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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. 
 
TRUSTMARK NATIONAL BANK; BENNIE 
BUTTS; JUD WATKINS; SOUTHERN 
BANCORP BANK; and RIVERHILLS BANK,  
 

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-941-CWR-FKB 
 

 

MOTION TO COMPEL DISCOVERY RESPONSES 
FROM TRUSTMARK NATIONAL BANK 

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

Madison Timber Properties, LLC (the “Receiver”), respectfully moves the Court to enter an order 

directing Trustmark National Bank to respond to discovery requests.1  

 

 
1 Pursuant to Local Rules 7(b)(2)(B) and 37(b), the Receiver includes her substantive argument in the motion itself, 
instead of filing a separate supporting memorandum as is usually required by Local Rule 7(b)(4). 
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INTRODUCTION  

The Court is familiar with the facts of this case, so the Receiver will not restate them all 

here. Among other things, the Receiver alleges that Trustmark, the sole bank through which Lamar 

Adams ran the Madison Timber Ponzi scheme for years, could see Adams’s fraud long before 

Adams surrendered to the FBI in April 2018. Nonetheless, Trustmark provided the banking 

services that enabled and sustained Madison Timber from 2009 until October 2016.  

The Receiver’s complaint asserts five distinct causes of action (civil conspiracy, aiding and 

abetting, negligence, negligent retention or supervision, and fraudulent transfer) and, separately, 

vicarious liability against Trustmark. The Court denied Trustmark’s motion to dismiss in March of 

last year.2 

The Receiver served her first set of discovery requests on Trustmark on February 28, 2022 

and her second set on June 17. Trustmark responded on April 13 and July 18, respectively. 

Trustmark has not supplemented or amended its written responses. 

On May 13, the Receiver sent a good-faith letter to Trustmark detailing deficiencies in 

some of Trustmark’s responses. Trustmark did not provide a written response or its own good-faith 

letter, but the parties eventually conferred by telephone on June 28 to discuss both Trustmark’s and 

the Receiver’s responses. As required by the Case Management Order, the parties had a discovery 

conference with the Court on July 13. 

Since then, the parties have exchanged correspondence in an attempt to narrow the issues 

before the Court.3 Nevertheless there remain numerous issues with Trustmark’s responses to the 

Receiver’s discovery requests.4  

 
2  See Docs. 67 (order denying Trustmark’s motion to dismiss) and 94 (order denying Trustmark’s motion for 
interlocutory appeal), Alysson Mills v. Trustmark National Bank, et al., No. 3:19-cv-941 (S.D. Miss.).  
3 The Receiver attaches a Good Faith Certificate, as required by the Local Rules, as Exhibit 3. 
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First, the Receiver and Trustmark disagree as to the extent to which the Bank Secrecy Act 

precludes Trustmark from producing responsive documents. 

Second, Trustmark refuses to produce ESI in native format, as the Receiver has requested 

and as the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure require. This is especially important here, where the 

Receiver has recently discovered that Trustmark’s email productions are missing documents. 

Finally, Trustmark’s responses to many requests for production of documents are unclear 

as to whether Trustmark has produced all responsive documents, will produce documents, or is 

withholding documents, and Trustmark refuses to clarify. As Phase I of discovery ends, the 

Receiver is entitled to know whether Trustmark has produced all responsive documents and what 

documents (if any) it is withholding before she prepares for depositions. 

ARGUMENT  

The Receiver is entitled to discovery “regarding any nonprivileged matter that is relevant 

to any party’s claim or defense and proportional to the needs of the case . . . .” See Fed. R. Civ. 

Proc. 26(b)(1). Rule 37 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure provides that “a party seeking 

discovery may move for an order compelling an answer” to discovery requests. “[A]n evasive or 

incomplete disclosure, answer, or response must be treated as a failure to disclose, answer, or 

respond.” Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 37(a)(4).  

“The party that resists discovery ‘must show specifically how each interrogatory is not 

relevant or how each question is overbroad, burdensome or oppressive.’” Stallings v. Wayne Cty., 

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

McLeod, Alexander, Powel & Apffel, P.C. v. Quarles, 894 F.2d 1482, 1485 (5th Cir. 1990)). Under 

Rule 33, “[e]ach interrogatory must, to the extent it is not objected to, be answered separately and 

 
4 What remain are three overarching issues that affect a number of requests. For that reason, the Receiver attaches 
Trustmark’s written responses in full as Exhibit 1. 
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fully in writing under oath” and “[t]he grounds for objecting to an interrogatory must be stated 

with specificity.” Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 33(b)(3)–(4). A party refusing to produce documents must 

“state with specificity the grounds for objecting to the request, including the reasons.” Fed. R. Civ. 

Proc. 34(b)(2)(B). “The party resisting discovery bears the burden of explaining its objections and 

providing support for its objections.” Burdette v. Panola Cty., No. 3:13-cv-286, 2015 WL 

1433462, at *1 (N.D. Miss. Mar. 31, 2015). 

“Discovery is ‘to be accorded a broad and liberal treatment to effect [its] purposes of 

adequately informing litigants in civil trials.’” Stallings, 2020 WL 1892260, at *1 (quoting 

Herbert v. Lando, 441 U.S. 153, 177 (1979)). 

The Receiver first addresses the law governing the scope of the Bank Secrecy Act’s 

confidentiality before turning to other deficiencies in Trustmark’s responses. 

1. Scope of discovery under the Bank Secrecy Act 

Trustmark refuses to even tell the Receiver what responsive documents it is withholding 

pursuant to the Bank Secrecy Act (“BSA”).5 There is no support for Trustmark’s position. 

The parties and the Court are no strangers to the BSA. Under the BSA, 31 U.S.C. § 5311 et 

seq., a bank must file a suspicious activity report (“SAR”) if it suspects improper activity in an 

account. Relevant here, such reports are strictly confidential: “A SAR, and any information that 

would reveal the existence of a SAR, are confidential and shall not be disclosed. . . . No bank, and 

no director, officer, employee, or agent of any bank, shall disclose a SAR or any information that 

would reveal the existence of a SAR.” 31 C.F.R. § 1020.320(e), (1); see also 31 U.S.C. § 

5318(g)(2)(a). This prohibition even extends to federal authorities and their agents. 31 C.F.R. § 

1020.320(e), (2).  

 
5 Trustmark asserts objections based on BSA confidentiality in its responses to Request for Production Nos. 8–11, 
14–18, 21–23, 26–28, 30, 31, and 34. 
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“[T]he SAR privilege is unqualified and not subject to waiver by a financial institution 

required to comply with the BSA.” Rotstain v. Trustmark Nat’l Bank, No. 3:09-cv-2384, 2020 WL 

1697990, at *8 (N.D. Tex. Jan. 21, 2020), objections overruled, 2020 WL 1227063 (N.D. Tex. 

Feb. 20, 2020). See also Whitney Nat’l Bank v. Karam, 306 F. Supp. 2d 678, 682 (S.D. Tex. 2004) 

(the SAR privilege is “an unqualified discovery and evidentiary privilege that courts have held 

cannot be waived”). 

“The privilege is, however, limited to the SAR and the information contained therein; it 

does not apply to the supporting documentation.” Weil v. Long Island Sav. Bank, 195 F. Supp. 2d 

383, 389 (E.D.N.Y. 2001). “Nothing in the Act or regulations prohibits the disclosure of the 

underlying factual documents which may cause a bank to submit a SAR. Furthermore, those 

underlying documents do not become confidential by reason of being attached or described in a 

SAR.” Cotton v. PrivateBank & Tr. Co., 235 F. Supp. 2d 809, 814 (N.D. Ill. 2002). 

“Accordingly, courts have held that the SAR privilege does not shield from discovery 

reports, memoranda, or underlying transactional documents generated by a bank’s internal 

investigation procedures.” Trustmark Nat’l Bank, 2020 WL 1697990, at *7 (citing Wiand v. Wells 

Fargo Bank, N.A., 981 F. Supp. 2d 1214, 1217–18 (M.D. Fla. 2013) (collecting cases) (compelling 

bank to produce “a report generated by the bank in the ordinary course of business in monitoring 

unusual activity” and other internal documents but concluding reports of “an evaluative nature 

intended to comply with federal reporting requirements” were privileged); Wultz v. Bank of China 

Ltd., 56 F. Supp. 3d 598, 601–02 (S.D.N.Y. 2014) (holding that a bank’s internal investigatory 

documents were not privileged, where bank had not shown the documents would reveal whether it 

filed a SAR); Freedman & Gersten, LLP v. Bank of Am., N.A., No. 09-cv-5351, 2010 WL 

5139874, at *5 (D. N.J. Dec. 8, 2010) (requiring bank to produce “documents created in the 
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ordinary course of business that are responsive to the request and do not include the actual SAR, if 

any”). 

The Receiver cannot know whether Trustmark filed a SAR because it suspected improper 

activity in Madison Timber’s or Lamar Adams’s accounts, because such things are strictly 

confidential. But assuming Trustmark did, only the SAR itself, and those discrete documents that 

would reveal the SAR’s existence, are privileged. 

Trustmark, broadly invoking the SAR privilege, represents only that “[t]here is a 

significate volume of documents in the records of Trustmark’s BSA-AML department, which has 

not been produced in discovery.” There is no authority for the proposition that the BSA privileges 

information merely because a bank labels it a “BSA-AML” record.  

Information is not privileged because a so-called “BSA-AML department” collects it. By 

their own terms, the BSA and its implementing regulations limit the privilege to a SAR and 

documents which would reveal its existence. 31 C.F.R. § 1020.320(e), (1) (“A SAR, and any 

information that would reveal the existence of a SAR, are confidential and shall not be 

disclosed.”). They do not extend the privilege to any information collected or stored by a bank’s 

“BSA-AML department.” 

Indeed, by its own telling, Trustmark’s BSA-AML systems automatically generate 

“between 1,500 and 2,000 reports . . . per month.”6 Apparently, these automated reports “prompted 

frequent reviews of the Adams/Madison Timber accounts over the course of time,” something 

Trustmark contends “is not unusual for accounts with high volumes of transactions.”  

In other words, these automatic reports were “generated by a bank’s internal investigation 

procedures,” Trustmark Nat’l Bank, 2020 WL 1697990, at *7; or, stated differently, “generated by 
 

6 August 12, 2022 letter from William Ray to Kristen Amond (“Trustmark’s automated BSA-AML systems generate 
reports based on the parameters of the system.”); see also Trustmark’s response to Interrogatory No. 10, Exhibit 1 at p. 
14.  
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the bank in the ordinary course of business in monitoring unusual activity,” Wiand, 981 F. Supp. 

2d at 1217–18; or, stated differently, are “documents and facts pertaining to the suspicious 

activity” that “were created in the ordinary course of business,” Freedman & Gersten, LLP, 2010 

WL 5139874, at *3. Unless they disclose the existence of a SAR, they are not privileged. They are 

discoverable. 

The automatic reports are only one category of possible documents responsive to the 

Receiver’s requests. Because Trustmark has refused to further describe what it might be 

withholding, the Receiver cannot know what else exists. The Receiver is unaware of any legal 

authority excusing Trustmark from describing withheld documents in a privilege log. Cf. 

Trustmark Nat’l Bank, 2020 WL 1697990, at *8 (“the Court concludes that TD Bank may not 

withhold the ninety-five withheld documents, as listed in TD Bank’s February 13, 2019, Privilege 

Log, as privileged under the BSA”); Wiand, 981 F. Supp. 2d at 1215 (“Following in camera review 

of the privilege log and documents submitted by Defendant Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. . . .”); Cotton, 

235 F. Supp. 2d at 812 (“CIBC produced a Privilege Log which referenced the documents 

presently in dispute . . . .”). The burden is Trustmark’s to establish the withheld documents 

disclose the existence of a SAR; it cannot begin to carry that burden without describing the 

documents in a privilege log. 

To be clear, the Receiver respects the SAR privilege7 and does not ask Trustmark to 

produce any SAR or any documents which reveal the existence of a SAR. But everything else is, as 

shown, the proper subject of discovery. 

 
7 See Doc. 201, Mills v. BankPlus, et al., No. 3:19-cv-196 (S.D. Miss. June 29, 2022).  

Case 3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB   Document 416   Filed 08/17/22   Page 7 of 16



8 
 

2. Trustmark’s document productions 

a. Trustmark’s ESI production 

Before the Receiver filed her lawsuit against Trustmark, Trustmark produced a number of 

documents, including some of its employees’ emails. These documents were produced in PDFs 

broken apart by email custodian. Many of the PDFs are hundreds of pages long. 

In the process of responding to Trustmark’s interrogatories, the Receiver discovered that 

much of the production included only the most recent email in a string, and, with few exceptions8, 

did not include attachments. Instead, emails that apparently once had attachments include the 

following note: “attachment [attachment name] deleted by [Trustmark employee]/ 

JACKSON/TMK.” The attachment itself is not included.9 

Trustmark’s counsel explained these notes appear when Trustmark’s email system 

automatically removed the attachment when someone replied to the email. Because Trustmark did 

not produce all parts of an email string (it usually produced only the most recent email), many 

attachments were not produced. 

On the Receiver’s inquiry, Trustmark performed a “spot check” of its email productions to 

locate missing attachments (and found a number of them). Trustmark otherwise has taken the 

position that it is the Receiver’s obligation to tell Trustmark what is missing from its production.  

To assist the process, the Receiver directed Trustmark’s counsel to specific instances in 

which attachments were missing from emails between Trustmark personnel. Trustmark’s internal 

emails are most concerning because the Receiver has no other avenue to access the missing 

information. The Receiver’s counsel pointed to the following examples:  

 
8 The few attachments Trustmark produced were not produced with their corresponding email, making it impossible to 
determine what attachment went with what email. 
9 The Receiver attaches as an example TNB-MT2-000952–0009523, Exhibit 2.  
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• TNB-MT2-000766 starts a string of emails between Bennie Butts [Adams’s personal 
banker at Trustmark] and Wanda Moncrief [Trustmark’s BSA/AML Officer]. Earlier in 
the string is a May 27, 2014 email from Greg McKenzie to Jerenika Jackson with 
attachment "Arthur Adams email" that was "deleted." I do not see where this email 
or its attachment were produced. 

• TNB-MT2-000952 starts a string of emails between [Trustmark employees] Wanda 
Moncrief, Eleni Sanford, and Bennie Butts about how Wanda contacted Lamar 
personally. Lower in the chain is an email from Sanford to Moncrief attaching 
certain of Adams’s financial documents. I do not see where that email or its 
attachments were produced. 

• TNB-MT2-000763 starts a string of emails between [Trustmark employees] Bennie 
Butts, Rashaan Johnson, and Mikako Akers about various financial statements. An 
email lower in the string shows various attachments that were "deleted" and 
neither that email nor the attachments themselves are included. 

• TNB-MT2-000112 picks up on an email string between [Trustmark employees] Eleni 
Sanford and Mary Kathryn Rainey about Delta Farmland Investments. Lower in the 
chain, Rainey emails Sanford with attachments related to Madison Timber 
Properties. That email and its attachment are not included in the Sanford 
production. 

Trustmark responded that the Receiver already has the missing documents, so Trustmark 

should not have to produce them. First, the Receiver does not know whether she possesses all the 

documents missing from Trustmark’s production (how could she?). Although she and everyone 

has most of Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s financial records, she cannot know whether those 

documents are the same documents apparently attached to Trustmark’s internal emails. There 

might also be attachments other than Adams’s and Kelly’s financial records that are solely in 

Trustmark’s possession. Second, the examples of missing documents that the Receiver provided to 

Trustmark were just that—examples. The Receiver did not cull through every page of Trustmark’s 

substantial email production to identify every missing attachment, nor should she have to. 

 The Receiver asked Trustmark to reproduce its emails in native format with corresponding 

metadata to ensure that the Receiver has all responsive documents. In native format, all parts of an 

email string are produced, email attachments are linked to the corresponding email, and each email 

has metadata including the custodian and relevant dates.  
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Under the Case Management Order, “the parties reserve the right to request ESI in native 

format and to conduct forensic searches of the medium in which it is stored.” [Doc. 7 at 5]. The 

Federal Rules expressly allow the Receiver to “specify the form or forms in which electronically 

stored information is to be produced.” Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 34(b)(1)(C). The Receiver’s discovery 

requests to Trustmark were explicit: “Any responsive email should be produced with all of its 

attachments. All responsive electronic documents should be produced both in PDF form and in 

native form with corresponding metadata.” 

Under Rule 34(b)(2)(E), Trustmark must produce its emails as they are kept in the ordinary 

course of business. This means native format. Trmanini v. Ross Stores, Inc., No. 

SA-21-CV-00044, 2021 WL 5926128, at *2 (W.D. Tex. Dec. 15, 2021) (quoting Fed. R. Civ. 

Proc. 34(b)(2)(E)) (“The Rule provides that ‘[u]nless otherwise stipulated or ordered by the court, 

. . . [a] party must produce documents as they are kept in the usual course of business,’ i.e., 

their native format.”). Surely Trustmark—a national bank with over 180 locations10—does not 

contend that it ordinarily maintains its emails as PDFs without attachments.  

The format of Trustmark’s ESI production otherwise must be “reasonably usable.” Fed. R. 

Civ. Proc. 34(b)(2)(E)(ii). Large PDFs of emails, without attachments, that the Receiver cannot 

organize or sort are not “reasonably usable.” ESI in its native format ensures that emails and their 

attachments are produced together and allows for the most efficient organization and review of 

voluminous documents. Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 34(b) Advisory Committee’s notes to 2006 

Amendments (“The amendment to Rule 34(b) permits the requesting party to designate the form or 

forms in which it wants electronically stored information produced. . . . Specification of the 

 
10 Our Company, Trustmark.com, available at https://trustmark.com/about/our-company.html (“Today, Trustmark 
proudly serves customers in Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, Tennessee and Texas through more than 2,800 associates 
in over 180 locations, along with a vast network of ATMs and ITMs throughout the Southeast.”).  
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desired form or forms may facilitate the orderly, efficient, and cost-effective discovery of 

electronically stored information.”) (emphasis added)); see also Morgan Hill Concerned 

Parents Ass’n v. California Dep’t of Educ., No. 2:11-CV-3471, 2017 WL 445722, at *4 (E.D. Cal. 

Feb. 2, 2017) (“ease of review is precisely why the requesting party would specify the format, and 

it is the very reason the requester is permitted to do so”). 

 Trustmark argues that the Receiver’s request is unduly burdensome and not proportionate 

to the needs of this case, but the production of emails in native format is standard. Trustmark must 

demonstrate its burden and why it outweighs the Receiver’s right to a complete production. See In 

re Porsche Cars N. Am., Inc. Plastic Coolant Tubes Prod. Liab. Litig., 279 F.R.D. 447, 450 (S.D. 

Ohio 2012). Trustmark cannot meet its burden when the deficiencies in its production are its own 

doing. See, e.g., Morgan Hill Concerned Parents Ass’n, 2017 WL 445722, at *7 (rejecting 

argument that reproducing ESI in native format was unduly burdensome when the problem is of 

the producing party’s own making); Express Lien, Inc. v. Nat’l Ass’n of Credit Mgmt., Inc., No. 

13-3323, 2014 WL 12767814, at *3 (E.D. La. Mar. 20, 2014) (same). 

Trustmark should have produced ESI in native format to start. But in light of the questions 

raised as to the validity of Trustmark’s production, Trustmark’s producing ESI in PDF and native 

formats now is the only way to remove all doubt.  

b. Trustmark says it “has produced or will produce” responsive documents 

In many of its responses to the Receiver’s requests for production of documents, Trustmark 

states that it has produced or will produce responsive documents. The Receiver has asked 

Trustmark numerous times to confirm whether Trustmark has produced all responsive documents, 

or whether it is withholding responsive documents, to Request for Production Nos. 8, 10, 11, 

14–18, 22, 23, 26–31, and 33–34. 

Case 3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB   Document 416   Filed 08/17/22   Page 11 of 16



12 
 

Trustmark responded on August 12 that its document production is “ongoing” and that it is 

“currently reviewing a supplemental set of documents.” Trustmark, however, did not say whether 

it has responded to each of the above requests or whether it is withholding responsive documents. 

Rule 34(b)(2)(C) provides that an objection to a request for production “must state whether 

any responsive materials are being withheld on the basis of that objection. An objection to part of a 

request must specify the part and permit inspection of the rest.” A responding party’s responses 

should be sufficiently clear such that the requesting party is not left “uncertain whether any 

relevant and responsive information has been withheld on the basis of the objections.” Fed. R. Civ. 

Proc. 34(b)(2)(C) Advisory Committee’s notes to 2015 Amendments; see also id. (“The producing 

party does not need to provide a detailed description or log of all documents withheld, but does 

need to alert other parties to the fact that documents have been withheld and thereby 

facilitate an informed discussion of the objection.”) (emphasis added). 

Without more, the Receiver cannot know whether Trustmark has produced all responsive 

documents in its possession, has responsive documents that it still intends to produce, or is 

withholding documents. Trustmark should be ordered to provide that information. The Court has 

made clear that the purpose of phased discovery in these consolidated cases is for everyone to have 

access to all the documents they need to conduct depositions efficiently. Right now the Receiver is 

left wondering what Trustmark is withholding and what (if anything) it has left to produce.  

The Receiver addresses a few specific requests below.  

3. Specific deficiencies in Trustmark’s discovery responses 

Request for Production No. 10, 11, 12 

Request for Production No. 10: Produce any Documents referring, relating, or pertaining 
to any Communication with or about Lamar Adams or Madison Timber. 
 
Objections to Request for Production No. 10: This request is irrelevant and overly 
broad. The request does not describe the requested documents with reasonable particularity 

Case 3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB   Document 416   Filed 08/17/22   Page 12 of 16



13 
 

as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A). The request for all documents “referring or 
relating to” the broadly-described categories could also be construed as seeking 
attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and materials protected 
from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3). Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be prevented 
from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law. See, e.g., 31 
U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 
12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 
 
Request for Production No. 11: Produce any Communications—including emails (with 
attachments) and text messages—with or about Lamar Adams or Madison Timber. 
 
Objections to Request for Production No. 11: This request is irrelevant and overly 
broad. The request does not describe the requested documents with reasonable particularity 
as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A). The request for all communications “with or 
about” Adams/Madison Timber could also be construed as seeking attorney-client 
privileged communications, attorney work product, and materials protected from 
discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3). Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be prevented from 
providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law. See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 
5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 
U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 
 
Response to Request for Production No. 11: Subject to the objections, Trustmark has 
produced, or will produce, any communications with Lamar Adams that can be identified 
and retrieved with a duly diligent inquiry. 
 
Request for Production No. 12: Produce all Communications—including emails (with 
attachments) and text messages—between Lamar Adams and either Bennie Butts, Jud 
Watkins, and/or any other Trustmark employee. 
 
Objections to Request for Production No. 12: This request is irrelevant and overly 
broad, because it seeks communications with “any other Trustmark employee.” Trustmark 
has more than 2,800 employees. The request would therefore impose upon Trustmark a 
burden that is disproportionate in relation to the needs of the case, considering the 
importance of the issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant 
information, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and the 
excessive burden and expense of the proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely 
benefit.  
 
Response to Request for Production No. 12: Subject to the objections, to the extent those 
communications to or from Adams which related to any business Adams did with 
Trustmark can be identified with a duly diligent inquiry, they have been produced or will 
be produced. 
 
The Receiver asks Trustmark to produce communications and documents relating to 

communications with or about Lamar Adams or Madison Timber.  

Clearly if a document or communication is “with or about Lamar Adams or Madison 

Timber,” it is relevant here. Trustmark was Lamar Adams’s personal bank and the sole bank 
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through which Adams operated the Madison Timber Ponzi scheme from 2009 until October 2016. 

Adams’s relationship with Trustmark was not just an ordinary banking relationship. Adams had a 

close relationship with Trustmark employees Bennie Butts and Jud Watkins. They would socialize 

together—often Trustmark’s “treat”—and expanded each other’s business and social networks by 

introducing each other to their personal business partners and friends. Adams called Trustmark his 

“comfort zone.” 

The Receiver has alleged that, but for its close relationship with Adams, Trustmark might 

have ceased doing business with Adams and Madison Timber, despite suspecting Madison 

Timber’s fraudulent activity, much earlier. Therefore, any communications with or about Lamar 

Adams or Madison Timber in Trustmark’s possession are discoverable. 

Trustmark should be ordered to produce responsive documents. Trustmark’s responses 

make it impossible to tell whether Trustmark has produced all responsive documents or whether it 

is withholding any information. If Trustmark is claiming documents are privileged, it must 

produce a privilege log. 

Request for Production No. 30 

Request for Production No. 30: Produce any and all Documents, including but not 
limited to agendas and minutes, evidencing, referring, or relating to any instance in which 
any governing or administrative body of Trustmark, including its Board of Directors and 
any committees or subcommittees, ever discussed or addressed any matter relating to 
Lamar Adams or Madison Timber.  

Objections to Request for Production No. 30: The request for all documents 
“evidencing, referring, or relating to” the broadly-described categories could be construed 
as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and 
materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3). Furthermore, Trustmark is 
or may be prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal 
law. See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 
1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1).  

Response to Request for Production No. 30: Subject to the objections, Trustmark will 
produce, any such responsive, discoverable documents that can be identified and retrieved 
with a duly diligent inquiry. 
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The Receiver asks Trustmark to produce the agendas and minutes of its board of directors 

or other governing body relating to Lamar Adams or Madison Timber. Trustmark objects on the 

basis that the request “could be construed” as seeking privileged information and that Trustmark 

“is or may be” prevented from providing the information under the BSA. Trustmark does not—and 

cannot—suggest that the request seeks irrelevant documents. 

The Receiver is entitled to discover information about whether Trustmark’s governing 

body discussed Adams or Madison Timber. Adams was Trustmark’s customer from 2009 until 

October 2016. Adams did not turn himself into the FBI until April 2018. Any responsive 

documents created while Adams was a Trustmark customer, and even those created thereafter, 

likely are not privileged. At the very least, if Trustmark is withholding documents based on 

privilege, it must produce a privilege log. 

CONCLUSION  

 Trustmark must make a complete production of documents that are responsive to the 

Receiver’s discovery requests in the manner required by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. For 

the reasons stated above, the Receiver’s motion to compel should be granted.  
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August 17, 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/ Kristen Amond 

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 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE 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 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO.: 3:22-cv-36-CWR-FKB 
 

[Cases consolidated for discovery only: 
Mills v. Baker Donelson, et al., Civil Action 
No. 3:18-cv-866-CWR-FKB; Mills v. 
BankPlus, et al., Civil Action No. 3:19-cv-
196-CWR-FKB; Mills v. The UPS Store, Inc., 
et al., Civil Action No. 3:19-cv-364-CWR-
FKB; Mills v. Trustmark, et al., Civil Action 
No. 3:19-cv-941-CWR-FKB] 
 

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

  
 

              
 

Trustmark National Bank’s Responses to Plaintiff’s First Set of Interrogatories  
              
 

Trustmark National Bank (“Trustmark”) responds to February 28, 2022 Interrogatories as 

set forth below. 

Introduction 

 These responses and objections are based on a duly diligent inquiry by Trustmark and its 

counsel into the subject matter of the case. That inquiry is ongoing and will continue. Trustmark 

reserves the right to amend, supplement or modify its responses and objections based upon its 

ongoing investigation.  

Trustmark does not intend to waive any privilege, including the attorney-client privilege, 

the privilege to protect against disclosure of attorney work product, or the protection of materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial (Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3)). To the extent 
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Trustmark understands plaintiff to seek such privileged information, Trustmark has asserted 

those objections. No response by Trustmark should be construed as waiving any privilege.  

Objections to Plaintiff’s Instructions and Definitions 

 Plaintiff’s discovery requests are preceded by five pages of definitions and instructions. 

Those definitions and instructions are excessive and in some instances would expand Plaintiff’s 

discovery beyond the limits of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the Case Management 

Order entered by the Court. Trustmark objects to the instructions and definitions on those 

grounds.  

 Trustmark objects to specified definitions and objections as follows: 

 Definition No. 1: Trustmark objects to this definition. The plaintiff's definition of “you” 

and “your” and “Trustmark” would unduly expand discovery beyond its permissible scope under 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b). Plaintiff's expansive definitions would require responses that are irrelevant, 

as well as excessively burdensome investigations. The definition would expand requests 

disproportionately beyond the needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake 

in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, the importance of the discovery in 

resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the proposed 

discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.  

 Definition No. 2: Trustmark objects to this definition. The plaintiff's definition of “Lamar 

Adams” to include unnamed “employees, agents, representatives, affiliates, and any other 

persons or entities” allegedly acting on his behalf, in unexplained ways, would unduly expand 

discovery beyond its permissible scope under Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b). Plaintiff's expansive 

definitions would require responses that are irrelevant, as well as excessively burdensome 

investigations. The definition would expand requests disproportionately beyond the needs of the 
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case, considering the importance of the issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative access to 

relevant information, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and 

the excessive burden and expense of the proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.  

 Definition No. 3: Trustmark objects to this definition. The plaintiff's definition of 

“Madison Timber” to include unnamed “affiliates” and their respective “members, shareholders, 

officers, directors, employees, representatives, and any other person or entity acting on behalf of 

one or more of these entities,” would unduly expand discovery beyond its permissible scope 

under Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b). Plaintiff's expansive definitions would require responses that are 

irrelevant, as well as excessively burdensome investigations. The definition would expand 

requests disproportionately beyond the needs of the case, considering the importance of the 

issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, the importance of the 

discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the 

proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.  

 Definition Nos. 9 and 10: Trustmark objects to this definition. The plaintiff's definition of 

“Identify” or “Describe” would unduly expand discovery beyond its permissible scope under 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b). Plaintiff's expansive definitions would require responses that are irrelevant, 

as well as excessively burdensome investigations. The definition would expand requests 

disproportionately beyond the needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake 

in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, the importance of the discovery in 

resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the proposed 

discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit. Plaintiff’s proposed definition to include details 

and extraneous matter as stated in the definition (e.g., “the present or last known place of 

employment, the substance of the person’s knowledge, where the person obtained such 
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knowledge, whether the person discussed such knowledge with you, when such discussions 

occurred, who participated in such discussions, and the substance of all discussions”) goes far 

beyond the reasonable meaning of those terms.   

 Definition No. 14: Trustmark objects to this definition. “Association” is undefined and 

not susceptible to a reasonable understanding.  

 Definition No. 17: Trustmark objects to this definition. Trustmark does not know what 

documents were provided to investors by Madison Timber. 

 Definition No. 18: Trustmark objects to the inclusion of “the Federal Deposit Insurance 

Corporation's Rules and Regulations” in this definition as undefined and vague. Trustmark also 

objects to the extent that this definition does not identify the applicable dates. 

 Definition No. 19: Trustmark objects to the extent that this definition does not identify 

the applicable dates. 

 Definition Nos. 20 and 21: Trustmark objects to the definition of “Adams Loans” due to 

the incorporation of “[Lamar] Adams Affiliated Entities.” Trustmark objects to the inclusion in 

the definition of "Adams Affiliated Entities" of other unidentified entities “controlled by or 

affiliated with Lamar Adams.” That term would place an undue burden on Trustmark to 

investigate and identify entities. Plaintiff's expansive definitions would require responses that are 

irrelevant, as well as excessively burdensome investigations. The definition would expand 

requests disproportionately beyond the needs of the case, considering the importance of the 

issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, the importance of the 

discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the 

proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.  
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 Definition No. 23: Trustmark objects to the definition of “October 2016 Meeting” 

because the meeting in question occurred on October 11, 2016, rather than October 4, 2016.  

 Trustmark objects to plaintiff’s instructions regarding “documents that may have been 

destroyed” and “documents that may be privileged:” Complying with the instructions would 

require investigations and responses that are irrelevant, unduly burdensome, and not proportional 

to the needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake in the action, parties’ 

relative access to relevant information, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues in 

the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the proposed discovery, which outweighs its 

likely benefit.  

 Trustmark objects to plaintiff’s instruction regarding “information or documents within 

your control,” because it exceeds the requirement to produce documents within a party’s 

possession, custody or control.  

 Trustmark objects to plaintiff’s instruction regarding electronic documents, because Fed. 

R. Civ. P. 34(b)(2)(E)(iii) states that “a party need not produce the same electronically stored 

information in more than one form.” Trustmark will produce documents in a reasonably usable 

form or forms pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(2)(E)(ii).  

 Trustmark objects to the plaintiff’s instruction regarding “ongoing duty to respond,” 

because it exceeds and misstates the requirements to supplement under Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(e). 

Responses to Interrogatories 

Interrogatory No. 1: Identify any person who provided any information or otherwise 

contributed to Your responses to these Discovery Requests. 
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Objection: This interrogatory is irrelevant, and seeks improperly to discover attorney 

mental impressions, and confidential and privileged case strategy and management with respect 

to witness selection and with respect to privileged communications.  

Response: Subject to the objections, these answers were prepared by counsel for 

Trustmark, based upon information obtained from witnesses and documents. The witnesses who 

supplied substantial information have been identified in Trustmark’s initial disclosures. The 

documents that were reviewed and which contained information used in these responses have 

been produced as initial disclosures, or in response to discovery, by either Trustmark or the 

plaintiff, with the exception of attorney work product and attorney-client privileged 

communications.  

Interrogatory No. 2: Identify any contract or agreement between You and Your agents, 

including Your counsel, and any defendant in any of the Madison Timber Receivership Cases, or 

their representatives, including any joint-defense agreements or any agreements for payment of 

any costs of litigation or defense of any other party. 

Objection: This interrogatory is irrelevant. Furthermore, the interrogatory seeks 

information that is protected from discovery by the joint defense privilege, the work product 

doctrine, and Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3). See also Fed. R. Evid. 501; Miss. R. Evid. 502(b)(3) and 

Order Identifying Defense Liaison Counsel (Doc. #4).  

 Interrogatory No. 3: Describe Your policies and procedures relating to the retention of 

records, data retention, data backup, data archiving, disaster recovery, or destruction of 

documents from January 2009 to the present. 

Objection: This interrogatory is irrelevant. Furthermore, the requested information is 

confidential. The interrogatory also would impose burdens disproportionately beyond the needs 
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of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative access 

to relevant information, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and 

the excessive burden and expense of the proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.  

Response: Subject to the objections, Trustmark will produce BSA-AML Policy and 

Procedure documents, which include rules for document and information retention.  

Interrogatory No. 4: Describe Your policies and procedures relating to Your compliance 

with the Statutes, Regulations, and Regulator Manuals. 

Objection: This seeks information related to statutes, regulations, and manuals not 

relevant to the claims of the plaintiff or the defenses of Trustmark. The interrogatory is overly 

broad, and would impose burdens disproportionately beyond the needs of the case, considering 

the importance of the issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, 

the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden 

and expense of the proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit. The interrogatory also 

seeks highly confidential information which, if disclosed broadly, would increase risks to the 

public and to Trustmark of wrongdoers’ efforts to evade detection.  

Response: Subject to the objections, pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d), you are referred to 

confidential BSA-AML manuals and documents to be produced by Trustmark.  

Interrogatory No. 5: For each of the Trustmark Employees state: (i) the date and 

substance of his or her dealings with Lamar Adams or Madison Timber; (ii) his or her position(s) 

at all relevant times; (iii) his or her knowledge of any of the facts and transactions alleged in the 

Complaint is this lawsuit. 

Objection: This interrogatory is overly broad, and would impose burdens 

disproportionately beyond the needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake 
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in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, the importance of the discovery in 

resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the proposed 

discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit. This objection includes the burden created by 

plaintiff’s inclusion of the term “Trustmark Employees” which plaintiff defines to include “any 

former or current employees.”   

To the extent this interrogatory would seek or require disclosure of information related to 

whether Trustmark filed Suspicious Activity Reports pursuant to the Bank Secrecy Act, 

Trustmark objects pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i). 

Trustmark’s responses are limited to information that would not reveal whether SARs were filed.  

Response: Subject to the objections, Trustmark responds as follows: Pursuant to Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 33(d), you are referred to the emails that Trustmark has produced. Further, with respect to 

the Trustmark employees named in the “definitions” provided by the Plaintiff:   

(i) Mika Akers: Ms. Akers worked as a Commercial Lending Secretary, Commercial 

Lending Assistant I, and Commercial Lending Assistant II.  In her positions she worked in an 

administrative and support capacity, answering questions, obtaining and providing information 

for customers and for bankers, and generally assisting customers (including Adams) with day-to-

day ordinary banking transactions. See documents labeled TNB-MT2-001125 through TNB-

MT2-001386.  

(ii) Eric Bruce: Mr. Bruce works as a BSA-AML Systems Integration Coordinator. He 

conducted research and investigation into bank records related to Adams/Madison Timber and 

provided those records and related information to supervisory personnel in the BSA-AML area 

of the bank. He has knowledge of the operation of Trustmark security and Anti-Money 
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Laundering/ Bank Secrecy Act systems, practices and processes, and of  Trustmark’s review and 

assessment of Adams/Madison Timber bank accounts.  

(iii) Marvin Freeman: Marvin Freeman has worked as a branch manager, Commercial 

Relationship Manager, Sr. Vice President, and Residential Real Estate Manager. He worked in 

residential lending and residential construction and development lending. He arranged and closed 

a residential home equity line of credit for Mr. and Mrs. Lamar Adams in 2010. See documents 

beginning at Bates number TNB-MT1-003775. He also traveled to Lafayette County, Mississippi 

to view a loan prospect for purchase of a large parcel of land that Adams and a business associate  

intended to develop into a residential neighborhood.  

(iv) April Johnson: Ms. Johnson served as a supervisor, manager, and investigator in the 

BSA-AML area of the bank. She has knowledge of Trustmark security and Anti-Money 

Laundering/ Bank Secrecy Act systems, practices and processes. She was engaged in 

Trustmark’s reviews and assessments of Adams/Madison Timber bank accounts and activities.  

(v) Greg McKenzie: Mr. McKenzie serves as an analyst and assistant manager in the 

BSA-AML area of the bank. He was engaged in reviewing Adams/Madison Timber and related 

accounts when they were subject to notifications generated by automated systems used by the 

BSA-AML department. He has knowledge of Trustmark security and Anti-Money Laundering/ 

Bank Secrecy Act systems, practices and processes. See emails produced by Trustmark 

containing “gmckenzie@trustmark.com” address. 

(vi) Katherine Leonard: Ms. Leonard served as a Secretary/Lending Assistant. She 

provided account information, administrative support and assistance to bankers and customers 

including Adams. See emails produced by Trustmark containing “kleonard@trustmark.com” 

address. 
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(vii) Linda Nichols: Ms. Nichols worked as Vice President/Wire Transfer Manager at 

Trustmark. She and employees under her supervision assisted Trustmark bankers and customers, 

including Adams, with execution of wire transfers and electronic funds transfers and with 

requests for information about those transfers. See emails produced by Trustmark containing 

“Lnichols@trustmark.com” address.  

(viii) Eleni Sanford: Ms. Sanford works as a commercial lending banker. Her titles during 

the pertinent period have included First Vice President, Commercial Relationship Manager, 

Commercial Banking Manager – Special Projects, Sr. Vice President, and Director of Retail and 

Small Business Lending. She has knowledge of Adams’s banking business at Trustmark, 

including Madison Timber accounts and unrelated commercial loan accounts. She participated in 

conveying information and requests for information with the BSA-AML personnel at Trustmark 

including forwarding requests to Adams and sending his responses to BSA-AML personnel. See 

TNB-MT2-000001, et seq. She and other Trustmark bankers knew and were familiar with 

Adams, and they lacked any knowledge or suspicion or belief that Adams was involved in 

criminal activities before his highly publicized arrest in 2018.  

(ix) Doug Winstead: Mr. Winstead, Regional Security Officer, has knowledge of the 

operations of Trustmark security procedures including Anti-Money Laundering/ Bank Secrecy 

Act systems, practices and processes. Mr. Winstead engaged in Trustmark’s research and 

assessment of facts related to Adams/Madison Timber. Mr. Winstead participated actively in 

investigation of Adams/Madison Timber accounts and banking activities in 2016, and he 

attended the meeting on October 11, 2016 with Mel Channell, Lamar Adams and Wayne Kelly. 

Mr. Winstead provided information about Adams/Madison Timber to law enforcement officers 

and regulatory authorities. On July 15, 2016, Mr. Winstead traveled to property identified by 
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Adams and/or Kelly as real estate subject to a timber deed. He observed there was no current 

timber activity, but saw that an area of about 75 acres had been harvested recently.  

(x) Dusty Womack: Ms. Womack was employed by Trustmark from 1986 to 2012, when 

she retired. During the pertinent period, she worked as a personal trust officer, dealing with trusts 

and with real estate. Trustmark is presently unaware of any relevant communications between 

Dusty Womack and the identified people. Trustmark is aware that Ms. Womack was contacted 

about assisting with a 1031 exchange transaction, which relates to tax treatment of real estate 

disposition and acquisition. See TNB-MT2-000667 and MT2-000671.  

(xi)  Wanda Moncrief: Ms. Moncrief is employed as First Vice President, BSA/AML 

Officer. She supervises and manages Trustmark’s Bank Secrecy Act/Anti-Money Laundering 

department. She was engaged in investigation of the Adams/Madison Timber accounts when 

automated systems generated notifications, and she was extensively involved in communicating 

with Adams, both directly and indirectly, during 2015-16. See emails produced by Trustmark 

containing “moncrief” or “wmoncrief@trustmark.com.”   

(xii)  Mel Channell: Mr. Channell was employed as Sr. Vice President/Director, 

Corporate Security during the pertinent period. He was involved extensively in investigating the 

Adams/Madison Timber accounts. On or about October 5, 2016, Mr. Channell spoke with 

Adams by phone, and notified him that Trustmark would require that the Adams/Madison 

Timber bank accounts be closed. Mr. Channell sent Adams and Kelly letters memorializing the 

closing of the accounts and giving them other instructions related to the accounts. See TNB-

MT1-026887-91. 

Mr. Channell contacted the Federal Bureau of Investigation and notified agents of 

Trustmark’s investigation and concerns about the Adams/Madison Timber accounts, including 
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his concern that Adams and Kelly might be engaged in criminal activities, including possibly 

operation of a Ponzi scheme. On October 7, 2016, on Mr. Channell’s invitation, FBI agents 

Daniel Champney and Justin Schmidt met with Mr. Channell at Trustmark’s offices.  After that 

meeting, Agent Champney requested records related to the Adams/Madison Timber accounts, 

which Trustmark provided.  Mr. Channell notified the FBI agents that he planned to meet with 

Adams and Kelly on October 11.  The FBI agents asked Mr. Channell if they could attend the 

meeting with Adams and Kelly, on an undercover basis.  Mr. Channell consented to their 

attendance, but they did not choose to attend. 

On October 11, 2016, Mr. Channell and Doug Winstead participated in a meeting with 

Adams and Kelly at Trustmark’s offices, in which Adams and Kelly were asked to explain their 

business in detail. They provided explanations of their business including their supposed banking 

practices. Mr. Channell confirmed that the accounts would be closed.  See also response to 

interrogatory no. 14. 

Thereafter, Mr. Channell communicated with the FBI, with Brock Burch in the United 

States Attorney’s office, and with other federal agencies, providing them with information they 

requested about Adams/Madison Timber.  

Interrogatory No. 6: Identify every individual previously or currently employed by or 

affiliated with Trustmark who had direct contact or communications with Lamar Adams, 

Madison Timber Recruiters, or other representative of Madison Timber. 

Objection: This interrogatory is overly broad, vague, non-specific, and irrelevant. It is 

not feasible for Trustmark to identify every such employee. The burden and effort to fully 

answer the interrogatory would be disproportionate to the necessity of the evidence, and the 

responses would be irrelevant.  
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Response: Subject to the objections, see individuals listed in response to interrogatory 

no. 5 above and descriptions of their knowledge. See also emails produced by Trustmark, to and 

from Adams, and Trustmark’s initial disclosures. As shown in those prior productions and 

disclosures, and in addition to the foregoing responses, Jud Watkins, Bennie Butts, Eleni 

Sanford, Wanda Moncrief, Mel Channell, and Doug Winstead had direct contact with Adams.  

 Interrogatory No. 7: State the dates and positions of Bennie Butts's employment by You 

from the inception of the employment relationship to present. 

Response:  Mr. Butts has worked for Trustmark since 1983, in the following positions:  

Loan Review; Vice President; Commercial Lending Officer; Central Assets Manager; First Vice 

President; Senior Commercial Banker; Commercial Relationship Manager II; Commercial 

Relationship Manager III; Commercial Banking Manager - North Metro; Senior Vice President;  

Commercial Banking Manager – Metro.  
 
 Interrogatory No. 8: State the dates and positions of Jud Watkins's employment by You 

from the inception of the employment relationship through his termination date. 

Response: Mr. Watkins was employed by Trustmark from 2001 until April 27, 2015, 

when he resigned to accept another job. His titles were Manager Trainee; Assistant Branch 

Manager; Branch Officer; Branch Manager II; Assistant Vice President; Vice President;  Branch 

Manager III; Commercial Relationship Manager Associate; Commercial Relationship Manager  

I; Commercial Relationship Manager II. 

 Interrogatory No. 9: State the reasons for the termination of Jud Watkins's employment 

by Trustmark.  

Response: Mr. Watkins left voluntarily to accept a position at another bank.  
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Interrogatory No. 10: Describe any investigation, analysis, or evaluation of Madison 

Timber or Lamar Adams performed by You in advance of the October 2016 Meeting 

(collectively, "Investigation"), include in Your answer the identities and positions of all persons 

who participated in any way in the Investigation, the role of each, and the conclusions and 

observations of the Investigation. 

Objection: Trustmark is prevented from providing some of the requested information 

pursuant to federal law, as stated in the responses to the referenced requests for admissions. See, 

e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 

12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). Furthermore, this request is overly broad, and unduly burdensome. 

The request would impose burdens disproportionately beyond the needs of the case, considering 

the importance of the issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, 

the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden 

and expense of the proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.  

Response: Subject to the objections, Trustmark responds as follows: On occasion, 

Trustmark’s automated BSA-AML systems generated reports, which would lead to the review of 

the Adams/Madison Timber accounts. (Typically, between 1,500 and 2,000 reports are generated 

per month by those systems.)  Reports were generated by those systems with respect to the 

Adams/Madison Timber accounts over the course of time. Trustmark personnel reviewed those 

reports, and the account records that caused the reports to be generated, to evaluate whether 

suspicious activity was occurring. Pursuant to the foregoing objections, Trustmark will not 

provide further responses about the details or results of those reviews at this time. 

During 2013, Greg McKenzie inquired about checks issued to Wayne Kelly from 

Adams’s personal account. Adams responded that as a tax savings measure, he used “stockholder 
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loans” to fund payments to Wayne Kelly for consulting fees. (See McKenzie emails, including 

TNB-MT2-000769 and proximate documents produced by Trustmark.)  During 2014-16, 

Trustmark BSA-AML personnel (led by Wanda Moncrief) and Security personnel (led by Mel 

Channell) investigated, analyzed, or evaluated the Adams/Madison Timber accounts. Those 

investigations are reflected in the Moncrief emails and other emails produced by Trustmark, and 

in the interrogatory responses set forth above. Additional personnel who were substantively 

involved in the analysis, investigation, and evaluation of the accounts included April Johnson, 

Eric Bruce, Greg McKenzie, and Doug Winstead. They performed tasks and functions consistent 

with their job duties identified above. For further details, and for identities of other individuals 

who provided information during the course of those efforts, see emails produced by Trustmark 

to and from Moncrief, Channell, and McKenzie. Pursuant to the foregoing objections, Trustmark 

will not provide the remaining details requested in this interrogatory at this time. 

Interrogatory No. 11: Identify any memorandum, correspondence, report, or other 

Documents concerning or relating to the Investigation. 

Objection: Trustmark is prevented from providing some of the requested information 

pursuant to federal law, as stated in the responses to the referenced requests for admissions. See, 

e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 

12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). In addition, the interrogatory is so broadly worded that it seeks 

attorney-client privileged information, attorney work product, and materials prepared in 

anticipation of litigation or for trial as described in Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3). Furthermore, this 

interrogatory is overly broad, and would impose burdens disproportionately beyond the needs of 

the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative access to 

relevant information, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and 
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the excessive burden and expense of the proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.  

Subject to those objections, see Trustmark internal emails previously produced, particularly 

emails to which Wanda Moncrief, Mel Channell, and/or Greg McKenzie were parties. See also 

Mel Channell notes, Bates numbers TNB-MT1-029260, et seq.  

Interrogatory No. 12: Identify any reports, notices, or other filings made by You with 

any federal, state, or local government office or agency that in any way relates to Lamar Adams 

or Madison Timber. 

Objection: Trustmark is prevented from providing the requested information pursuant to 

federal law. See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 

U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response: Subject to that objection, for information about communications with 

government agencies that are not subject to said prohibitions, see responses to these 

interrogatories regarding Trustmark’s communications with the Federal Bureau of Investigation.  

Interrogatory No. 13: Iidentify all persons who attended the October 2016 Meeting. 

Response: Mel Channell and Doug Winstead attended the meeting with Lamar Adams 

and Wayne Kelly on October 11, 2016.  

Interrogatory No. 14: Describe the discussion during the October 2016 Meeting and any 

agreements or decisions reached as a result of the October 2016 Meeting. 

Response: Mr. Channell asked Adams and Kelly to explain Madison Timber’s business 

and account activities. They explained that Madison Timber received money from investors, and 

used investor funds to acquire timber cutting rights and to conduct timber operations. Adams and 

Kelly provided samples of materials they provided to investors including a timber deed and a 

promissory note. 
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Adams stated that he had timber cutting contracts throughout Mississippi, Alabama, 

Arkansas, and Louisiana. He explained that Madison Timber provided investors with post-dated 

checks to pay returns on investments, at fixed rates/guaranteed returns, and that the post-dated 

checks demonstrated to investors that they would be paid.  

Mr. Channell asked whether they recorded the timber deeds. Adams indicated they 

recorded deeds if needed. 

Mr. Channell questioned Adams and Kelly, and expressed doubt, about their ability to 

guarantee a 12% rate of return. Adams assured Mr. Channell that he had developed expertise in 

the timber industry over an extended period of time and had been able consistently to generate 

that rate of return.  

Mr. Channell questioned Adams and Kelly about the flow of funds in and out of the 

account, and about the seeming absence of substantial funds transfers to, or from, timber cutters 

or timber mills. Adams explained that, on the advice of their accountant, they used separate bank 

operating accounts at other banks including a bank in Clarksdale, Mississippi, in order to keep 

investor funds separate. Adams said the timber proceeds were deposited into those separate 

accounts.  

Mr. Channell did not directly accuse Adams and Kelly of unlawful conduct, but he told 

them that Trustmark was not comfortable with their business, and that he believed the account 

activity did not fully match their explanation of the business. They responded that their business 

was “not what you think,” or words to that effect. Mr. Channell reasserted that the Madison 

Timber accounts would be closed, and reasserted the timing of that action and the other terms set 

forth in his prior letters to Kelly and Adams as reflected in TNB-MT1-026888, et seq. 
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As a result of the investigation and the meeting, Mr. Channell believed, but was not 

certain and could not prove, that Adams and Kelly were operating a fraudulent enterprise, 

possibly a Ponzi scheme. Mr. Channell also believed that it was possible that the business was 

legitimate, but he was not comfortable with their explanations and documentations of the 

business. Therefore Mr. Channell concluded that further investigation of their activity was a 

matter properly handled by law enforcement. Mr. Channell promptly reported the details of the 

meeting to the FBI. 

Interrogatory No. 15: State the amount of fees paid to You by Madison Timber or 

Lamar Adams. 

Objection: Fees paid “by Lamar Adams” for accounts or business other than Madison 

Timber are irrelevant.  

Response: Subject to that objection, Trustmark believes that the Plaintiff’s list of fees 

paid in connection with the Madison Timber Properties, LLC account ‘0033 from September 1, 

2012 through May 1, 2018, MTR_00353461-67, is accurate, except that the $500.33 transaction 

on September 28, 2016 was an adjustment, not a fee.  Fees paid on account ‘5311 totaled 

$223.00 from December 31, 2012 until the account was closed in 2016.  With respect to any 

other accounts, fees are reflected on account statements, which have already been produced to 

the extent they can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent effort.  You are referred to the 

account statements pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).   

Interrogatory No. 16: Describe the due diligence, investigation, and/or inquiry by You 

into the business of Lamar Adams and/or Madison Timber. Identify the individuals who 

undertook each act and the actions taken by those individuals. 
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Objection: This interrogatory is irrelevant and assumes legal duties that do not exist. 

Trustmark was not required to conduct “due diligence, investigation, and/or inquiry into the 

business of Lamar Adams and/or Madison Timber.” Furthermore, Trustmark is prevented from 

providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law. See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 

5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 

3420(b)(1). 

Response: Subject to the objections, Trustmark responds as follows:  See response to 

Interrogatories 10 through 14, above and emails previously produced by Trustmark. In addition, 

see the account opening documents and loan files produced by Trustmark.  

Interrogatory No. 17: Describe Your efforts to independently confirm that Madison 

Timber's accounts receivables came from lumber mills and that the timber underlying Madison 

Timber investments was real. 

Objection: This interrogatory is irrelevant and assumes legal duties that do not exist. 

Trustmark was under no duty to “to independently confirm that Madison Timber's accounts 

receivables came from lumber mills and that the timber underlying Madison Timber investments was 

real.”   

Response: Subject to the objections, Trustmark states as follows: Trustmark questioned 

Adams and Kelly about the business. See previously produced emails to which Wanda Moncrief 

and Greg McKenzie were parties; see also these responses to interrogatories regarding Mr. 

Channell’s meeting with Adams and Kelly. In addition, as stated above, as part of Trustmark’s 

investigation into the Madison Timber accounts, Trustmark employee Doug Winstead traveled to 

the location of property that was allegedly subject to timber-cutting contracts with Madison 

Timber in July of 2016. Mr. Winstead saw that the property was, in fact, populated with 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE 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 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO.: 3:22-cv-36-CWR-FKB 
 

[Cases consolidated for discovery only: 
Mills v. Baker Donelson, et al., Civil Action 
No. 3:18-cv-866-CWR-FKB; Mills v. 
BankPlus, et al., Civil Action No. 3:19-cv-
196-CWR-FKB; Mills v. The UPS Store, Inc., 
et al., Civil Action No. 3:19-cv-364-CWR-
FKB; Mills v. Trustmark, et al., Civil Action 
No. 3:19-cv-941-CWR-FKB] 
 

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

  
 

              
 

Trustmark National Bank’s Responses to Plaintiff’s February 28, 2022  
Requests for Production  

              
 

Trustmark National Bank (“Trustmark”) responds to Plaintiff’s February 28, 2022 

Requests for Production as set forth below.  

Introduction 

 These responses and objections, and Trustmark’s document productions, are based on a 

duly diligent inquiry by Trustmark and its counsel into the subject matter of the case. That 

inquiry is ongoing and will continue. Trustmark reserves the right to amend, supplement or 

modify its responses and objections and document productions based upon its ongoing 

investigation.  

 A statement that documents will be produced is not a representation that any such 

documents exist, or that any such documents are within the possession, custody or control of 
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Trustmark. Rather, a statement that documents will be produced is a representation that, if any 

such discoverable documents are within the possession, custody or control of Trustmark, and can 

be identified with a duly diligent search and inquiry, they will be produced.   

 Trustmark does not intend to waive any privilege, including the attorney-client privilege, 

the privilege to protect against disclosure of attorney work product, or the protection of materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation or for trial (Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3)). To the extent 

Trustmark understands plaintiff to seek such privileged information, Trustmark has asserted 

those objections.  No response by Trustmark should be construed as waiving any privilege.   

Objections to Plaintiff’s Instructions and Definitions 

 Plaintiff’s discovery requests are preceded by five pages of definitions and instructions. 

Those definitions and instructions are excessive, and in some instances would expand Plaintiff’s 

discovery beyond the limits of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the Case Management 

Order entered by the Court. Trustmark objects to the instructions and definitions on those 

grounds.  

 Trustmark objects to specified definitions and objections as follows: 

 Definition No. 1: Trustmark objects to this definition. The plaintiff's definition of “you” 

and “your” and “Trustmark” would unduly expand discovery beyond its permissible scope under 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b). Plaintiff's expansive definitions would require responses that are irrelevant, 

as well as excessively burdensome investigations. The definition would expand requests 

disproportionately beyond the needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake 

in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, the importance of the discovery in 

resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the proposed 

discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.   
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 Definition No. 2: Trustmark objects to this definition. The plaintiff's definition of “Lamar 

Adams” to include unnamed “employees, agents, representatives, affiliates, and any other 

persons or entities” allegedly acting on his behalf, in unexplained ways, would unduly expand 

discovery beyond its permissible scope under Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b). Plaintiff's expansive 

definitions would require responses that are irrelevant, as well as excessively burdensome 

investigations. The definition would expand requests disproportionately beyond the needs of the 

case, considering the importance of the issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative access to 

relevant information, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and 

the excessive burden and expense of the proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.   

 Definition No. 3: Trustmark objects to this definition. The plaintiff's definition of 

“Madison Timber” to include unnamed “affiliates” and their respective “members, shareholders, 

officers, directors, employees, representatives, and any other person or entity acting on behalf of 

one or more of these entities,” would unduly expand discovery beyond its permissible scope 

under Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b). Plaintiff's expansive definitions would require responses that are 

irrelevant, as well as excessively burdensome investigations. The definition would expand 

requests disproportionately beyond the needs of the case, considering the importance of the 

issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, the importance of the 

discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the 

proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.   

 Definition Nos. 9 and 10: Trustmark objects to these definitions. The plaintiff's definition 

of “Identify” or “Describe” would unduly expand discovery beyond its permissible scope under 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b). Plaintiff's expansive definitions would require responses that are irrelevant, 

as well as excessively burdensome investigations. The definition would expand requests 
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disproportionately beyond the needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake 

in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, the importance of the discovery in 

resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the proposed 

discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit. Plaintiff’s proposed definition to include details 

and extraneous matter as stated in the definition (e.g., “the present or last known place of 

employment, the substance of the person’s knowledge, where the person obtained such 

knowledge, whether the person discussed such knowledge with you, when such discussions 

occurred, who participated in such discussions, and the substance of all discussions”) goes far 

beyond the reasonable meaning of those terms.   

 Definition No. 14: Trustmark objects to this definition. “Association” is undefined and 

not susceptible to a reasonable understanding.   

 Definition No. 17: Trustmark objects to this definition. Trustmark does not know what 

documents were provided to investors by Madison Timber. 

 Definition No. 18: Trustmark objects to the inclusion of “the Federal Deposit Insurance 

Corporation's Rules and Regulations” in this definition as undefined and vague. Trustmark also 

objects to the extent that this definition does not identify the applicable dates. 

 Definition No. 19: Trustmark objects to the extent that this definition does not identify 

the applicable dates. 

 Definition Nos. 20 and 21: Trustmark objects to the definition of “Adams Loans” due to 

the incorporation of “[Lamar] Adams Affiliated Entities.” Trustmark objects to the inclusion in 

the definition of "Adams Affiliated Entities" of other unidentified entities “controlled by or 

affiliated with Lamar Adams.” That term would place an undue burden on Trustmark to 

investigate and identify entities. Plaintiff's expansive definitions would require responses that are 
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irrelevant, as well as excessively burdensome investigations. The definition would expand 

requests disproportionately beyond the needs of the case, considering the importance of the 

issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, the importance of the 

discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the 

proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.   

 Definition No. 23: Trustmark objects to the definition of “October 2016 Meeting” 

because the meeting in question occurred on October 11, 2016, rather than October 4, 2016.  

 Trustmark objects to plaintiff’s instructions regarding “documents that may have been 

destroyed” and “documents that may be privileged:” Complying with the instructions would 

require investigations and responses that are irrelevant, unduly burdensome, and not proportional 

to the needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake in the action, parties’ 

relative access to relevant information, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues in 

the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the proposed discovery, which outweighs its 

likely benefit.  

 Trustmark objects to plaintiff’s instruction regarding “information or documents within 

your control,” because it exceeds the requirement to produce documents within a party’s 

possession, custody or control.   

 Trustmark objects to plaintiff’s instruction regarding electronic documents, because Fed. 

R. Civ. P. 34(b)(2)(E)(iii) states that “a party need not produce the same electronically stored 

information in more than one form.” Trustmark will produce documents in a reasonably usable 

form or forms pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(2)(E)(ii).   

 Trustmark objects to the plaintiff’s instruction regarding “ongoing duty to respond,” 

because it exceeds and misstates the requirements to supplement under Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(e). 
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Request No. 1: Produce any and all Documents evidencing, referring, or relating in any 

way to any Communications between You or Your agents, including Your counsel, and any 

defendant in any of the Madison Timber Receivership Cases or their representatives and that in 

any way relate to either the Madison Timber Receivership Cases, Lamar Adams, or Madison 

Timber. 

Objections: This request is irrelevant.  This request seeks information that is protected 

from discovery by the joint defense privilege, the work product doctrine, and Fed. R. Civ. P. 

26(b)(3).  See also the Court’s Order Identifying Liaison Counsel, which expressly “confirms 

that communications among counsel for Defendants related to these consolidated cases are 

protected from discovery under the common interest doctrine and the work product doctrine.  

Fed. R. Evid. 501; Miss. R. Evid. 502(b)(3); Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).” 

 Request No. 2: Produce copies of any contract or agreement (including any joint defense 

agreement) between You and any defendant in this case or any of the Madison Timber 

Receivership Cases. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant.  Furthermore, the request seeks information that 

is protected from discovery by the joint defense privilege, the work product doctrine, and Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 26(b)(3). 

 Request No. 3: Produce any and all Documents evidencing, referring, or relating in any 

way to the payment of any costs of litigation or defense of any other party in any of the Madison 

Timber Receivership Cases. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant.  The request seeks information that is protected 

from discovery by the joint defense privilege, the work product doctrine, and Fed. R. Civ. P. 
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26(b)(3). The request for all documents “evidencing, referring or relating to” the described 

subject matter could also be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged communications. See 

also the Court’s Order Identifying Liaison Counsel, which expressly “confirms that 

communications among counsel for Defendants related to these consolidated cases are protected 

from discovery under the common interest doctrine and the work product doctrine.  Fed. R. Evid. 

501; Miss. R. Evid. 502(b)(3); Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).” 

Request No. 4:  Produce the Insurance Policies. 

Objections:  The Insurance Policies contain irrelevant information and confidential 

information (specifically including application documents and descriptions of claims against 

insured entities that are not related in any way to the issues in this case).   

Response:  Subject to the objection, Trustmark’s relevant insurance policies will be 

produced, with redactions of the irrelevant and confidential matters attached to or incorporated 

into those policies, as referenced above.   

 Request No. 5: Produce any notice of claim issued in connection with one or more of the 

Insurance Policies and in any way relating to this case or the claims asserted in this case and all 

related Communications. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant, and seeks information that is protected from 

discovery by the work product privilege and by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  The request for “all 

related Communications” could be construed as seeking attorney-client communications and 

additional information that is also protected from discovery by the joint defense privilege, the 

work product doctrine, and Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3). 

Request No. 6: Produce any and all Documents identified in Your responses to 

Interrogatories or Requests for Admission. 
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Objections:  This request is overly broad.  The request does not describe the requested 

documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).   

 Request No. 7: Produce any and all Documents evidencing, referring, or relating to Your 

policies and procedures concerning the retention of records, data retention, data backup, data 

archiving, disaster recovery, data deletion, or destruction of documents. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant and overly broad.  The request does not describe 

the requested documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  

The request would impose upon Trustmark a burden that is disproportionate in relation to the 

needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at stake in the action, parties’ relative 

access to relevant information, the importance of the discovery in resolving the issues in the 

action, and the excessive burden and expense of the proposed discovery, which outweighs its 

likely benefit.  Furthermore, the requested information is confidential.  The request for all 

documents “evidencing, referring or relating to” the broadly-described categories could also be 

construed as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and 

materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).   

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark will produce BSA-AML Policy and 

Procedure documents, which include practices and policies for document and information 

retention. 

 Request No. 8: Produce any and all Documents evidencing, referring, or relating to the 

Adams Accounts and Madison Timber Accounts, including, without limitation, monthly 

statements and wire transfer receipts. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant and overly broad.  The request does not describe 

the requested documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  
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The request for all documents “evidencing, referring or relating to” the broadly-described 

categories could also be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, 

attorney work product, and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  

Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be prevented from providing some of the requested 

information pursuant to federal law.  See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 

21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced or will produce the 

requested monthly statements and wire transfer receipts to the extent such documents can be 

identified and retrieved with duly diligent efforts.   

 Request No. 9: Produce any and all Documents in Your possession or control referring 

or relating to any Madison Timber Recruiter or any Commissions. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant and overly broad.  The request does not describe 

the requested documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  

The request for all documents “referring or relating to” the broadly-described categories could 

also be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, 

and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is 

or may be prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law.  

See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) 

and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced check images from 

Trustmark account statements, which may include checks payable to and/or deposits from people 

identified by the plaintiff; Mel Channell notes regarding communications with Wayne Kelley in 

October of 2016; Trustmark internal emails referencing Wayne Kelly.  Trustmark does not have 
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knowledge of whether any payments by Adams/Madison Timber were for “Commissions” as 

that word is defined by plaintiff.   

Request No. 10: Produce any Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to any 

Communication with or about Lamar Adams or Madison Timber. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant and overly broad.  The request does not describe 

the requested documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  

The request for all documents “referring or relating to” the broadly-described categories could 

also be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, 

and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is 

or may be prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law.  

See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) 

and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Request No. 11: Produce any Communications—including emails (with attachments) 

and text messages—with or about Lamar Adams or Madison Timber. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant and overly broad.  The request does not describe 

the requested documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  

The request for all communications “with or about” Adams/Madison Timber could also be 

construed as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and 

materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is or 

may be prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law.  

See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) 

and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 
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Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced, or will produce, any 

communications with Lamar Adams that can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent 

inquiry.   

Request No. 12: Produce all Communications—including emails (with attachments) and 

text messages—between Lamar Adams and either Bennie Butts, Jud Watkins, and/or any other 

Trustmark employee. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant and overly broad, because it seeks 

communications with “any other Trustmark employee.”  Trustmark has more than 2,800 

employees.  The request would therefore impose upon Trustmark a burden that is 

disproportionate in relation to the needs of the case, considering the importance of the issues at 

stake in the action, parties’ relative access to relevant information, the importance of the 

discovery in resolving the issues in the action, and the excessive burden and expense of the 

proposed discovery, which outweighs its likely benefit.     

Response:  Subject to the objections, to the extent those communications to or from 

Adams which related to any business Adams did with Trustmark can be identified with a duly 

diligent inquiry, they have been produced or will be produced. 

Request No. 13: Produce any and all Documents reviewed by the Receiver or her 

counsel at the offices of Watkins & Eager on or about May 10, 2019. 

Objections:  The requested information is irrelevant.  Furthermore, some of the 

requested documents contain personal and private information of third parties. 

Response:  Subject to the objections, the documents will be produced. 

Request No. 14: Produce any and all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to the 

Adams Loans. 
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Objections:  This request is irrelevant and overly broad.  The request does not describe 

the requested documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  

The request for all documents “referring, relating, or pertaining to” the many “Adams Loan” files 

could also be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work 

product, and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, 

Trustmark is or may be prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to 

federal law.  See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 

U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced or will produce the loan 

files.   

Request No. 15: Produce all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to any 

Investigation of Lamar Adams and/or Madison Timber conducted by You, at Your direction, or 

on Your behalf. 

Objections:  This request is overly broad.  The request does not describe the requested 

documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  The request 

for all documents “referring, relating, or pertaining to” the broadly-described categories could 

also be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, 

and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is 

or may be prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law.  

See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) 

and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 
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Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced, or will produce, any such 

responsive, discoverable documents that can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent 

inquiry.   

Request No. 16: Produce all Documents prepared in connection with the October 2016 

Meeting. 

Objections:  This request is overly broad.  The request for all documents “prepared in 

connection with” the meeting could also be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged 

communications, attorney work product, and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. 

P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be prevented from providing some of the 

requested information pursuant to federal law.   See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 

C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, to the extent Trustmark can identify relevant, 

discoverable documents with a duly diligent search, they have been, or will be, produced.   

Request No. 17: Produce all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to the October 

2016 Meeting or any topics discussed during the October 2016 Meeting. 

Objections:  This request is overly broad.  The request for all documents “referring, 

relating, or pertaining to” the referenced meeting or “topics discussed” could also be construed 

as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and materials 

protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be 

prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law.   See, e.g., 

31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 

U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 
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Response:  Subject to the objections, to the extent Trustmark can identify relevant, 

discoverable documents with a duly diligent search, they have been, or will be, produced.   

Request No. 18: Produce all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to any travel or 

entertainment expenses or "business promotion" paid by You and relating to Lamar Adams, 

Madison Timber, or any of the Madison Timber Recruiters. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant and overly broad.  The request for all documents 

“referring, relating, or pertaining to” the broadly-described categories could also be construed as 

seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and materials 

protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be 

prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law.  See, e.g., 

31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 

U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, to the extent Trustmark can identify relevant, 

discoverable documents with a duly diligent search, they have been, or will be, produced.  

Trustmark has not located or identified any such documents. 

Request No. 19: Produce all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to any adverse 

employment action, reprimand, demotion, or any other disciplinary action taken by Trustmark 

against any of its current or former employees for failing to notice or report Lamar Adams's or 

Madison Timber’s potentially fraudulent activity. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant and overly broad.  The request for all documents 

“referring, relating, or pertaining to” the described categories could also be construed as seeking 

attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and materials protected from 

discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).   
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Response:  Subject to the objections, to the extent Trustmark can identify relevant, 

discoverable documents with a duly diligent search, they have been, or will be, produced.  

Trustmark has not located or identified any such documents, and does not believe that any such 

documents exist. 

Request No. 20: Produce any and all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to any 

promotion, commendation, award, or other favorable employment action taken by Trustmark as 

to any of its current or former employees for opening accounts or doing business with or for 

Lamar Adams or Madison Timber. 

Objections:  This request is irrelevant and overly broad.  The request for all documents 

“referring, relating, or pertaining to” the broadly-described categories could also be construed as 

seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and materials 

protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).   

Response:  Subject to the objections, plaintiff has previously referred to Trustmark 

employees being described as “Service Stars” due to compliments they received from Adams.  

See TNB-MT2-000168, TNB-MT1-031265, TNB-MT1-031363.  Other Trustmark employees 

may have been commended informally for working diligently to perform routine banking 

services in connection with the Adams or Madison Timber accounts, based on positive 

comments from the customers, but Trustmark is presently unaware of any other such documents. 

Request No. 21: Produce any and all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to Your 

policies, programs, internal controls, and practices that relate to monitoring of customer accounts 

to detect possible fraud. This request includes procedures or programs implemented by You to 

comply with the Statutes, Regulations, and Regulator Manuals; any automated account 
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monitoring systems designed to identify suspicious activity utilized by Trustmark; and 

investigative protocols required for Your Bank Secrecy Act analysts. 

Objections:  This request is overly broad.  The request does not describe the requested 

documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  The request 

for all documents “referring, relating, or pertaining to” the broadly-described categories could 

also be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, 

and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is 

or may be prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law.  

See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) 

and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark will produce pertinent BSA-AML 

procedures and policies.   

Request No. 22: Produce any and all written Communications and other Documents 

authored or received by Mel Channel and in any way relating to Madison Timber or Lamar 

Adams. 

Objections:  This request could be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged 

communications, attorney work product, and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. 

P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be prevented from providing some of the 

requested information pursuant to federal law.  See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 

C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced, or will produce, 

responsive, discoverable documents that can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent 

inquiry. 
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Request No. 23: Produce any and all written Communications and other Documents 

authored or received by Wanda Moncrief and in any way relating to Madison Timber or Lamar 

Adams.  

Objections:  This request could be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged 

communications, attorney work product, and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. 

P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be prevented from providing some of the 

requested information pursuant to federal law.  See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 

C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced, or will produce, 

responsive, discoverable documents that can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent 

inquiry. 

Request No. 24: Produce any and all reports, notices, or other Documents relating to 

Lamar Adams or Madison Timber filed with any federal, state, or local agency, office, or official 

(collectively, "Government Notices"). 

Objections:  This request is overly broad.  The request also seeks production of attorney 

work product, and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, 

Trustmark is or may be prevented from providing some or all of the requested information 

pursuant to federal law.  See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see 

also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Request No. 25: Produce any and all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to any 

of the Government Notices. 

Objections:  This request is overly broad.  The request does not describe the requested 

documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  The request 
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for all documents “referring, relating, or pertaining to” any such notices seeks attorney-client 

privileged communications, attorney work product, and other materials protected from discovery 

by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be prevented from providing 

some or all of the requested information pursuant to federal law.   See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 

5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 

3420(b)(1). 

Request No. 26: Produce any and all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to any 

analysis, evaluations, or investigation of Lamar Adams and/or Madison Timber and concerning 

possible violation of the Statutes or Regulations. 

Objections:  This request is overly broad.  The request does not describe the requested 

documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  The request 

for all documents “referring, relating, or pertaining to” the broadly-described categories could 

also be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, 

and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is 

or may be prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law.   

See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) 

and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced, or will produce, 

responsive, discoverable documents that can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent 

inquiry. 

Request No. 27: Produce any and all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to 

alerts that were generating by Your automated account monitoring systems to identify suspicious 

activity for the Adams Accounts and/or Madison Timber Accounts. 
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Objections:  This request is overly broad.  The request for all documents “referring, 

relating, or pertaining to” the referenced subject matter could also be construed as seeking 

attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and materials protected from 

discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be prevented from 

providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law.  See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 

5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 

3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced, or will produce, 

responsive, discoverable documents that can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent 

inquiry. 

Request No. 28: Produce any and all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to the 

due diligence, investigation, and/or inquiry by You into the business of Lamar Adams and/or 

Madison Timber. 

Objections:  This request assumes legal duties that do not exist.  Trustmark was not 

required to conduct “due diligence” with respect to some or all of the referenced matters.  This 

request is overly broad.  The request does not describe the requested documents with reasonable 

particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  The request for all documents 

“referring, relating, or pertaining to” the broadly-described categories could also be construed as 

seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and materials 

protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).   Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be 

prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law.  See, e.g., 

31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 

U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 
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Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced, or will produce, any such 

responsive, discoverable documents that can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent 

inquiry.   

Request No. 29: Produce any and all Documents referring, relating, or pertaining to Your 

efforts to independently confirm that Madison Timber's accounts receivables came from lumber 

mills and that the timber underlying Madison Timber investments was real. 

Objections:  This request assumes legal duties that do not exist.  Trustmark was not 

required to independently confirm that Madison Timber's accounts receivables came from 

lumber mills and that the timber underlying Madison Timber investments was real.  The request 

for all documents “referring, relating, or pertaining to” the referenced matters could be construed 

as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and materials 

protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).   

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced, or will produce, any such 

responsive, discoverable documents that can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent 

inquiry.   

Request No. 30: Produce any and all Documents, including but not limited to agendas 

and minutes, evidencing, referring, or relating to any instance in which any governing or 

administrative body of Trustmark, including its Board of Directors and any committees or 

subcommittees, ever discussed or addressed any matter relating to Lamar Adams or Madison 

Timber. 

Objections:  The request for all documents “evidencing, referring, or relating to” the 

broadly-described categories could be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged 

communications, attorney work product, and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. 
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P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be prevented from providing some of the 

requested information pursuant to federal law.  See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 

C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1).   

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark will produce, any such responsive, 

discoverable documents that can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent inquiry.   

Request No. 31: Produce any and all Documents evidencing, referring, or relating to any 

instance in which You inspected, evaluated, or otherwise conducted any due diligence with 

respect to Madison Timber, Lamar Adams, or the Adams Loans. 

Objections:  This request assumes legal duties that do not exist.  Trustmark was not 

required to conduct “due diligence” with respect to some or all of the referenced matters.  This 

request is overly broad.  The request does not describe the requested documents with reasonable 

particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).  The request for all documents 

“evidencing, referring, or relating to” the broadly-described categories could be construed as 

seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work product, and materials 

protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, Trustmark is or may be 

prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to federal law.  See, e.g., 

31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 

U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced, or will produce, any such 

responsive, discoverable documents that can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent 

inquiry.   

Request No. 32: Produce any Documents evidencing or permitting computation of fees 

paid to You by Madison Timber or Lamar Adams. 
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Objections:  Fees paid by Lamar Adams individually, and fees paid with respect to non-

Madison Timber banking services, are irrelevant. 

Response:  Subject to the objection, to the extent such documents can be identified with 

a reasonable search and inquiry, they have been produced.  See account statements related to 

checking accounts of Madison Timber Properties, LLC and Madison Timber Company, Inc. 

Request No. 33: Produce any Madison Timber Investment Documents. 

Response:  To the extent such documents can be identified with a reasonable search and 

inquiry, they will be produced.  At present Trustmark believes the only such documents in 

Trustmark’s possession, custody and control were the sample documents provided by Lamar 

Adams and Wayne Kelly to Mel Channell in October of 2016.   

Request No. 34: Produce any Communications that in any way refer, relate, or concern 

Madison Timber Investment Documents. 

Objections:  This request is overly broad.  The request does not describe the requested 

documents with reasonable particularity as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 34(b)(1)(A).   The request 

for all documents that “in any way refer, relate, or concern” the broadly-described categories 

could also be construed as seeking attorney-client privileged communications, attorney work 

product, and materials protected from discovery by Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(3).  Furthermore, 

Trustmark is or may be prevented from providing some of the requested information pursuant to 

federal law.  See, e.g., 31 U.S.C. 5318(g)(2)(A)(i) and 12 C.F.R. 21.11(k)(1)(i); see also 18 

U.S.C. 1510(b)(2) and 12 U.S.C.A. § 3420(b)(1). 

Response:  Subject to the objections, Trustmark has produced, or will produce, any such 

responsive, discoverable documents that can be identified and retrieved with a duly diligent 

inquiry.   
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This the 13th day of April, 2022.  

     Trustmark National Bank 
 

       
By: /s  William F. Ray           
      William F. Ray 
 

OF COUNSEL: 

WATKINS & EAGER PLLC 
William F. Ray (MSB No. 4654) 
Paul H. Stephenson, III (MSB No. 7864) 
J. Collins Wohner Jr. (MSB No. 7350) 
Stephanie M. Rippee (MSB No. 8998) 
James M. Tyrone (MSB No. 102381) 
400 East Capitol Street 
Jackson, Mississippi 39201 
Post Office Box 650 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205 
Telephone: (601) 965-1900 
Facsimile: (601) 965-1901 
Email: wray@watkinseager.com 
 pstephenson@watkinseager.com 
 cwohner@watkinseager.com 
 srippee@watkinseager.com 
 mtyrone@watkinseager.com 
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Certificate of Service 
 

I hereby certify that I have this day caused to be emailed a true and correct copy of the 
above and foregoing document to the following counsel of record: 

 
Attorneys for Alysson Mills, 
Plaintiff 
Alysson L. Mills 
Kristin D. Amond 
Mills & Amond, LLP 
650 Poydras Street, Suite 1525 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130 
 
Brent B. Barriere 
Jeanette A. Donnelly 
Kaja S. Elmer 
Fishman Haygood, LLP 
201 St. Charles Avenue, Suite 4600 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70170-4600 
 
Lilli Evans Bass 
Brown Bass & Jeter, PLLC 
Post Office Box 22969 
Jackson, Mississippi 39225 
 
Attorneys for Baker Donelson 
Bearman Caldwell & Berkowitz, 
PC 
Benjamin W. Graham 
Craig D. Singer 
Hope E. Daily 
Williams & Connolly, LLP 
725 Twelfth Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20005-5901 
 
James J. Crongeyer , Jr. 
Watkins & Eager, PLLC  
Post Office Box 650 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205-0650 

 
 
 
Attorneys for Alexander 
Seawright, LLC, Brent Alexander, 
Jon Seawright 
Cody C. Bailey 

R. David Kaufman 
Brunini Grantham Grower & Hewes 
PLLC 
Post Office Drawer 119 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205-0119 
 
Attorneys for BankPlus and 
BankPlus Wealth Management, 
LLC 
Alexander N. Breckinridge 
Robert B. Bieck 
Thomas E. Slattery 
Jones Walker, LLP 
201 St. Charles Avenue, Suite 5100 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70170 
 
Kaytie M. Pickett 
Stacey M. Buchanan 
Jones Walker, LLP 
Post Office Box 427 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205-0427 
 
Attorneys for Gee Gee Patridge 
Laura W. Givens 
Robert P. Thompson 
McAngus Goudelock & Courtie, 
LLC  
Post Office Box 2955 
Ridgeland, Mississippi 39158 
 
Attorney for Stewart Patridge 
James W. Newman , IV 
Newman & Newman 
587 Highland Colony Parkway 
Ridgeland, Mississippi 39157 

 
 
Attorneys for Jason Cowgill 
Joseph Miles Forks 
Timothy M. Peeples 
Wilton V. Byars, III 
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Attorneys for Jason Cowgill 
Joseph Miles Forks 
Timothy M. Peeples 
Wilton V. Byars, III 
Daniel Coker Horton & Bell, PA  
Post Office Box 1396 
Oxford, Mississippi 38655-1396 

 
Attorney for Federal Insurance 
Company  
Christopher B. Freeman 
Carlton Fields, PA 
1201 W. Peachtree Street, Suite 3000 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 
 
Markham R. Leventhal 
Steven J. Brodie 
Carlton Fields, PA  
700 NW 1st Avenue, Suite 1200 
Miami, Florida 33136-4118 
 
Attorney for Continental Casualty 
Company 
John A. Banahan 
Bryan Nelson Schroeder Castigliola 
& Banahan 
Post Office Drawer 1529 
Pascagoula, Mississippi 39568-1529 
 
Attorneys for The UPS Store, Inc. 
Adam J. Hunt 
Morrison & Foerster, LLP  
250 West 55th Street 
New York, New York 10019 
 
LaToya C. Merritt 
Mallory K. Bland 
Reuben V. Anderson 
Phelps Dunbar, LLP  
Post Office Box 16114 
Jackson, Mississippi 39236-6114 
 
Mark R. McDonald 
Morrison & Foerster, LLP  
707 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 6000 
Los Angeles, California 90501 

Attorneys for Herring Ventures, 
LLC d/b/a The UPS Store, Austin 
Elsen, Tammie Elsen, Courtney 
Herring, Diane Lofton and 
Chandler Westover 
William Lee Guice , III 
Randall S. Wells 
Rushing & Guice, PLLC  
Post Office Box 1925 
Biloxi, Mississippi 39533-1925 
 
Attorney for Rawlings & 
MacInnis, PA, Tammy Vinson and 
Jeannie Chisholm 
G. Todd Burwell 
G. Todd Burwell, PA 
618 Crescent Boulevard, Suite 200 
Ridgeland, Mississippi 39157 

  
Attorneys for Bennie Butts 
Cody C. Bailey 
R. David Kaufman 
Jacob A. Bradley  
Brunini Grantham Grower & Hewes 
PLLC 
Post Office Drawer 119 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205-0119 
 
Attorneys for Southern Bancorp 
Bank 
Adrienne L. Baker 
Charles T. Coleman 
Wright Lindsey & Jennings, LLP 
200 W. Capitol Avenue, Suite 2300 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

 
Michael S. Jones 
Adams and Reese, LLP  
1018 Highland Colony Parkway, 
Suite 800 
Ridgeland, Mississippi 39157 
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Attorneys for Riverhills Bank 
Kelly D. Simpkins 
Walter D. Willson 
Michael D. Anderson 
Wells Marble & Hurst, PLLC 
Post Office Box 131 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205-0131 
 

Attorney for Interested Party 
Thomas R. Hudson 
Thomas R. Hudson 
BankPlus 
Legal Department 
1068 Highland Colony Parkway, 
Suite 200 
Ridgeland, Mississippi 39157 

 
This the 13th day of April, 2022. 
 

 /s  William F. Ray 
             William F. Ray 
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Re: Lamar Adams - contacted him personally 
Wanda Moncrief to: Eleni Sanford 
Cc: Benjamin Butts 

06/30/2016 11:10 AM 

From: Wanda Moncrief/JACKSONTIMK 

To: Eleni Sanford/COMMLEND/TMK@TMK 

Cc: Benjamin Butts/Commercial Lending/TMK@TMK 

Yes I will - thanks. 
Thank you. 

Wanda S Moncrief, CAMs 
FVP, BSA/AML Officer 

Trustmark 
Trustmark National Bank 
P.O. Box 291 
Jackson, MS 39205-0291 
Office 601-208-6093 
Fax 601-208-2872 
Email wmoncrief@trustmark.com  

This e-mail and any attachments are confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, any further dissemination or 
use of this email is prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify us immediately by returning it to 
the sender. You should then delete all copies from your system and destroy all hard copies you may have made. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 

Eleni Sanford Wanda, Attached below is Lamar's most recent... 06/30/2016 11:01:35 AM 

From: Eleni Sanford/COMMLEND/TMK 
To: Wanda Moncrief/JACKSON/TMK@TMK 
Cc: Benjamin Butts/Commercial Lending/TMK@TMK 
Date: 06/30/2016 11:01 AM 
Subject: Re: Lamar Adams - contacted him personally 

Wanda, 
Attached below is Lamar's most recent PFS dated 4/4/16, MTC 2014 Tax return- pass code 6192, and 
Adam's 2014 Personal Tax return - pass code 6192. 
The 2015 Tax Returns have not been completed. 

Will you please forward Bennie and I the responses you receive from Lamar. 

Thank you 

[attachment "PFS Lamar 4.4.16" deleted by Wanda Moncrief/JACKSON/TMK] [attachment "2014 MTC 
Tax Returnsecured 6192.pdf' deleted by Wanda Moncrief/JACKSOWTMK] [attachment "2014 Tax 
Returnsecured 6192.pdf' deleted by Wanda Moncrief/JACKSON/TMK] 

Eleni Sanford 
Commercial Lending 

TN B-MT2-000952 TNB-MT2-000952
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Trustmark National Bank 
601.605.2440 
601.605-2459 fax 
601.291.7406 cell 
ESanford@Trustmark.com  

Wanda Moncrief He emailed me about a cashed check he was go... 06/30/2016 10:43:37 AM 

From: Wanda Moncrief/JACKSON/TMK 
To: Eleni Sanford/COMMLEND/TMK@TMK, Benjamin Butts/Commercial Lending/TMK@TMK 
Date: 06/30/2016 10:43 AM 
Subject: Lamar Adams - contacted him personally 

He emailed me about a cashed check he was going to have so I asked him all questions other than the 
question for Eleni about recent financials or income tax returns - if you have those, can you send to me? 

Thanks. 
Wanda S Moncrief, CAMs 
FVP, BSA/AML Officer 

Trustmark 
Trustmark National Bank 
P.O. Box 291 
Jackson, MS 39205-0291 
Office 601-208-6093 
Fax 601-208-2872 
Email wmoncrief@trustmark.com  

This e-mail and any attachments are confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, any further dissemination or 
use of this email is prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify us immediately by returning it to 
the sender. You should then delete all copies from your system and destroy all hard copies you may have made. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 

TN B-MT2-000953 TNB-MT2-000953
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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. 

TRUSTMARK NATIONAL BANK; BENNIE 
BUTTS; JUD WATKINS; SOUTHERN 
BANCORP BANK; and RIVERHILLS BANK, 

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-941-CWR-FKB 

GOOD FAITH CERTIFICATE 

All counsel certify that they have conferred in good faith to resolve the issues in question 
and that it is necessary to file the following motion: The Receiver’s motion to compel Trustmark 
National Bank to respond to discovery requests. 

Counsel further certify that: 

✔ as appropriate:

1. The motion is unopposed by all parties.

2. The motion is unopposed by:

✔ 3. The motion is opposed by: Trustmark National Bank
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✔ 
4.  The parties agree that to the briefing schedule set forth in the Case Management 

Order governing this case. [Doc. 7]. 
 

This the 17th day of August, 2022 
 

August 17, 2022 

Respectfully submitted,  

/s/ Kristen Amond 

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  

/s/ William Ray 

WATKINS & EAGER PLLC 
William F. Ray (MSB No. 4654) 
Paul H. Stephenson, III (MSB No. 7864) 
Stephanie M. Rippee (MSB No. 8998) 
James M. Tyrone (MSB No. 102381) 
400 East Capitol Street 
Jackson, Mississippi 39201 
Post Office Box 650 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205 
Telephone: (601) 965-1900 
Facsimile: (601) 965-1901 
Email: wray@watkinseager.com 
pstephenson@watkinseager.com 
srippee@watkinseager.com 
mtyrone@watkinseager.com 
Trustmark’s counsel 
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