSENTING:
135. | regpectfully disagreewith the mgority'sfinding thet venueis proper in Kemper County. Clearly,
under the circumstances of this case, venueis proper in Neshoba Courtty.
136.  Williamson's main officeisin Neshaba County in the City of Philadelphia. Heresdesin Neshoba
County. Williamson'sfirg megtingwith LisaEdmondswasin hisPhiladdphiacffice A few dayslater, Lisa
returned to Philaddphia to Sgn a contract of representation.  All settlement documents were signed in
Philaddphia
137.  Insupport of retaining venue in Kemper County, the mgjority dtesthe venue satute and contacts
mede by Williamson's office in Kemper County. The venue Satute which wasiin effect & the time of the
filing of the Edmondses complant, providesthat suit may befiled where the defendant or any of them may
be found or where the cause of action may occur or accrue. Miss. Code Ann. 8 11-11-3(1). Itisevident
thet the defendants (Williamson, persondly, Edward A. Williamson, PA.) may befound in Philaddphia
where Williamson's office is and where the legd services were performed. The dleged wrongdoing took
placein Philaddphia. 1t did not take placein Kemper County, and Williamson and Williamson PA. cannot
be found in Kemper Courtty.
138.  Kemper County contacts indude correspondence received in Kemper County and onevist by a
Williamson employee, Kookie Bowles. All correspondence and documents the Edmondses recaived in
Kemper County weredraftedin NeshobaCounty. Themgority dso emphasizestheralethat Williamson's
assgant, Kookie, played. Kookie played only aminor role. All of her contacts, except for one vist to
Kemper County, took place while Kookie was in Neshoba County. As to the dleged fraudulent

inducement that occurred during thisvidt, no action wastaken until Lisawent to Williamson'sofficetoSgn
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the settlement documents. Therefore, under Flight Line, Inc. v. Tanksley, 608 So.2d 1149, 1155-57
(Miss 1992), thefind act of the dleged fraudulent inducement occurred in Neshoba County.

139. Therefore, | would find that the drcuit judge abused his discretion by not tranderring venue to
Neshoba County. | respectfully dissent.

EASLEY AND RANDOLPH, JJ., JOIN THISOPINION.

EASLEY, JUSTICE, DISSENTING:

40. Because | fear that this decison rendered by the mgority today will have a far reeching and
adverse effect or busnesses operating in Missssppi, | am compdled to dissant. In my opinion, afirming
the trid court's retention of venue in Kemper County basad on the tenuous argument mede by the
Edmondses and acogpted by the mgority will expand the permissble venues for lawalits againg dll
businesses and professondsthat operate in Missssppi.

141, Williamsor is a resdent of Neshoba County.  Williamson's principd law office is located in
Neshobe County. Williamson dso mantained an office in Holmes County for purposes of handling the
Annette Williams, et al. v. American Home Products Corp. litigaion. The Edmondses are
resdents of Kemper County. Lisa Edmondss medtings to retain Williamson and to 9gn a contract for
representatior al occurred & Williamson's office in Neshoba County.  The Edmondses Sgned the
sdttlement documentsa Williamson'sofficeinNeshobaCounty. Williamson'snegatiaionsand conferences
took placein Neshoba County. The QS order and rd eases to settle the Edmondses daim was entered
in the Circuit Court of Holmes County.  Williamson's office mede tdephone cdlls, sent documentsviaUS
Mall and on one occasion sent his assstant, Kookie Bowles, as a courier to hand-ddiver a document to

LisaEdmonds a her homein Kemper County.
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42. Themgority contends thet Kooki€'s ddivery of the document to the Edmondsesiis the pivotd
point in thiscase. The mgarity's pogtion is thet Williamson sent Kookie to the Edmondses home in
Kemper County to get them to agree to sditle after they had previoudy refused to sdttle. Thisis not
supported by Williamson's depasition in which he sated thet it was not Kooki€sjob to adviseadient to
settle. Hegated that shewas merdy sent to furnish the Edmondses with the settlement information so they
would be fully informed as to what was going on in the case.

143. Therecord isslent asto Kooki€gs account or verson of events, and themgority relies heavily on
excerpts from Williamson's depostion to support its condusion thet Kookie induced the settlement in
Kemper County. The mgority argues that the Edmondses failed to Sgn the rdesse to sttle the dams,
prompting Williamson to send his assstant, Kookie, to hand-ddiver the rdlease. The mgority's pogtion
is that Kookie negotiated with the Edmondsesto induce them to Sgn the settlement agreement. However,
the record does not actudly reflect that Williamson made such a datement. The record excerpt reflects
that Kookie was sent to hand-ddiver the confidentidity agreement for the Edmondses to review. In
Williamson's deposition, the record reflects

Mr. Hedly: And it it correct that sometime in 2001, that Kookie Bowles

brought the confidentidity agreement tc Kemper County to Ms,
Edmonds for the purpose of getting her to acquiesce to the

document?
Mr. Williamson: | wouldn't characterizeit in that way at dl.
Mr. Hedly: How would you characterize it?
Mr. Williamson: | knew | was leaving, and we had hed the conversation - a

conversatior which is refared to by the previous tesimony the
day before on a Sunday in my office. | knew | was going to be
out of town, and | knew that dl the rdesses were in except Ms.
Edmondss. And | fdt -- I'm cautioned againg saying whet | fdll
ingead of whet | want | -- | determined that she must be
given full information on this and made completely
awar e that we had to havethesein, that we-- thedate
had been determined to Wednesday, and that if she
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Mr. Hedly:

Mr. Williamson:

(emphasis added).

144.  The Edmondses never deposed K ookie, and the court papersdo not reflect that Kookiewas ever

noticed to be deposed.  Furthermore, Williamson never dated thet he sent Kookie to convince the

wanted to participate in this litigation settlement,
that she be given full opportunitytodothat. | wanted
her to havethebenefitsof it, and | wasgoingto be out
of town myself. And | wanted that brought to her
attention. | don't have aspecific recollection, but | am surethat
| did, infact, ask Kookieto make surethat oneway or the other,
Ms. Edmonds had thet in her hands. | was nat trying to get her
to acquiesce into anything. | wanted her to have an opportunity

to participate.

Was part of Kookie Bowles's responsibility on this
particular day, the Monday after your Sunday
meeting, to further explainto them all implications
of thisdocument?

No, no. That wasnot her job at all....

Edmondsesto sattle ther daims but merdy for her to drop off the settlement information.

145.  Infact, according to Lisa Edmondss testimony, it wae Williamson who dlegedy induced her to
sdtle or shewould haveto get another atorney. Thisoccurred befor e Kookie went to Kemper County
and occurred in Williamson's law office in Neshoba County, Missssppi, on Sunday, May 6, 2001
Obvioudly, Lisa Edmonds knew Williamson's position regarding signing the
confidentiality agreement prior to Kookie going to Kemper County on the following

Monday to deliver thesettlement infor mation. LisaEdmondstedtifiedastotheMay 6thmegting

in Williamson's office as fallows

Mr. Clark:

Ms. Edmonds;

Tell me what happened a that meeting, who was present and
what occurred asyou recdl it.
Who was present was Mr. Williamson, my husband
and myself, May the 6th.
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Mr. Clark: Thiswas May the 6th?

Ms Edmonds Uh-huh.

Mr. Clark: All right. What occurred a that medting?

Ms. Edmonds. | had told him what | wanted for my settlement, and he was encouraging
e to teke astructured sattlement, which | was adamant about not taking,
because | can manage my own money. And he had told me in a
conversatior that he could get mewhere |l wanted to be, that hehed some
"wigde room," were hisexact words, wiggleroom, and if wewould come
into his office and talk to him, we could work something oLt.

Mr. Clark: He told you that before you cameto his office that morning?
Ms. Edmonds Thetiscorrect. That iscorrect.

Mr. Clark: All right. So what happened on thet Sunday morning?

Ms. Edmonds When | got --

Mr. Healy: Areyou talking about Sunday morning in May?
Ms Edmonds May the 6th.

Mr. Hedly: Thank you.

Ms. Edmonds: Werekind of jumping around. Sorry. Wher | wakedin, we--

we gregted, and | think he actudly hugged me. Y ou know, up
until thispoint, wevedill got agood rdlaionship. | believeMr .
Williamson had some death in his -- deaths in his
family, sol'm sureit wasabad timefor him, too, and
my husband realized that, too, it was a bad time for
him, and weprobably didn't need tobediscussingthis
information when hewas already clearly upset.
But we did, and when | walked in, he had structured sattlement
printout from thisfirm, Jolly and somebody from Alabama. And
on thefirg printout he showed me, it had my net settlement or not
net. What | saw isthe dallar figure thet I'll be putting into the
stlement. Itwas1.12, | bieve, 1.12, and | said --

Mr. Clark: Thatsmillion?

Ms. Edmonds: Million. Tha Il be putting in. He was going to show me
how over time | could grow this money to get to
wherel wanted to be at this day in present time, and
it would takelikealot of years. | told him, that'snot
what we discussed on thephone. That'snot it. Soas
timewent on, he produced another sheet, and it had
on there1.25.

Mr. Clark: "Astimewent on' in that ssame meding or a alater time?

Ms. Edmonds: Oh, a this same meding. And it also showed the
breakdown of how much | could take now, and over
time | would get to where | wanted to be at the 1.5.
And then | redized, you know, that's not what we discussed. |
was getting agitated, and hewes, too. At some paint intime, he

21



pulled off his coat and hurled it across the room in this empty
chair, and by then I'm dearly upsat, because hes my atorney,
and were supposed to have a good rdationship, and I'm
supposed to be able to tak to him and have agood rdaionship,
and itsgating to get redly tensein the room.

Mr. Clark: What dse do you remember about the medting?

Ms. Edmonds: | remember - it was redly bad. | told -- he wanted me to

signagagorder,or | believeit'sasettlement release,
and heneeded that signed, becausehecould not dothe
--well, no -- hedidn't call it do the deal, but he told
me he had to have everybody signed, and he had to
have the paperwork to American Home Products.
It was a done ded, it was over. Theae were no more
negotiaions andbadcdly, | could takeit or leaveit, and if
| didn't takeit, he could no longer represent me, and
if 1 didn't sign the paperwork, then | would be
dropped as a client, and | would have to find me
another attorney, and if | didn't trust him, | could dso find
another atorney. | remember him saying that, "if you dont trugt
me, you can go find you ancther atorney right now."

(emphasis added).

146. Later, on two separate dates, the Edmondses in fact vaurtaily chose to Sgn the settlement
rdleases in Williamson's office before a notary public.  The fact remains that Williamson advised the
Edmondses thet they could get another atorney. Williamson did not say that he would sttle their dams
againg their will or thet their daims hed beer settled without their consent. The Edmondses had theright
and were obvioudy advisad, according to Lisa Edmondss own testimony, of ther option to retain new
counsd ta filesuit againgt American Homeif they did nat wish to participate with other Williamson dients
ir the settlement of the litigation pending in the Holmes County Circuit Court. Williamson informed the

Edmondses that if they wished for him to continue to represent them, they hed to paticipate in the
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stlement dong with dl of the Williamson dients represented with daims againgt Williamson.*  The
Edmondses returned to Williamson's office and Sgned the rdleases
147.  Themgority datestha "when asked whether he was aware that K ookie had aconversation with
Ms. Edmonds concerning the document and dl aspects of the sattlement in Kemper County when she
ddivered the settlement rel ease pepersto their home, Williamson replied: ‘W, I'm sureknowing K ookie,
she had a conversation with Ms. Edmonds, yes™ However, the mgority does not quote Williamson's
entire response.
148. The portion of Willianson's deposition noted by the mgority suggests that Williamson hed
knowledge that a conversation actudly took place regarding the settlement. Thet is not accurate. The
record actudly reflects thet Williamson stated that:

Wil I'm sure that knowing Kookie, she had a conversation with Ms. Edmonds yes. |

wasn't there, and wasin -- out of town at thetime, and, you know, | haveno reason
to say, yea or nay on that.

(emphad's added).

1749. Viewing Williamson's actud tesimony, he did not date that he knew such a conversation took
place between Kookie and Lisa Edmonds.  Additiondly, the Edmondses never deposed Kookie to
inquire, for the record, what the dleged conversation entailed or whether it actudly occurred. Despite
any discussion asto Kookie, therecord reflectsthat both of the Edmondses signed the

confidentiality agreement in Neshoba County on separ atedatesbeforeanotary public.

1 Since the confidentidity agreement is seded in the Circuit Court of Holmes County and not
avalable in the record of review, we are without information to review the terms of the settlement
agreement to know if it included a provison to prevent Williamson from representing any clients againgt
Americar Home in the future as many of these types of settlement agreements may require no future
litigetior by a specific attorney. However, the fact remains that the Edmondses could have retained new
counsd to file suit if they did not want to accept the terms of the settlement and proceed with Williamson
asther atorney.
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Williamsor settled the Edmondses dam in Holmes County where the QSF order containing the
confidentidity provision was entered by the Holmes County Circuit Court asto dl partiesto the settlement.
Furthermore, the Edmondses did not sign the settlement rleases in Kemper County when Kookie was
present, but rather they travded to Neshoba County to sign the document.
150. Thetrid court found that:
This[clourt isof the opinion thet a leest part of the [p]laintiff's causes of action occurred
or accrued in Kemper County. A plantiff is entitled to choose among proper venues
where to file her case Therefore, the [p]laintiffs dleged dams of breach of contract,
negligence and breach of fidudiary duty accrued in Kemper County. The[cJourt findsthet
venueis proper in Kemper County and the Mation to Dismiss or to Trandfer to Holmes
County Circuit Court is denied.
B1.  Onaoped, Williamson requedts this Court to remand this caseto have venuetranderred to ether
Hames County or Neshoba County. Williamson maintainsthat venue in Kemper County was improper,
ac thedleged cause of action actudly occurred in Holmes County wherethe Edmondses damwas sitled
and the QSF order and its confidentidity provisonswae entered, or in the dternative, Neshoba County
where Williamson wasretained by the Edmondses, al the settlement documentswere subsequently sgned
by the Edmondses, Williamson resdes and Williamson's primary officeis located.
152. Miss Code Ann. §11-11-3(1) providesthecounty indvil actionsshould be commenced, Sating:
Civil actions of which the drcuit court has origind jurisdiction shdl be commenced in the
county where the defendant resides or in the county where the dleged act or omisson
occurred or where the event that caused the injury occurred. Civil actions agangt a
nonresident may adso be commenced in the county where the plantiff resdes or is
domidled. Civil actionsdleging adefective product may aso be commenced in the county
where the plaintiff obtained the product.
153. However, asthemgority correctly sates, the Edmondsesfiled their complant inthisaction on July
15, 2002. As such, the amendments to the Satute which went into effect on January 1, 2003, are not

gpplicable to the case sub judice as per Section 16 of Laws 2002, 3d Ex. Sess, ch. 4which gates. "This
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act shdll take effect and bein force from and after January 1, 2003, and shdl goply to dl causes of action
filed on or after thet date™ The gpplicable venue Satute, prior to amendment, reeds asfallows

Civil actions of which the drcuit court has origind jurisdiction shdl be commenced in the
county in which the defendant or any of them may be found or in the county where the
cause of action may occur or accrue and, if the defendant isadomestic corporation, inthe
county in which said corporaion is domidled or in the county where the cause of action
May OCCur or accrue, except where otherwise provided, and except actions of trespasson
land, gectment and actionsfor the datutory pendty for cutting and boxing treesand firing
woods and actions for the actud vaue of trees cut which shdl be brought in the county
where the land or some part thereof is Stuated.

4.  Ir Tanksley, anarplanewasimproperly loadedin Warren County, Missssppi. Tanksley, 608
So0.2d & 1153-54. The plane flew to Chicago, Illinois, where Tankdey was injured while unloading the

plane. Id. Tankdey'sinjury wasthe result of the improper loading. Id. This Court found venue to be
proper in Warren County snce the injury could not have occurred without the negligent action. 1d a

1156-57. We stated:

Ir the find andyds, venue is about convenience. The legidaive prescription implies a
legidative finding counties medting cartain ariteriawill generdly be more convenient tothe
paties. The use of "oocur” mekes sense because important witnesses will often be
accessble where the action occurs. Y &, there is nothing in the phrase "where the cause
of action may occur...." that limits the judicid search for but a Sngle county. Torts arise
frorr breaches of duties causing injuries, and it is common experience that breach and
causatior and impact do not dl dways happen a once. At the very leadt, the word
"occur connotes each county in which a substantial component of the daim takes
place, andthismay indude, inthe present context, thenegligent conduct which subgtantialy
undergirds Tankdey'sdam.

Tanksley, 608 So.2d a 1157 (emphas's added).

155.  For venue purposes, acause of action accrues"ether wherethe actud tortious conduct occurs or
where the plaintiff suffersactud injuriesfromthenegligence” Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. Johnson, 807
S0.2d 382, 387 (Miss 2001). ThisCourt defined and didinguished the "occur” and "accrue” languagein
Tanksley, 608 So.2d a 1156, by Sating:
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'Occur' and ‘accrug arenct synonymous, legdly or otherwise, asthedigunctive connector

forthrightly suggests. Weread accrud in itsformdidic sense. A cause of action accrues

wher it comes into exigence as an enforcedble dam, that is, when the right to sue

becomes vested ... this may wel mean the moment injury isinflicted, that point in goace

and timewhen the legt legdlly significant fact is found...
156. Inthecase aub judice, venuewasnot proper in the Circuit Court of Kemper County. Thedleged
breach of Williamson's duty of care, contractud obligations or fiduciary duty rdeated to the terms of the
sattlement and disbursement of the sattlement proceedsdid notoccur  until the settlement documentswere
executed by the Edmondsesin Neshoba County or until the settlement order, induding dl of Williamson's
31 dients, was entered by the Holmes County Circuit Court. Therefore, the substantia componentsof the
dam occurred in Neshaba County and Holmes County, not in Kemper County.2
157. Likewise, the Edmondses dlege breect of Williamson's duty of care, his contractud obligations
or hisfidudary duty asrdated to theterm of settlement and disbursement of the settlement proceeds could
not have accrued until the Edmondses agreed to accept the terms of the settlement and the case was
seitled.
158.  The paint that the mgority argues thet a dam accrued is when the Edmondses were furnished
information on the settlement agreement.  However, the Edmondses did not sign the documents until in
Williamson's office in Neshoba County. The settlement of the Edmondses daims was entered in Holmes
County. Williamson never met with the Edmondses in Kemper County.  Williamson conducted dl

negotiations with the Edmondsesin Neshoba County.

2 |n thetrid court, Williamson's motion was to transfer to the Circuit Court of Holmes County.
Williamsor dso argued that Holmes County Circuit Court would be the court that would have to unsed
the confidentia settlement terms.  However, on apped, Williamson arguesthat venue would be proper in
either Holmes County or Neshoba County.
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159.  The Edmondses it againg Williamson centers on the terms of contract for representation, the
confidentidity agreement entered in the Circuit Court of Holmes County and receiving themedical histories
and the sattlement information on the other dients invalved in the American Home litigatior. The
Edmondses complaint againg Williamson dleges that he charged a higher percentage, 45%, for his
attorney fees basad on having filed suit before the case wias settled. The Edmondses contend thet snce
they were not named plaintiffsin the lavauit, Williamson's percentage should have been 33 1/3 % because
& uit was nat filed for them. The Edmondses dso contend thet Williamson withhdd a 3% sattlement fee
from the sattlement proceads thet was not sated in the origina contract for representation on November
17, 2000, but in a subsequent acknowledgment of expenses on May 9, 2001.

160. The Edmondses daim that Williamson took more than he was assigned to recaive in the contract
for representation. The Edmondses aso seek information regarding how the settlement funds were
dishursed among theother dientsand theamountsthat eech of theother dientsreceived.  TheEdmondses
a0 seek to have Williamson rd eeseinformation regarding the settlement thet Williamson argueswould be
a8 vidlation of the terms of the confidentidity agreament, as wel as, a violaion of the atorney-dient
privilege

61. Thepivatd point of thedamsagang Williamson both accrued and occurred when Williamsonwas
retained as counsd, conducted conferences with the Edmondses regarding their daims, entered into the
stlement negatiations with the Edmondses, dl in Neshoba County.  The Edmondses dso sgned the
contract of representation and al settlement paperwork in Neshoba County. Theterms of the settlement
were sedled by the Holmes County Circuit Court to remain confidentid.

162. Furthermore, American Home was party to the litigation in the Holmes County Circuit Court and

to the QSF order and the confidentidity provisons contained therain. At thistime, American Home has
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not been brought into these proceadings to be aforded the opportunity to contest lifting the confidentidity
sed regarding the terms of the settlement in the Annette Williams, et al. v. American Home
Products Corp. litigaion entered in the Circuit Court of Holmes County.

163.  For the foregoing reasons, | therefore must respectfully dissant. Neshoba County is where: (1)
Williamson's main office is located; (2) the initid consultation between Williamson and the Edmondses
occurred; (3) the contract of representation between Williamson and the Edmondseswas entered into; (4)
the settlement documents were executed; and (5) Williamson resdes. Therefore, venue is proper in

Neshoba County, not Kemper County. The Circuit Court of Kemper County erred inretaining the metter.

164.  Alloming this case to remain in Kemper County will be a precedent to dlow every busness or
professond to be sued in multiple jurisdictions basad soldy on contact by correspondence or telephone
with itscusomersor dients Thiswill haveaprofound effect of expanding the permissble venuesfor sLits
agang evary professond and busness  Therefore, in my opinion, the case should be reversed and
remanded for trandfer to the Circuit Court of Neshoba County .

WALLER, P.J., AND RANDOLPH, J., JOIN THISOPINION.
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