
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 

NORTHERN DIVISION 
 
ALYSSON MILLS, in her capacity as 
receiver for Arthur Lamar Adams and 
Madison Timber Properties, LLC 
 

PLAINTIFF 

V. 
 

CAUSE NO. 3:18-CV-866-CWR-FKB 

BAKER, DONELSON, BEARMAN, 
CALDWELL & BERKOWITZ, PC; 
ALEXANDER SEAWRIGHT, LLC; 
BRENT ALEXANDER; JON 
SEAWRIGHT 

DEFENDANTS 

 
ORDER 

 Before the Court is Baker Donelson’s motion for reconsideration. Docket No. 77. It 

argues that Alexander and Seawright never used the firm’s escrow account; Alexander Seawright 

Timber Fund was never part and parcel of a bundle of services Baker Donelson provided to its 

preferred transactional clients; and the Timber Fund never served Baker Donelson’s interests. 

Docket No. 78. On review, the motion will be granted in part and denied in part. 

 “Under Rule 54(b), the trial court is free to reconsider and reverse its decision for any 

reason it deems sufficient, even in the absence of new evidence or an intervening change in or 

clarification of the substantive law.” Austin v. Kroger Texas, L.P., 864 F.3d 326, 336 (5th Cir. 

2017) (quotation marks and citation omitted). This discretion “must be exercised sparingly in 

order to forestall the perpetual reexamination of orders and the resulting burdens and delays.” 

Southern Snow Mfg. Co. v. SnoWizard Holdings, Inc., 921 F. Supp. 2d 548, 564-65 (E.D. La. 

2013) (citation omitted). 

Baker Donelson takes issue with three inferences the Court drew from the amended 

complaint. Upon reconsideration, the latter two—that the Timber Fund was part of a bundle of 
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services Baker Donelson provided to preferred clients, and the Timber Fund served Baker 

Donelson’s interests—are reliably drawn conclusions that follow from the amended complaint. 

But the Court agrees with Baker Donelson that the first inference, regarding the Timber Fund’s 

use (or lack of use) of the law firm’s escrow account, was a factual one unsupported by the 

allegations of the amended complaint. The Order should have quoted Seawright stating that 

using the firm’s escrow account was “not a problem.” 

That said, there are two problems with deciding that such inferential error supports 

reversing the Court’s decision on vicarious liability. The first is that read as a whole, after 

excising the escrow account allegation and replacing it with the “not a problem” quote, the 

amended complaint still states a claim for vicarious liability. The second is that, for better or for 

worse, in our system of justice inferential errors are to be resolved at the summary judgment 

stage. As the Receiver notes, “[o]nly discovery will show whether the firm’s escrow account in 

fact transacted with the Alexander Seawright Timber Fund.” Docket No. 82 at 5. And here the 

Court reiterates its previous point: that if “the evidence generated through discovery shows that 

Alexander and Seawright were truly out on their own, abusing their positions without their 

employer’s knowledge . . . Baker Donelson will have strong arguments at summary judgment.” 

Docket No. 70 at 14. 

The motion is granted in part and denied in part. 

 SO ORDERED, this the 8th day of February, 2022. 

s/ Carlton W. Reeves    
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
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