
 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 

NORTHERN DIVISION 
 
 

ALYSSON MILLS, IN HER CAPACITY  
AS RECEIVER FOR ARTHUR LAMAR 
ADAMS AND MADISON TIMBER 
PROPERTIES, LLC, 
  

Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
BANKPLUS; BANKPLUS WEALTH 
MANAGEMENT, LLC; GEE GEE 
PATRIDGE, VICE PRESIDENT AND CHIEF 
OPERATING OFFICER OF BANKPLUS; 
STEWART PATRIDGE; JASON COWGILL; 
MARTIN MURPHREE; MUTUAL OF 
OMAHA INSURANCE COMPANY; 
MUTUAL OF OMAHA INVESTOR 
SERVICES, INC.; FEDERAL INSURANCE 
COMPANY; and CONTINENTAL 
CASUALTY COMPANY, 
 

Defendants. 
 

Case No. 3:19-cv-196-CWR-FKB 
 
Arising out of Case No. 3:18-cv-252, 
Securities and Exchange Commission v. 
Arthur Lamar Adams and Madison Timber 
Properties, LLC 
 
 

 

 

REPLY TO BANKPLUS’S RESPONSE TO 
MOTION FOR MISCELLANEOUS RELIEF 

 
Alysson Mills, in her capacity as the court-appointed receiver for Arthur Lamar Adams and 

Madison Timber Properties, LLC, respectfully submits this reply to BankPlus’s response [Doc. 

214] to her motion for miscellaneous relief [Doc. 208]. 

The Receiver asked the Court to strike, or decline to consider, pages 10-18 of BankPlus’s 

reply brief in support of its motion for judgment on the pleadings [Doc. 203].  Again, the parties 

have briefed the issues underlying BankPlus’s motion several times already: BankPlus’s motion is 
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a cross-motion to the Receiver’s own motion, and the Receiver’s opposition to BankPlus’s 

cross-motion did not tread new ground.  It is inexcusable for BankPlus to attach new evidentiary 

materials—including a purported expert opinion, no less—to a reply brief.1   The Court should not 

consider that portion of BankPlus’s reply brief that improperly relies on the new evidentiary 

materials, much less the new evidentiary materials themselves.  See Doc. 209 at 3-4 (citing cases). 

BankPlus necessarily concedes that its reply brief improperly relied on new evidentiary 

materials when it contends that the Receiver should have filed a surreply.  Nothing would make 

BankPlus happier than never-ending briefing.  If the Receiver had attempted to file a surreply, 

BankPlus likely would have opposed it, prompting another round of briefing, but also inevitably 

BankPlus would have attempted to file a sur-surreply.  At some point, the briefing must end.        

BankPlus complains the Receiver did not substantively address its new evidentiary 

materials.  In addition to the fact that BankPlus improperly attached them to a reply brief, it 

remains that they have no bearing on the questions of law before the Court.  The questions of law 

before the Court are whether investor reliance is a defense to the Receiver’s claims [Doc. 183, the 

Receiver’s motion] or, stated differently, whether the law entitles BankPlus itself to litigate the 

sophistication and good or bad faith of each of the 184 investors in Madison Timber, plus the 

additional 34 investors who invested through the Alexander Seawright Timber Fund [Doc. 194, 

BankPlus’s cross-motion].  

The misleading representation that investors in Madison Timber received 23%, not 13%, 

interest—a notion apparently first pushed by Mike Billings when he was a recruiter and now 

embraced by BankPlus for its own, but no less suspicious, purpose—is inflammatory.  There will 

be ample opportunity to dispute such opinions later.  BankPlus wants to have a damages expert 

 
1 Page count is not everything, but reply briefs are usually shorter than opening briefs.  Not BankPlus’s.  BankPlus’s 
reply brief was longer because it included new material. 
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deathmatch now, even teasing that it knows “Les Alexander” well.  The Receiver cannot discern 

the purpose of that aside.  For what it is worth, Les Alexander is not the Receiver’s expert here, but 

in any event the Receiver’s accounting is straightforward: money in, money out.  That is objective, 

not creative, math. 

It is only fair that the Receiver be entitled to cross-examine BankPlus’s purported expert if 

BankPlus insists on continuing to rely on her opinion.  BankPlus complains that it is “conceivable” 

that, with time, it might have agreed to such a deposition—but, of course, it stops short of 

agreement here.  Suffice it to say, it is not something BankPlus will do without court order.   

The Receiver will be satisfied if the Court, as it should, disregards BankPlus’s new 

evidentiary materials and those portions of its reply brief that rely upon them.  The Receiver 

welcomes the opportunity to depose BankPlus’s purported expert if the Court allows it. 
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August 4, 2022 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Lilli Evans Bass 

BROWN BASS & JETER, PLLC 
Lilli Evans Bass, Miss. Bar No. 102896 
1755 Lelia Drive, Suite 400 
Jackson, Mississippi 39216 
Tel: 601-487-8448 
Fax: 601-510-9934 
bass@bbjlawyers.com 
 

/s/ Brent Barriere 

FISHMAN HAYGOOD, LLP 
Admitted pro hac vice  
Brent B. Barriere, Primary Counsel 
Kaja S. Elmer 
201 St. Charles Avenue, Suite 4600 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70170 
Tel: 504-586-5253 
Fax: 504-586-5250 
bbarriere@fishmanhaygood.com 
kelmer@fishmanhaygood.com 
 
MILLS & AMOND LLP 
Admitted pro hac vice 
Kristen D. Amond 
650 Poydras Street, Suite 1525 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130 
Tel: 504-383-0332 
Fax: 504-733-7958 
kamond@millsamond.com 
Receiver’s counsel 
 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I certify that I electronically filed the foregoing with the Clerk of Court using the ECF 

system which sent notification of filing to all counsel of record. 

 

Date: August 4, 2022   /s/ Brent Barriere 
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