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SUMMARY

The Mississippi Court of Appeals held that a deed conveying property for development of a historical
park did not create a reversionary interest or require perpetual operation of the property as a park. The
court also held that expenditures on site planning, furniture, equipment, and exhibits could qualify as
construction expenditures under the deed’s $2 million condition. The court affirmed summary
judgment declaring the State the fee-simple owner.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the 1973 warranty deed created a reversionary interest or restricted the State's use of the
property to perpetual operation of a historical state park.

2. Whether the State satisfied the deed's requirement that at least $2 million be expended in constructing
the historical park when some expenditures were for site planning, furniture, equipment, and exhibits.

3. Whether summary judgment for the State was proper.

HOLDINGS

1. The deed did not create a reversionary interest and did not restrict the State's use of the property to
perpetual operation of a historical state park because it contained no reverter clause or clear language
imposing such a continuing restriction.

2. The State satisfied the deed's requirement to expend at least $2 million in constructing the historical park
because the commonly accepted meaning of construction includes assembling or combining parts, and
the deed did not limit qualifying expenditures to buildings and fixtures.

3. Summary judgment for the State was proper because the deed was unambiguous and the undisputed
facts established that all three deed conditions had been satisfied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When the language of the contract is clear or unambiguous, we must effectuate the parties’ intent.” (853)

“In the absence of a reverter clause, a mere statement in a deed that the land is to be used for a specified
purpose is merely a declaration of the purpose of the conveyance, and does not in any way limit the grant.”
(853)

“The deed did not create a reversionary interest, did not condition the state’s use of the property to a
historical park, and did not require the state to spend at least $2 million just on brick-and-mortar buildings
and fixtures.” (855)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 1973, the Moors' predecessors conveyed more than 100 acres to public entities for construction of a historical
park, subject to conditions requiring use of the property for construction of a historical park, expenditure of at
least $2 million on its construction, and commencement of construction by July 1, 1976. The State began
construction in 1974 and spent more than $2 million between 1974 and 1985 on site planning, buildings,
exhibits, furniture, equipment, picnic areas, and a tram system. After operating the park for approximately
twenty years, the State leased it to Leflore County pursuant to legislative authorization to close, transfer, lease,
or sell the park.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Moors filed a declaratory action seeking reversion of property conveyed under a 1973 warranty deed or,
alternatively, an option to repurchase the property. On cross-motions for summary judgment, the Hinds County
Chancery Court ruled that the deed contained no reversionary language, that the State had satisfied all deed
conditions, and that the State owned the property in fee simple. The Mississippi Court of Appeals reviewed the
judgment de novo and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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