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SUMMARY

The Mississippi Supreme Court reviewed an interlocutory appeal concerning whether a chancery-court
action involving derivative and direct claims should be transferred to circuit court. The court held that
the claims were primarily legal, involved contractual obligations, sought punitive damages, and
implicated the defendants' right to a jury trial. It reversed the chancery court's denial of the transfer
motion and remanded with instructions to transfer the case to the Covington County Circuit Court.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the chancery court erred by refusing to transfer to circuit court a complaint containing both
equitable and legal claims.

2. Whether Mathis's purported derivative claims seeking compensatory and punitive damages were actually
direct legal claims rather than a true shareholder derivative action.

3. Whether the contractual and related legal claims, together with the requests for compensatory and
punitive damages, were more appropriately adjudicated in circuit court.

HOLDINGS

1. Although a true shareholder derivative action is equitable, Mathis's claims seeking an individual
recovery for his own benefit, to the exclusion of the other equity owner, were direct legal claims rather
than a true derivative action.

2. The chancery court erred in refusing to transfer the action to circuit court because the claims primarily
arose from contractual obligations, included legal claims and punitive-damages requests, and
adjudication in chancery court would impair the defendants' constitutional jury-trial right.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Mathis's claims contain questions of law and equity, request punitive damages, and because having
the claims adjudicated in chancery court would deprive ERA of the right to a jury trial, we find the chancellor
erred in denying the defendants' motion to transfer the case to circuit court.” (1284)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mathis alleged that he owned a fifty-percent equity interest in Real Estate Professionals, LLC, and had made
loans and pledged personal assets based on representations by a former business partner that real property would
be conveyed to him. He alleged that the former partners and related entities diverted the company's assets, real
estate listings, franchise rights, commissions, and agents to newly formed entities, leaving the original company
unable to operate or pay its obligations to ERA. His complaint asserted derivative and direct contract, fiduciary-
duty, tort, and other claims and sought equitable relief, actual damages, and punitive damages.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mathis filed a fourteen-count complaint in the Chancery Court of Covington County involving derivative and
direct claims arising from the operation of a real estate franchise business. ERA moved to transfer the case to
circuit court. The chancellor denied the motion and proposed bifurcating the equitable and legal claims. The
Mississippi Supreme Court granted ERA's petition for interlocutory appeal and reversed.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



Reverse the chancery court's denial of ERA's motion to transfer and remand with instructions to transfer the case
to the Covington County Circuit Court.
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