
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 

NORTHERN DIVISION 
 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION, 
  

Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
ARTHUR LAMAR ADAMS AND 
MADISON TIMBER PROPERTIES, LLC, 
 

Defendants. 
 

Case No. 3:18-cv-252 
 
 
Hon. Carlton W. Reeves, District Judge 
 
Hon. F. Keith Ball, Magistrate Judge 

 

ORDER APPROVING FIRST DISTRIBUTION TO 
ALEXANDER SEAWRIGHT TIMBER FUND INVESTORS 

 
 

Before the Court is the Motion to Approve First Distribution to Alexander Seawright 

Timber Fund Investors filed by Alysson Mills, in her capacity as the court-appointed receiver for 

Arthur Lamar Adams and Madison Timber Properties, LLC.   

Having received no written objection, the Court GRANTS the motion. 

BACKGROUND 

The Court’s Order Approving First Interim Distribution [Doc. 282] authorized the Receiver 

to make $17,500,000 available to Madison Timber’s victims, its investors.  Consistent with that 

order: 

1. The Receiver issued checks to investors who qualified for a Priority 1 distribution, as 

defined by the Court’s order.  The checks represented each qualified investor’s pro-rata share of 

$17,000,000. 
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2. The Receiver set aside $500,000 for the benefit of investors who did not qualify for 

a Priority 1 distribution but who established a financial hardship based on objective measures 

including age and income.  Following a 45-day application period, the Receiver made equitable 

advances to qualified applicants.  Those equitable advances totaled $71,914.61, substantially less 

than the $500,000 set aside. 

3. The Receiver excluded from the first distribution and equitable advance any investors 

who the Receiver has sued or settled with. 

4. The Receiver set aside $337,707.02 pending a complete accounting and consensus 

regarding how to calculate Alexander Seawright investors’ shares of the Alexander Seawright 

Timber Fund’s first distribution. 

Now, having undertaken the accounting and calculation of Alexander Seawright Timber 

Fund investors’ shares contemplated by the Court’s order, the Receiver proposes to make a first 

distribution to Alexander Seawright Timber Fund investors as follows: 

1. The Receiver proposes to treat Alexander Seawright Timber Fund investors the same 

as every other investor in Madison Timber.  Using the same methodology that she used to calculate 

the losses of every other investor in Madison Timber,1 the Receiver calculated Alexander 

Seawright Timber Fund investors’ losses. 

2. For Alexander Seawright Timber Fund investors who qualify for a Priority 1 

distribution, the Receiver proposes to issue checks representing the same pro-rata share that every 

other qualified investor in Madison Timber already received. 

 
1 The Receiver’s memorandum in support of her motion to approve first distribution [Doc. 265] explained the 
methodology, and the Court’s order [Doc. 282] approved it. 
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3. The Receiver proposes to issue checks directly to the qualified Alexander Seawright 

Timber Fund investor instead of to the Alexander Seawright Timber Fund. 

4. The Receiver proposes that this first distribution to Alexander Seawright Timber 

Fund investors exclude any such investors who are Baker Donelson law firm partners or family 

members.  There are seven such investors.  At the Court’s May 17, 2021 hearing on the Receiver’s 

motion to approve first distribution [Doc. 265], two Alexander Seawright Timber Fund investors 

objected to any distribution to Baker Donelson law firm partners or family members.  The 

Receivership Estate’s first distribution has otherwise excluded any investors who the Receiver has 

sued or settled with, and the Receiver submits that given the scarcity of resources available for 

distribution, it is appropriate that the Receivership Estate subordinate these investors’ claims.2 

In support of her proposal, the Receiver represents as follows: 

1. In anticipation of this motion, on December 24, 2021, the Receiver mailed to each 

Alexander Seawright Timber Fund investor a statement of their losses, reflecting every investment 

made by the investor, along with any amounts due. The Receiver encouraged them to study their 

information closely and to contact the Receiver immediately if their information was incorrect.  

The Receiver advised that after 30 days, but no later than January 31, 2022, she would deem their 

information final. 

2. Upon this motion’s approval, the Receiver will issue checks to qualifying Alexander 

Seawright Timber Fund investors totaling $469,781.72.  That exceeds the $337,707.02 that the 

Court’s order set aside for these purposes by $132,074.70—but the Receivership Estate can 

 
2 To be clear, the Receiver does not propose to extinguish those claims.  She asks only to exclude them from this 
first distribution and save for another day their proper resolution.   
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accommodate that difference given that it used only $71,914.61 of the $500,000 set aside for 

equitable advances. 

3. The circumstances surrounding the Alexander Seawright Timber Fund are unique.  

The Receiver is pursuing civil claims against Brent Alexander and Jon Seawright, the Alexander 

Seawright Timber Fund’s founders, and their employer, the Baker Donelson law firm, for their 

roles in the Madison Timber Ponzi scheme.  Separately, the U.S. Attorney’s Office is pursuing 

criminal charges against Alexander and Seawright.   

4. The Receiver’s proposal removes Alexander and Seawright and the Baker Donelson 

law firm from the distribution process entirely.3   

5. No Alexander Seawright Timber Fund investor will be treated any better or any worse 

than any other investor in Madison Timber.     

ORDER 

When considering a proposed distribution, the district court’s “primary job” is simply “to 

ensure that the proposed plan of distribution is fair and reasonable.” S.E.C. v. Wealth Mgmt. LLC, 

628 F.3d 323, 332 (7th Cir. 2010) (citing Official Comm. of Unsecured Creditors of WorldCom, 

Inc. v. S.E.C., 467 F.3d 73, 84 (2d Cir. 2006)). The Court already determined the methodology on 

which the Receiver’s proposal relies is fair and reasonable. Although the proposal exceeds the 

amount previously set aside for these purposes, the Receivership Estate’s total first distribution 

including equitable advances still will fall within the $17,500,000 already authorized.   

 
3 Alexander and Seawright would not receive any share of any distribution by the Receivership Estate.  But if, 
instead of issuing checks directly to investors (as the Receiver proposes), the Receivership Estate is required to issue 
one check to the Alexander Seawright Timber Fund, Alexander and Seawright would be middlemen in the process. 
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In the light of the Court’s prior order and in the absence of any written objection to the 

Receiver’s motion, the proposed first distribution to Alexander Seawright Timber Fund investors 

is hereby APPROVED. 

Accordingly, the Court hereby ORDERS as follows: 

1. The Receiver shall treat Alexander Seawright Timber Fund investors the same as 

every other investor in Madison Timber, using the same Court-approved methodology that she 

previously used to calculate the losses of every other investor in Madison Timber. 

2. For Alexander Seawright Timber Fund investors who qualify for a Priority 1 

distribution, the Receiver shall issue checks representing the same pro-rata share that every other 

qualified investor in Madison Timber already received. 

3. The Receiver shall issue checks directly to qualified Alexander Seawright Timber 

Fund investors instead of to the Alexander Seawright Timber Fund. 

4. The Receiver shall exclude from this first distribution to Alexander Seawright Timber 

Fund investors any such investors who are Baker Donelson law firm partners or family members. 

The Receivership Estate’s first distribution has otherwise excluded any investors who the Receiver 

has sued or settled with.  Given the scarcity of resources available for distribution, it is appropriate 

that the Receivership Estate subordinate these investors’ claims.  Nothing herein shall be construed 

as affecting any such investor’s right to seek distribution later.  

5. For the avoidance of any doubt, this order incorporates by reference the Court’s prior 

Order Approving First Interim Distribution [Doc. 282], including specifically its paragraph 6, to 

the extent that the two orders do not conflict. 

 SO ORDERED, this the 7th day of March, 2022. 

s/ Carlton W. Reeves    
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
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