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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 

NORTHERN DIVISION 
 
 

IN RE:  
 
CONSOLIDATED DISCOVERY IN CASES 
FILED BY ALYSSON MILLS, IN HER 
CAPACITY AS RECEIVER FOR ARTHUR 
LAMAR ADAMS AND MADISON TIMBER 
PROPERTIES, LLC. 
 
 
ALYSSON MILLS, IN HER CAPACITY  
AS RECEIVER FOR ARTHUR LAMAR 
ADAMS AND MADISON TIMBER 
PROPERTIES, LLC, 
  

Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
THE UPS STORE, INC.; HERRING 
VENTURES, LLC d/b/a THE UPS STORE; 
AUSTIN ELSEN; TAMMIE ELSEN; 
COURTNEY HERRING; DIANE LOFTON; 
CHANDLER WESTOVER; RAWLINGS & 
MACINNIS, PA; TAMMY VINSON; and 
JEANNIE CHISHOLM,  
 

Defendants. 

Case No. 3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB 
 
Arising out of Case No. 3:18-cv-252, 
Securities and Exchange Commission v. 
Arthur Lamar Adams and Madison 
Timber Properties, LLC 
 
 
 
Case No. 3:19-cv-364-CWR-FKB 
 

 

RECEIVER’S REPLY TO THE UPS STORE, INC.’S  
OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO COMPEL 

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

and Madison Timber Properties, LLC (the “Receiver”), respectfully submits this reply to The UPS 

Store, Inc.’s (“UPS”) opposition to the Receiver’s motion to compel.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 The Receiver served discovery requests on UPS in July 2020 (over two years ago), January 

2021 (1.5 years ago), August 2021 (a year ago), and February 2022 (five months ago). In all that 

time, UPS has refused to comply with its discovery obligations under the federal rules.  

 Most recently, it took the Receiver filing a second motion to compel for UPS to produce 

some responsive information. UPS suggests it might have provided responses sooner, but the 

Receiver filed her motion to compel “without any warning.” [Doc. 368 at 5]. The Court knows 

better; it has facilitated countless discovery conferences about UPS’s deficient discovery responses 

and can see the Receiver’s correspondence to UPS that went unanswered. UPS’s silence made its 

position clear—it will refuse to participate in the discovery process until ordered to do so.  

 UPS should be compelled to provide complete, non-evasive responses to the Receiver’s 

discovery requests. Its failure to do so thus far—and that it produced certain documents only after 

the Receiver was forced to file a motion to compel—is unjustified. UPS must pay the Receiver’s 

reasonable expenses incurred in making the motion, including her attorney’s fees. Fed. R. Civ. 

Proc. 37(a)(5). 

 Below, the Receiver addresses UPS’s argument about the scope of discovery in a franchisor 

liability case and the remaining the discovery disputes. 

1. The Receiver is entitled to discovery on UPS’s control of The UPS Store Madison. 

UPS attempts to stifle the Receiver’s ability to discover information relevant to her 

franchisor liability claim by misstating the Mississippi case law that UPS believes helps it and 

ignoring the rest. 

UPS says that the Mississippi Supreme Court “has not addressed franchisor liability.” 

[Doc. 368 at 5]. Not true. As detailed in the Receiver’s opening brief, the Mississippi Supreme 
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Court has delineated factors (the “Kisner factors”) to consider in determining whether a “master-

servant” relationship exists, such that the “master” is vicariously liable for the acts of its “servant.” 

Elder v. Sears Roebuck & Co., 516 So. 2d 231 (Miss. 1987); Kisner v. Jackson, 132 So. 90 (Miss. 

1931). Mississippi courts apply these factors to cases in which the “master” is a franchisor and the 

“servant” is a franchisee. 

UPS says the Mississippi Court of Appeals in Allen v. Choice Hotels, Int’l “expressly 

determined” that Elder was “inapposite and not controlling,” because Elder “does not involve a 

franchisor’s liability.” [Doc. 368 at 5, 6, 16].1 That is not what Allen said. Allen said that, in 

addition to a franchisor being vicariously liable for the acts of its franchisee based on the 

franchisor’s control, “Mississippi cases [like Elder] have also found vicarious liability where ‘a 

party holds itself out as offering services to the public and . . . consumers are reasonably led to 

believe that they are doing business with that party.” Allen v. Choice Hotels, Int’l, 942 So. 2d 817, 

827 (Miss. Ct. App. 2006). But, unlike in Elder, the Allen franchisor “did not lead the public to 

believe that customers were doing business with Choice.” Id.2 

In most cases, Mississippi courts assess the totality of the circumstances, applying the 

factors listed in Elder and Kisner. UPS points to only one case, Allen, where the Mississippi Court 

of Appeals held that a franchisor was liable “only when it had the right to control the specific 

 
1 UPS splits hairs when it argues Elder is inapplicable because “Sears is not a franchisor.” [Doc. 368 at 5]. Even Allen 
recognized that “the Mississippi Supreme Court held Sears liable, notwithstanding the fact that the store in question 
was run by an ‘independent’ third party.” Allen, 942 So. 2d at 827. Whether Sears and the “independent third party” 
had a franchise agreement like the one UPS has with Herring Ventures is neither here nor there for these purposes. 
2 UPS also says Elder is inapplicable here because the Receiver “has not alleged that TUPSS, Inc. affirmatively took 
action to make Herring Venture’s customers think that they were dealing with TUPSS, Inc.” Doc. 368 at 16. That is 
simply false. The Amended Complaint expressly alleges under the heading “The UPS Store, Inc.’s Liability”: “The 
UPS Store, Inc. holds itself out to the public as the entity the public does business with.” Doc. 14 at 27, Mills v. The 
UPS Store, Inc., et al., No. 3:19-cv-364 (S.D. Miss.). 
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instrumentality or aspect of the business that was alleged to have caused the harm.” Id. at 822. 

That holding does not limit liability, much less discovery, in this case.  

As a factual matter, the franchise agreement in Allen was only 18 pages long. The Franchise 

Agreement between UPS and The UPS Store Madison is 114 pages.3 The Center Operations 

Manual, with which The UPS Store Madison must comply, is another 436 pages, not including 

numerous resources, references, and other attachments.4 The scope of control in this case dwarfs 

the scope of control in Allen. 

As a legal matter, the two Mississippi Supreme Court opinions on which the Mississippi 

Court of Appeals relied—Cashwell v. Fincher and Magee v. Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp. 

—have little application to this case. 

In Cashwell, the plaintiff was injured while working as an independent contractor for the 

defendant’s electronics repair shop. Cashwell v. Fincher, 914 So. 2d 1250 (Miss. 2005). The 

question was whether the defendant controlled the premises such that Mississippi’s independent 

contractor exception to a premises liability claim applied.  

In Magee, the question was whether “a party [who] contracts with another . . . to perform 

original construction or repair work . . . and devolves upon the contractor the right and fact of 

control of the premises and the nature and details of the work” is liable “for injuries experienced 

by the contractor’s workers where those injuries arose out of or were intimately connected with 

the work.” Magee v. Transcon. Gas Pipe Line Corp., 551 So. 2d 182, 185 (Miss. 1989). The 

Mississippi Supreme Court affirmed summary judgment for the defendant because Magee did not 

 
3 Franchise Agreement, Exhibit A.1. 
4 Center Operations Manual, Exhibit A.2.  
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support his allegations with sufficient evidence. The court was explicit that “if half of what is 

asserted [in Magee’s appellate briefs] were in the record, matters might be otherwise.” Id. at 186. 

As recognized by the Mississippi Supreme Court, injured-on-the-job cases like Allen, 

Cashwell, and Magee are distinguishable from cases such as this.5 It is one thing to analyze a 

“master’s” liability when a person is physically injured by a spontaneous accident on the master’s 

premises.6 It is a much different thing to analyze whether a globally recognized franchise that 

dictates the when, where, and how of its franchisees’ business is liable for failing to monitor its 

franchisees in carrying out that business over the course of several years. 

Another distinction: those cases considered the question of liability, usually on summary 

judgment after discovery is complete. They say nothing to suggest that discovery should be limited.  

In any event, no Mississippi court—including the Mississippi Supreme Court—has 

adopted Allen’s narrow understanding of the scope of control.7 In every case, including Allen, 

Mississippi courts considering franchisor liability claims consider the Kisner factors. See, e.g., 

Frutcher v. Lynch Oil Co., 522 So. 2d 195 (Miss. 1998); Elder, 516 So. 2d 231; Allen, 942 So. 2d 

at 821; Parmenter v. J & B Enters., Inc., 99 So. 3d 207 (Miss. Ct. App. 2012); Kossuth Trucking, 

Inc. v. Caterpillar, Inc., 941 So. 2d 903 (Miss. Ct. App. 2006); Miller v. Shell Oil Co., 783 So. 2d 

 
5 Magee, 551 So. 2d at 186 n. 5 (“In several cases we have vis-a-vis third parties refused full respect to independent 
contract provisions that one party or the other has control or will bear all losses. E.g., Elder v. Sears Roebuck & Co., 
516 So. 2d 231, 232–33, 236 (Miss. 1987); Hardy v. Brantley, 471 So. 2d 358, 372 (Miss. 1985). Those cases 
addressed the circumstance of members of the consuming public which by appearances had been induced to believe 
they were dealing with the party that in fact had attempted to delegate liability. A worker such as Magee is sufficiently 
an insider that cases such as Elder and Hardy are distinguishable and of little force. See also Fruchter v. Lynch Oil 
Co., 522 So. 2d 195, 200–01 (Miss. 1988).”). 
6 The same is true of Parmenter v. J&B Enterprises, Inc., 99 So. 3d 207 (Miss. Ct. App. 2012), a case that UPS 
repeatedly cites and has incorrectly labeled as the “leading case in Mississippi on franchisor liability.” There, a 
McDonald’s restaurant patron was beaten with a spatula by a McDonald’s employee.  
7 One federal court applying Mississippi law cited Allen, but noted “the analysis does not end here” before turning to 
analyzing the Kisner factors. Hill v. Illinois Central Railroad Co., No. 3:03-cv-060, 2009 WL 3418558 at *4 (N.D. 
Miss. Oct. 20, 2009). 
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724 (Miss. Ct. App. 2000); Hayes v. Enmon Enters., LLC, No. 3:10-cv-00382-CWR-LRA, 2011 

WL 2491375 (S.D. Miss. June 22, 2011); Hill v. Illinois Cent. R.R. Co., No. 3:03-cv-060, 2009 

WL 3418558 (N.D. Miss. Oct. 20, 2009). 

UPS does not address the franchisor liability cases the Receiver cited in her opening brief, 

notably omitting Judge Reeves’s ruling in Hayes that “[a]ll relevant evidence, including the totality 

of an agreement between the contracting parties and any proof regarding the parties’ conduct, 

should be considered.” Hayes, 2011 WL 2491375, at *3. 

The Receiver alleges that UPS is liable for the acts of The UPS Store Madison because 

UPS controls The UPS Store Madison’s business. The Receiver is entitled to discover evidence 

about each of the factors necessary to prove her franchisor liability claim against UPS. 

2. UPS’s discovery responses remain deficient. 

The same day that UPS filed its opposition to the Receiver’s motion to compel, it produced 

over 17,000 pages of documents and four sets of supplemental written responses. Nowhere in 

UPS’s supplemental written responses, its opposition brief, or its counsel’s correspondence 

accompanying the document dump did UPS identify what documents it was producing or to which 

requests the documents are responsive.  

From what the Receiver can tell, the following deficiencies remain: 

First Set – Request for Production No. 6 

The Receiver asked UPS to produce its training materials regarding notary services. In its 

initial responses, UPS said “notary services” was ambiguous and the documents were “already 

within Plaintiff’s possession, custody, or control.” It later said the only responsive document is the 

Center Operations Manual. It now says UPS does not provide any training related to notary 

services, despite that the Center Operations Manual requires franchisees to complete the 
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“Franchisee Training Program” as a separate set of programs and “modules.”8 The Receiver’s 

motion was primarily based on a Courtney Herring’s (a UPS notary) interrogatory response that 

she received notary training. She served an amended response on the Receiver the same day UPS 

filed its opposition to the Receiver’s motion to compel.  

Second Set – Requests for Production Nos. 1 & 2 

The Receiver requested communications between UPS and The UPS Store Madison. UPS 

says for the first time in its opposition brief that it “has complied with this RFP, including the 

collection of ESI using search terms agreed on with Plaintiff’s counsel.” [Doc. 368 at 8]. UPS 

stops short of saying it actually produced the communications. From the Receiver’s preliminary 

review of UPS’s 17,000-page July 21 production, UPS did not produce any communications.9 

Second Set – Request for Production No. 3 

The Receiver requested documents relating to UPS’s inspections, evaluations, or audits of 

The UPS Store Madison. Elder, 516 So. 2d at 233 (quoting Kisner, 132 So. at 91) (considering 

whether the franchisor “has the right to supervise and inspect the work during the course of the 

employment”). Remaining at issue were UPS’s Center Planning Tool (CPT) and the Center 

Evaluations Management System (CEMS), which according to the Center Operations Manual are 

two of the three components of UPS’s “Quarterly Center Visits” of its franchisees.10  

 
8 Franchise Agreement at p. 9, Exhibit A.1, Center Operations Manual at TUPSS 0000303–0000317, Exhibit A.2. 
9 The Receiver’s counsel was unable to review every one of the 17,000+ pages in UPS’s production before the deadline 
to file this reply brief. UPS only just produced the documents on July 21 (the day it filed its opposition) and did not 
provide Bates ranges indicating which documents respond to which discovery requests. 
10 UPS, again, misstates facts when it says the Receiver “never raised in any meet and confer nor in the informal 
discovery conference” that she sought these documents. The Receiver’s counsel and UPS’s counsel discussed the 
issue in meet and confer calls and the Receiver referenced these specific documents in her March 24, 2022 discovery 
dispute memorandum, which was provided to the Court and to UPS in advance of the March 30 discovery conference. 
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In its opposition brief, UPS informs everyone for the first time that CEMS was not 

introduced until 2019 (after Madison Timber’s crash). UPS, however, admits that the CPT is used 

during UPS’s quarterly visits of its franchisees. The CPT therefore “relates to” UPS’s inspection 

of The UPS Store Madison and is responsive to Request for Production No. 3.  

Third Set – Interrogatory No. 111 

Only after the Court required it, UPS disclosed that its counsel and counsel for The UPS 

Store Madison have entered into a “Common Interest Agreement.” Information as to that 

agreement’s general scope is also discoverable. See, e.g., Blackmon v. Bracken Const. Co., Inc., 

338, F.R.D. 91 (M.D. La. 2021). UPS refuses to provide that information. 

Now UPS discloses, for the first time in its opposition brief, that it “also has agreed to share 

certain costs of litigation with certain other Defendants in these consolidated cases,” but refuses to 

identify any information about the agreement. [Doc. 368 at 11]. UPS must disclose at least the 

names of the parties of the agreement, the date of the agreement, and its general scope. See, e.g., 

Blackmon, 338 F.R.D. at 94; In re Takata Airbag Prod. Liab. Litig., No. 15-02599-MD-MORENO, 

2017 WL 10351709, at *5 (S.D. Fla. Mar. 7, 2017) (“Takata”); Ford Motor Co. v. Edgewood 

Props., Inc., 257 F.R.D. 418, 428 (D.N.J. 2009) (“Crucial . . . [is] that the complaining party knew 

who entered into the agreement. Such disclosure has not yet taken place here, but the Court holds 

that it must.”) (internal citation omitted). 

Neither the Court nor the Receiver are required to take UPS’s word for it that these 

agreements are irrelevant. Takata, 2017 WL 10351709, at *2 (“it is inappropriate to rely 

exclusively on [a party’s] characterization of the disputed document as a ‘joint defense agreement’ 

 
11 UPS includes argument about Requests for Production Nos. 5 and 6 of the Receiver’s third set of discovery. See 
Doc. 368 at 10. The Receiver did not move to compel UPS’s responses to those requests. 
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without making an independent assessment”). “The relevancy of a joint defense agreement 

depends upon the language in the agreement.” Warren Distrib. Co. v. InBev USA LLC, No. 

0701053, 2008 WL 4371763, at *2 (D.N.J. Sept. 18, 2008). Courts often “perform[] a detailed 

analysis of the joint defense agreements, oftentimes on a paragraph-by-paragraph basis, to 

ascertain their relevance as well as the applicability of any asserted privileges.” Takata, 2017 WL 

10351709, at *3 (citing cases).  

Provisions containing only boilerplate language “to protect from discovery privileged 

information revealed to a third party” are likely not discoverable. Ford Motor Co., 257 F.R.D. at 

428; see also Takata, 2017 WL 10351709, at *3 (agreement “to facilitate the sharing of privileged 

documents and information, in furtherance of common defense interests, without waiving 

privilege” not discoverable). 

But an agreement is discoverable if it contains “substantive business information,” 

information bearing on the parties’ claims or defenses, “financial arrangements,” or settlement 

provisions. See, e.g., Jeld-Wen, Inc. v. Nebula Glasslam Int’l, Inc., No. 07-22326, 2008 WL 

756455, at *6 (S.D. Fla. Mar. 11, 2008) (“In this regard, paragraph 1 binds Reichhold to pay the 

judgment entered against Glasslam in Jeld-Wen I. Similarly, paragraph 8 obligates Reichhold to 

indemnify Glasslam for certain portions of attorney’s fees incurred in Glasslam’s defense of Jeld-

Wen I. As paragraphs 1 and 8 constitute terms settling the dispute between two adverse parties and 

do not divulge defense strategies or theories, these paragraphs cannot be cloaked with immunity 

from disclosure as a joint-defense agreement.”); see also Takata, 2017 WL 10351709, at *3 (“the 

agreement was not discoverable because the agreement did not contain any substantive business 

information”); Innovative Legal Mktg., LLC v. Mkt. Masters–Legal, No. 2:10-cv-580, 2011 WL 

13118266, at *1 (E.D. Va. Sept. 23, 2011) (agreement not discoverable because “[i]t does not 
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contain any substantive business information, nor any indemnity provisions or other financial 

arrangements that might be relevant”). 

“Courts must be particularly watchful of contracts among parties that serve to hide relevant 

facts or that otherwise hamper the truth-finding process under the guise of cost/task-sharing or 

settlement.” In re San Juan Dupont Plaza Hotel Fire Litig., No. MDL-721, 1989 WL 996278, at 

*1 (D. Puerto Rico Sept. 14, 1989). If UPS has financial arrangements with other defendants that 

may affect the Receiver’s ability to settle her claims against another defendant, that information is 

relevant, not privileged, and discoverable. “Although damages sharing agreements may serve a 

legitimate purpose, ‘they may have the effect—and often the purpose—of preventing any partial 

settlement, and may discourage the introduction of evidence indicating the liability on the part of 

co-defendants.’” Id. (quoting Manual for Complex Litigation Second, § 23.23, p. 172). 

The Court should review both UPS’s “Common Interest Agreement” and cost-sharing 

agreement in camera to determine whether it contains information relevant to the parties’ claims 

or defenses and, if so, whether such information is privileged. Warren Distrib. Co.,  2008 WL 

4371763; Ford Motor Co., 257 F.R.D. at 428; Takata, 2017 WL 10351709, at *3. 

Third Set – Interrogatory No. 3; Fourth Set – Interrogatory No. 4 

The Receiver asks UPS to describe its document retention policy: information about, for 

instance, how and where UPS retains documents and how often it deletes documents from its 

servers. The Receiver is not seeking what UPS calls “discovery on discovery.” [Doc. 368 at 12]. 

She does not need or want to know the details of how UPS searched through its server to cull 

documents in response to discovery requests. UPS represented that it “will respond to Interrogatory 

Case 3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB   Document 382   Filed 08/03/22   Page 10 of 13



11 
 

No. 3, as amended in your May 3 letter.”12 Despite this representation, UPS has not provided this 

basic information. 

Fourth Set – Interrogatory No. 1 

The Receiver asks UPS to identify those persons who are responsible for monitoring or 

evaluating The UPS Store Madison. UPS doubles down on its position that “No person was 

responsible for monitoring or evaluating The UPS Store Madison’s compliance with the Franchise 

Agreement or Center Operations Manual.” [Doc. 368 at 13]. For the reasons stated in her opening 

brief—primarily that the Receiver must know who to depose—UPS’s refusal to answer this 

question is unreasonable. [Doc. 343 at 16]. 

 Fourth Set – Interrogatory No. 3 

The Receiver asks UPS to describe the timing and procedure for its for inspections, audits, 

and evaluations of The UPS Store Madison. UPS refuses to provide any information other than the 

Center Operations Manual, and says any questions the Center Operations Manual does not answer 

can be answered “at a deposition.” [Doc. 368 at 14]. This is an incomplete, improper interrogatory 

response. Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 37(a)(4). (“[A]n evasive or incomplete disclosure, answer, or response 

must be treated as a failure to disclose, answer, or respond.”). Further, UPS’s statement that the 

Receiver “can ask whatever questions she has at a deposition” is incredible, given that UPS refuses 

to identify who is responsible for monitoring The UPS Store Madison’s compliance with the 

Franchise Agreement and Center Operations Manual. 

Fourth Set – Request for Production Nos. 1, 5 

As discussed above, the Receiver is entitled to discovery on each of the Kisner factors and 

is not limited to discovering information related only to UPS’s control of its franchisees’ provision 

 
12 May 9, 2022 letter to Kristen Amond, Exhibit A.7. 
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of notary services. The Receiver’s motion detailed how each requested Resource and Reference is 

reasonably tied to one or more of the Kisner factors. [Doc. 343 at 21–22]. UPS addresses only two 

of those documents and summarily dismissed them as irrelevant.  

UPS is not the unilateral arbiter of relevance in this case. The scope of Rule 26 is broad 

and the Receiver is entitled to discover facts that are relevant to her claims. Stallings v. Wayne 

Cty., Miss., No. 2:18-cv-66, 2020 WL 1892260, at *1 (S.D. Miss. Apr. 16, 2020) (quoting Herbert 

v. Lando, 441 U.S. 153, 177 (1979)) (“Discovery is ‘to be accorded a broad and liberal treatment 

to effect [its] purposes of adequately informing litigants in civil trials.’”). 

Fourth Set – Request for Production Nos. 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 

UPS confirms for the first time in its opposition brief what it should have confirmed in its 

discovery responses months ago, and it produced documents responsive to Request for Production 

Nos. 4 and 7 only after the Receiver filed her motion to compel. That it took the Receiver filing a 

motion to compel for UPS to provide complete responses to these requests is unjustified and 

unreasonable. See Edwards v. Junior State of Am. Found., No. 4:19-cv-140, 2021 WL 2793850, 

at *3 (E.D. Tex. Jan. 21, 2021) (the contention that a party is “free to ignore and refuse to respond 

to specific discovery requests for many months, so long as [it] ultimately produces the requested 

documents by the close of discovery . . . has no foundation in law and is rejected”); Thiele v. Berje, 

Inc., No. 18-cv-4081, 2020 WL 9814120, at *2 (N.D. Iowa Nov. 23, 2020) (“The parties should 

work together in good faith to resolve discovery disputes. It should not take filing a motion to 

compel for [UPS] to agree to compromise.”). 
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August 2, 2022 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Lilli Evans Bass 

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

/s/ Kristen Amond 

Brent B. Barriere, admitted pro hac vice 
Primary Counsel 
Kaja S. Elmer, admitted pro hac vice 
FISHMAN HAYGOOD LLP 
201 St. Charles Avenue, Suite 4600 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70170 
Tel: 504-586-5252 
Fax: 504-586-5250 
bbarriere@fishmanhaygood.com 
kelmer@fishmanhaygood.com 
 
Kristen D. Amond, admitted pro hac vice 
MILLS & AMOND LLP 
650 Poydras Street, Suite 1525 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130 
Tel: 504-383-0332 
Fax: 504-733-7958 
kamond@millsamond.com 

 

 

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 2, 2022    /s/ Kristen Amond 
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