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  No. 3:18-cv-252-CWR-FKB 

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE  
COMMISSION, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

ARTHUR LAMAR ADAMS AND  
MADISON TIMBER PROPERTIES, LLC,  

Defendants. 

___________________ 

ORDER GRANTING MOTION FOR CONTEMPT  
____________________ 

Before CARLTON W. REEVES, District Judge. 

The Receiver moved to hold in civil contempt Alexander Sea-
wright Timber Fund LLC, Jon Seawright, and Brent Alexan-
der (collectively “respondents”). Docket No. 56. On Decem-
ber 19, 2018 the Court heard oral argument on the motion.  

“[C]ourts have inherent power to enforce compliance with 
their lawful orders through civil contempt.” Shillitani v. 
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United States, 384 U.S. 364, 370 (1966). To hold a respondent in 
civil contempt of a court order, the moving party must prove 
by clear and convincing evidence: “(1) that a court order was 
in effect; (2) that the order required certain conduct by the re-
spondent; and (3) that the respondent failed to comply with 
the court’s order.” Petroleos Mexicanos v. Crawford Enters., 826 
F.2d 392, 401 (5th Cir. 1987). “The contemptuous actions need 
not be willful so long as the contemnor actually failed to com-
ply with the court’s order.” Am. Airlines, Inc. v. Allied Pilots 
Ass’n, 228 F.3d 574, 581 (5th Cir. 2000). 

“Judicial sanctions in civil contempt proceedings, may in a 
proper case, be employed for either or both of two purposes: 
to coerce the defendant into compliance with the court’s or-
der, and to compensate the complainant for losses sustained.” 
Id. at 585 (quotation marks and citation omitted). Courts have 
“broad discretion” when determining appropriate damages. 
Id.  

I 

The Court’s Order  

In June 2018, this Court appointed the Receiver to “assume 
and control the operation of the Receivership Defendants.” 
Docket No. 33 at 5. The Receivership Defendants include La-
mar Adams and Madison Timber Properties (“MTP”). In the 
Order establishing the Receivership, the Court vested the Re-
ceiver with “all powers and authority of a receiver in equity 
under all applicable state and federal law” and tasked her 
with “manag[ing], control[ling], operat[ing] and main-
tain[ing] the Receivership Estate.” Id. at 5–7.  

The Receivership Estate includes “all property interests” of 
Adams and MTP. Receivership Property includes, but is not 
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limited to, “monies, funds, securities, credits, effects, goods, 
chattels, lands, premises, leases, claims, rights and other assets 
. . . .” Id. at 6 (emphasis added). The Receiver is tasked with 
finding and evaluating all Receivership Property and ulti-
mately taking it into her possession through a lawsuit, settle-
ment, or other means. Id. at 7.  

The Order “restrained and enjoined” the Receivership De-
fendants and “all persons receiving notice of th[e] Order” 
from taking any action which would “hinder, obstruct, or oth-
erwise interfere with the Receiver in the performance of her 
duties” and from taking any action which would “dissipate 
or otherwise diminish the value of any Receivership Prop-
erty.” Id. at 11. The Order also stayed all ongoing actions 
which involved Receivership Property. Id. at 12–13.  

II 

The Required Conduct  

The Order prohibited any interference with Receivership 
Property. This, in effect, froze varying types of activities. Vic-
tims could not commence or pursue their own lawsuits; LLCs 
in which Adams was a member could not dissolve without 
the Receiver’s approval; and cases against Receivership De-
fendants and recruiters for MTP were stayed in state court. 
This list is not exhaustive.  

In the simplest terms, the Order positions the Receiver as if 
she was the first person in line to board a Southwest Airlines 
flight, where there is limited capacity and there are no re-
served seats. If someone cuts in front of the Receiver, her 
choices become more limited. The Order also prevents victims 
from jostling for a position closer to the front of the line.  
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Ultimately, the goal is to preserve the value of Receivership 
Property and ensure that all victims are treated fairly. This is 
the common practice for receiverships across the country. See 
SEC v. Stanford Int'l Bank Ltd., 424 F. App’x 338, 340–41 (5th 
Cir. 2011) (“It is axiomatic that a district court has broad au-
thority to issue blanket stays of litigation to preserve the prop-
erty placed in receivership pursuant to SEC actions.”); SEC v. 
Byers, 609 F.3d 87, 93 (2d Cir. 2010) (“The current injunction 
prevents small groups of creditors from placing some entities 
into bankruptcy, thereby removing assets from the receiver-
ship estate to the potential detriment of all.”); SEC v. Wencke, 
622 F.2d 1363, 1369 (9th Cir. 1980) (“The blanket stay was 
found by the district court necessary to achieve the purposes 
of the receivership.”). “The receivership court has a valid in-
terest in both the value of the claims themselves and the costs 
of defending any suit as a drain on receivership assets.” 
Liberte Capital Group, LLC v. Capwill, 462 F.3d 543, 551 (6th Cir. 
2006). 

III 

The Respondents’ Conduct  

Brent Alexander is a senior public policy advisor at Baker Do-
nelson. Jon Seawright is a shareholder and a member of the 
national board of directors of the same firm. Together, they 
ran Alexander Seawright Timber Fund. Their LLC invested in 
MTP. When MTP went bottom-up, investors in Alexander 
Seawright Timber Fund lost money.  

In what they claim was an attempt to return money to their 
investors, Alexander, Seawright, and their counsel began to 
research possible legal claims. They contemplated legal action 
against Adams and MTP but ultimately halted that plan after 
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the Court issued its Order. See Docket No. 68 at 5. There is no 
dispute they knew of the Court’s Order. 

With one door closed, respondents looked for another open-
ing. Lamar Adams had taken his fake timber deeds to local 
UPS stores for notarization. The deeds contained fraudulent 
signatures, forged by Adams himself. The notaries, nonethe-
less, provided their stamp of approval to the deeds. Adams 
gave the deeds to investors as proof of the legitimacy of the 
operation. Of course, we know that nothing about MTP was 
legitimate, including Adams’ signatures. 

Respondents told the UPS store they had legal claims on be-
half of the investors in Alexander Seawright Timber Fund. 
They threatened to sue. That brought UPS to the table.  

Respondents agreed that in exchange for receiving $100,000 
they would release all liability against UPS arising from the 
actions of the notaries on nine separate occasions from March 
2017 through March 2018. This settlement would be covered 
by UPS’s liability insurance policy, a policy, as respondents’ 
counsel admitted at oral argument, that he had not read. Re-
spondents attest that after the attorney’s fees were paid, what 
remained of the $100,000 went directly to compensate inves-
tors in Alexander Seawright Timber Fund. 1  

The Receiver argues that Alexander Seawright Timber Fund, 
acting through Seawright and Alexander, violated the Order. 

                                                 
1 At the hearing, it was revealed that counsel for respondents invested in 
Alexander Seawright Timber Fund. Of course, he would benefit twice 
from any settlement: he would recover from the settlement once for his 
legal services and then as a victim. Obviously, this raises concerns as to 
whether counsel has prioritized his own recovery ahead of other victims.  
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By settling claims against UPS, respondents have diminished 
the value of the Receivership Estate’s claims and put them-
selves ahead of other victims.  

Respondents contend that the Receiver does not have stand-
ing to bring claims on behalf of victims, and because their set-
tlement is between themselves and UPS, it is not a violation 
of this Court’s Order. Furthermore, they believe the Receiver-
ship Estate has no claims of value against UPS, so the settle-
ment does not dissipate the value of Receivership Property.  

IV 

Violation of the Court’s Order  

First, as already established, a district court has the authority 
to issue a broad stay for the preservation of the Receivership 
Estate. This includes enjoining actions which the Receiver 
does not have the standing to bring but which nonetheless 
risk depleting Receivership Property. See Rishmague v. Winter, 
616 F. App’x 138, 139 (5th Cir. 2015) (“[S]everal courts have 
recognized the importance of preserving a receivership 
court’s ability to issue orders preventing interference with its 
administration of the receivership property.”)  

Second, respondents are incorrect when they assert that the 
Receiver could not sue UPS.2 “This Court has held that the 
Receiver may assert tort claims against third parties based on 
allegations that the third parties’ torts contributed to the lia-
bilities of the Receivership Estate.” Official Stanford Inv’rs 

                                                 
2 The Receiver’s standing to pursue third party claims is addressed in 
more detail in another order, issued today, denying the motion for a dec-
laration of rights by the Lehan parties.  
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Comm. v. Greenberg Traurig, LLP, No. 3:12-CV-4641-N, 2014 
WL 12572881, at *4 (N.D. Tex. Dec. 17, 2014). In fact, as Re-
ceiver’s counsel indicated at oral argument, the Receiver is 
developing claims against UPS. Recently filed subpoenas sup-
port her argument. See Docket Nos. 95–109.  

This Court issued an Order that prevented recipients from in-
terfering with the Receiver and dissipating Receivership 
Property. The respondents were aware of that Order, as 
shown by the emails submitted by their counsel at oral argu-
ment, where they informed LLC members about the Order. 
See Docket No. 68. They understood that the Order prevented 
them from pursuing action against Adams because his assets 
were now a part of Receivership Property. They also under-
stood that the Receiver was tasked with collecting all of the 
Receivership’s assets and ultimately redistributing them to 
victims. They submitted the losses of their own LLC members 
to be included in that distribution process. They are sophisti-
cated individuals; they had legal counsel and together they 
were researching their legal claims.  

Yet, respondents then asserted and settled a claim with a third 
party that the Receivership Estate also has claims against, all 
without ever seeking the input of the Receiver or this Court.3 
They interfered with the Receiver’s job and diminished the 
value of potential Receivership Property, in violation of the 
Court’s Order. Therefore, the contempt motion is granted.  

 

                                                 
3 Other parties, when presented with this dilemma, have filed a motion 
asking this Court to lift the stay as to their claims.  
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Victims are understandably anxious to recoup the money 
they have lost through this Ponzi scheme. That is evinced by 
other motions pending on this docket. But receivership law 
balances an individual victim’s interests with the overall prin-
ciples of equity and judicial economy for the benefit of all vic-
tims.  

Imagine what would happen if the Court approved this set-
tlement: every victim would race to court to recover her losses 
and every possible defendant would pick off plaintiffs to seek 
favorable settlements and to avoid larger liability. The Re-
ceiver would quickly be consumed with tracking ancillary 
cases and halting ones that improperly involve Receivership 
Property. The Receiver would incur unnecessary costs, de-
pleting the Receivership Estate’s assets before she ever had 
the chance to pursue claims on behalf of the Receivership Es-
tate. See SEC v. Stanford Int’l Bank, Ltd., No. 3:09-CV-298, 2010 
WL 11454481, at *3 (N.D. Tex. Mar. 8, 2010) (denying request 
to lift stay for victims to pursue ancillary litigation because an 
award of damages might deplete receivership property and 
the receiver would incur additional costs having to monitor 
and possibly intervene in the action), aff’d, 424 F. App’x 338, 
341 (5th Cir. 2011). The Court will not authorize the private 
pursuit of these claims since “very early in a receivership even 
the most meritorious claims might fail to justify lifting a stay 
given the possible disruption of the receiver’s duties.” Id. 
(quotation marks and citation omitted).  
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V 

Conclusion 

As with the other orders issued today, the Court reiterates its 
broad authority to protect Receivership Property. See SEC v. 
Safety Fin. Serv., Inc., 674 F.2d 368, 373 (5th Cir. 1982) (“wide 
discretionary powers [are accorded] to a court of equity 
charged with overseeing a receivership.”). Having found that 
the Receiver has met her burden, it is ordered that Respond-
ents are in civil contempt. Further proceedings are necessary 
to determine an appropriate remedy. Ideally, the parties will 
be put back in the same position as they were prior to the set-
tlement, without the need for the Court to impose fees or 
fines.  

SO ORDERED, this the 13th day of March, 2019. 

s/ CARLTON W. REEVES  
United States District Judge 
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