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

NORTHERN DIVISION

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

Plaintiff,

vs.

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

 Defendants.

CIVIL ACTION NO.
3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB

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

Hon. Carlton W. Reeves, District Judge

Oral Argument Requested

GEE GEE PATRIDGE'S MOTION TO COMPEL THE RECEIVER'S RESPONSES TO
INTERROGATORIES AND REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION

COMES  NOW  Gee  Gee  Patridge,  through  counsel,  and  files  her  Motion  to  Compel

responses to Interrogatories and Requests for Production from the Receiver.

Gee Gee Patridge and her husband, Jimmy Patridge, were childhood friends with Wayne

Kelly’s parents. In January 2011, Wayne Kelly introduced Gee Gee and Jimmy Patridge, to

Lamar Adams and Madison Timber. Am. Compl. ¶32. Beginning in February 2011, Gee Gee and

Jimmy made personal investments in Madison Timber, and they made additional investments

through 2014. Id. Like other investors, Gee Gee Patridge did not independently confirm the

underlying Madison Timber investments were real.
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The Receiver asserts claims for negligence, civil conspiracy, and aiding and abetting

against Gee Gee Patridge. The Receiver alleges Gee Gee Patridge helped Kelly “recruit” and

“facilitated” the investments of another investor, who is actually Gee Gee Patridge’s sister.

Gee Gee Patridge is not alleged to have sold investments. Gee Gee Patridge did not

receive commissions or other fees and the Receiver does not allege otherwise. The Amended

Complaint alleges Gee Gee Patridge “knew or should have known” that Madison Timber was a

Ponzi scheme based on “red flags” that were available to all investors.

On February 28, 2022, Gee Gee Patridge propounded 25 Interrogatories and 31

Requests for Production of Documents to the Receiver. The Receiver objects to 20

Interrogatories and 8 Requests for Production as “premature.” The Receiver references large

sets of documents (over 100,000 pages) in 22 of her Interrogatory responses and 26 Requests

for Production responses. The Receiver responds to 15 Interrogatories and one Request for

Production by stating that Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to know the answer or that

the answer is “uniquely within Gee Gee Patridge’s knowledge and ability to ascertain.”

Defense counsel sent the Receiver a good faith letter and conferred with the Receiver’s

counsel regarding the deficient discovery requests. On July 13, 2022, the Receiver filed her

Supplemental Responses to Gee Gee Patridge’s Discovery.

Pursuant  to  Local  Rule  37(b),  listed  below  are  each  of  the  discovery  requests,  the

Receiver’s responses, supplemental responses, and the reason why the Receiver’s responses are

insufficient. L.U. Civ. P. 37(b).

Receiver’s “Premature” Objections, Unspecified Documents and Extraneous Statements

Interrogatory No. 1:
State the name, current address and telephone number of

all persons known to you who have any discoverable knowledge of
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the allegations specific to Gee Gee Patridge in the First Amended
Complaint.

Response to Interrogatory No. 1:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Without waiving her objection, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver served her Initial Disclosures on all defendants on
February 21, 2022. The Initial Disclosures disclose persons with
knowledge applicable to all of the consolidated receivership cases
in In re Consolidated Discovery in Cases Filed By Alysson Mills,
No. 22-cv-36 (S.D. Miss.), and persons with knowledge applicable
to specific receivership cases. The information that the
interrogatory seeks can be gleaned from that document.

Gee Gee Patridge respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s “premature”

objection, and order the Receiver to fully respond and timely supplement. The “premature”

objection makes it unclear whether the Receiver has fully answered, and it is unclear whether

the  Receiver  would  timely  supplement  the  response.  If  the  Receiver  has  fully  answered  and

there is an ongoing duty to timely supplement, then why have the “premature” objection?

Interrogatory No. 2:
Please identify by name, current address and telephone

number any witnesses you intend to call at trial who are expected to
testify regarding the Receiver’s claims against Gee Gee Patridge.

Response to Interrogatory No. 2:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.

As  of  this  date,  the  Receiver  has  not  made  any
determination as to the identity of who will be called to testify at
the trial regarding Gee Gee Patridge.

For the same reasons stated above regarding response to Interrogatory 1, Gee Gee

Patridge respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s “premature” objection, and

order the Receiver to fully respond.
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Interrogatory No. 3:
Please identify by name, current address and telephone

number of each investor whom the Receiver alleges Gee Gee
Patridge recruited, or referred, or assisted in recruiting or referring,
to the Madison Timber Ponzi scheme.

Response to Interrogatory No. 3:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee
Gee Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to
know which investors she “recruited, or referred, or assisted in
recruiting or referring, to the Madison Timber Ponzi scheme.” The
Receiver’s allegations are based on what the Receiver gleaned
from  Gee  Gee  Patridge’s  and  BankPlus’s  own  documents.  The
Receiver has produced any documents she obtained from
BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184 –
MTR_00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s
emails. [MTR_00124488 – MTR_00228823; MTR_00263597 –
MTR_00294869]. The Receiver also has provided the names and
contact information of all Madison Timber investors holding
promissory notes with amounts still due. [MTR_00353685 –
MTR_00353690]. The information the interrogatory seeks can be
ascertained from those records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory No. 3:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver does not yet know the identities of every investor who
Gee Gee Patridge recruited, referred, or assisted in recruiting or
referring, to the Madison Timber Ponzi scheme. The Receiver’s
allegations in the amended complaint are based on what the
Receiver gleaned from Gee Gee Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own
documents, which show that Gee Gee Patridge told Wayne Kelly
she would be “glad” to serve as a “referral contact” for potential
Madison Timber investors, and that she did, in fact, serve as a
“referral,”  including  to  investors  who  she  knew  well.
[MTR_00348994; see also, e.g., MTR_ 00348052,
MTR_00348838, MTR_00348252, MTR_00348710]. According to
those  emails,  Gee  Gee  Patridge  recruited,  referred,  or  assisted  in
recruiting or referring, Investor No. 36. There may be others of
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whom the Receiver is not yet aware. The information the
interrogatory seeks is uniquely within Gee Gee Patridge’s
knowledge and ability to ascertain.

In addition to the documents cited above, the Receiver has
produced any documents she obtained from BankPlus, including
Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184 – MTR_00349327],
as well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails.
[MTR_00124488 – MTR_00228823; MTR_00263597 –
MTR_00294869]. The Receiver also has provided the names and
contact information of all Madison Timber investors holding
promissory notes with amounts still due. [MTR_00353685 –
MTR_00353690]. The information the interrogatory seeks can be
ascertained from those records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

Gee Gee Patridge’s Interrogatory 3 to the Receiver asks the Receiver to identify all

investors who the Receiver alleges were recruited or referred by Gee Gee Patridge to the

Madison Timber Ponzi scheme. Initially, the Receiver did not identify any specific investor by

name. After Gee Gee Patridge sent a good faith letter, the Receiver identified one investor,

Investor No. 36, who is Gee Gee Patridge’s sister.

In her supplemental response to Interrogatory 3, the Receiver gives what appears to be a

substantive answer, but also objects as “premature.” The Receiver cites to specific documents,

but also references large sets of documents (such as Lamar Adams and Wayne Kelly emails of

over 100,000 pages). Although the Receiver has produced voluminous documents, the

references to the large sets of documents are unresponsive to the discovery requests.

The Receiver’s supplemental response to Interrogatory 3 states, “The information the

interrogatory seeks is uniquely within Gee Gee Patridge’s knowledge and ability to ascertain.”

It does not make sense for the Receiver to rely on Gee Gee Patridge to decide what the

Receiver’s claims are. Only the Receiver can explain why she sued Gee Gee Patridge.

Review of  the  documents  does  not  answer  the  question  either.  Gee  Gee  Patridge  does

not know how the Receiver interprets or intends to use documents.  Even if  Gee Gee Patridge
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reviewed the 100,000+ pages of documents referenced, this would not tell Gee Gee Patridge

what the Receiver is claiming.

Further, reference to the documents is improper under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure

33(d) because the Receiver does not specify records in sufficient detail and the documents are

not the Receiver’s business records, but are emails and other documents from Wayne Kelly and

Lamar Adams and S.E.C. deposition transcripts. KeyBank Nat'l Ass'n v. Perkins Rowe Assocs.,

LLC, No. 09-497-JJB-SCR and 10-552-JJB-SCR, 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 19635, *10 and fn 12

(“The  affidavit  clearly  is  not  a  business  record,  and  therefore  is  not  a  proper  response  to  the

interrogatories…” “Answering an interrogatory by generally referring to information or

documents previously provided does not satisfy the requirement…”) Southpoint Bank v. Origin

Bank, No. 3:21-cv-156-TSL-MTP, No. 3:21-cv-381-KHJ-MTP, No. 3:21-cv-392-HTW-LGI,

2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 21843, *11, 2022 WL 342980 (S.D. Miss. Jan. 27, 2022)(Rule 33 calls

for the responding party to specify the records involved in sufficient detail.)

The Receiver’s response makes it unclear whether the Receiver has fully answered, and

it is unclear whether the Receiver would timely supplement the response if necessary. If the

Receiver has fully answered and there is an ongoing duty to timely supplement, then why have

the objection and reference to large sets of documents?

Defense counsel is concerned that based on an objection or general reference to

voluminous documents the Receiver has not fully responded now, or would not timely

supplement with responsive information during discovery, but then would seek to use the

unidentified responsive information (such as a specific document bates number or information

from a witness) at the dispositive motion or trial phase.

Case 3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB   Document 417   Filed 08/22/22   Page 6 of 52



7

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas has excluded from

the summary judgment record documents produced by a party in response to summary

judgment that were not produced during discovery. Fu v. Chin, No. 3:18-cv-2066-N-BN, 2020

U.S. Dist. LEXIS 225606, *9, 2020 WL 7049161(N.D. Tex. Oct. 23, 2020)(The prejudice

caused by the party’s failure to respond warranted exclusion from the summary judgment

record documents that the party failed to disclose in discovery). Although the Receiver has

produced voluminous documents, the references to the large sets of documents are

unresponsive to the discovery requests. Defense counsel believes the Receiver must identify

specific documents by bates number in order to use such documents at the dispositive motion

phase and trial.

Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully

respond and timely supplement; further, that the Court strike the Receiver’s objection of

“premature;” that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are non-responsive

and null; and the Receiver’s statement that the answer to the Interrogatory is “uniquely within

Gee Gee Patridge’s knowledge and ability to ascertain,” is non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 4:
The Receiver alleges in the Amended Complaint that Gee

Gee Patridge “helped Kelly recruit bigger investors in Jackson.”
Am. Compl. ¶40. Please identify the investors referenced in this
paragraph by name, current address and telephone number.

Response to Interrogatory No. 4:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee Gee
Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to know
which investors she helped Wayne Kelly recruit to Madison
Timber. The Receiver’s allegations are based on what the Receiver
gleaned from Gee Gee Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own documents.
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Gee Gee Patridge told Wayne Kelly she would be “glad” to serve as
a “referral contact” for potential Madison Timber investors.
[MTR_00348994; see also, e.g., MTR_ 00348052,
MTR_00348838, MTR_00348252, MTR_00348710]. Patridge’s
own emails show she did, in fact, serve as a “referral,” including to
investors who she knew well. Kelly sometimes asked Patridge’s
opinion of a potential investor’s “investment capacity,” and in at
least one instance she surmised “I would think pretty large.”
[MTR_00348838].

The Receiver has produced any documents she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails
[MTR_00347184–MTR_00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and
Wayne Kelly’s emails. [MTR_00124488–MTR_ 00228823;
MTR_00263597–MTR_ 00294869]. The Receiver also has
provided  the  names  and  contact  information  of  all  Madison
Timber investors holding promissory notes with amounts still due.
[MTR_00353685–MTR_00353690]. The information the
interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from those records. Fed. R.
Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond and timely supplement;

further, that the Court strike the Receiver’s objection of “premature;” that the Court rule that

references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and also null; and the Receiver’s

statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to know” the answer to the

Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 5:
The  Receiver  alleges  in  the  Amended  Complaint  that  Gee

Gee Patridge “helped Kelly recruit bigger investors in Jackson.”
Am. Compl. ¶40. Please describe what you mean by “help,” and
itemize what “help” was allegedly given by Gee Gee Patridge.

Response to Interrogatory No. 5:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee
Gee Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to
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know how she helped Wayne Kelly. The Receiver’s allegations are
based on what the Receiver gleaned from Gee Gee Patridge’s and
BankPlus’s own documents.

Further answering, Gee Gee Patridge was a long-time friend
of Wayne Kelly and is at the center of the relationship between
BankPlus and Madison Timber. Gee Gee Patridge, a BankPlus senior
executive, was in constant contact with Wayne Kelly. Lamar Adams
and Wayne Kelly relied on Kelly’s relationship with Gee Gee
Patridge to grow Madison Timber. Gee Gee Patridge helped Kelly,
and therefore substantially assisted Madison Timber, by recruiting
new investors, including from BankPlus’s own customers; lending
her influence to Madison Timber, including by serving as a reference
to potential investors; lending her and BankPlus’s resources to
Madison Timber; facilitating payments to and from Madison
Timber’s investors to and from Madison Timber’s recruiters; and
facilitating transfers, or “loans,” from Kelly to Madison Timber
that masked Madison Timber’s insolvency.

The Receiver has produced any documents she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails
[MTR_00347184–MTR_ 00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s
and Wayne Kelly’s emails. [MTR_00124488–MTR_00228823;
MTR_00263597–MTR_00294869]. The information the
interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from those records. Fed. R.
Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond and timely supplement;

further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s objection of

“premature;” that the Court rule that references non-specific documents are non-responsive

and also null; and the Receiver’s statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to

know” the answer to the Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 6:
The Receiver alleges, “Gee Gee was in constant contact

with Kelly” and “continued to facilitate the investments of another
investor until Madison Timber’s collapse on April 19, 2018.” Am.
Compl.  ¶41.  Please  give  the  date,  method  and  content  of  the
contact between Gee Gee Patridge and Wayne Kelly referenced in
this paragraph.
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Response to Interrogatory No. 6:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
The Receiver further objects to the request as overbroad and
unduly burdensome because it asks for the “date, method and
content” of every “contact” between Gee Gee Patridge and Wayne
Kelly.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee Gee
Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to know
when, how, and about what she communicated with Wayne Kelly.
The Receiver’s allegations are based on what the Receiver gleaned
from Gee Gee Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own documents. The
Receiver has produced any documents she obtained from BankPlus,
including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184 –
MTR_00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s
emails. [MTR_00124488 – MTR_00228823; MTR_00263597 –
MTR_00294869]. The information the interrogatory seeks can be
ascertained from those records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement; further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s

objection of “premature;” that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are

non-responsive and also null; and the Receiver’s statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the

best position to know” the answer to the Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 7:
The Receiver alleges, Gee Gee Patridge “continued to

facilitate the investments of another investor until Madison
Timber’s collapse on April 19, 2018.” Am. Compl. ¶41. Please
identify this investor by name, current address and telephone
number.

Response to Interrogatory No. 7:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee
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Gee Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to
whose Madison Timber investments she facilitated. The
Receiver’s allegations are based on what the Receiver gleaned
from Gee Gee Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own documents. The
Receiver has produced any documents she obtained from
BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184
– MTR_00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s
emails. [MTR_00124488 – MTR_00228823; MTR_00263597 –
MTR_00294869]. The Receiver also has provided the names and
contact information of all Madison Timber investors holding
promissory notes with amounts still due. [MTR_00353685 -
MTR_00353690]. The information the interrogatory seeks can be
ascertained from those records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory No. 7:
The investor referenced in the amended complaint’s

paragraph 41 is Investor No. 36. The Receiver also has provided
the names and contact information of all Madison Timber
investors holding promissory notes with amounts still due.
[MTR_00353685–MTR_00353690].

Gee Gee Patridge may have facilitated the investments of
other  Madison  Timber  investors  of  whom the  Receiver  is  not  yet
aware. The information the interrogatory seeks is uniquely within
Gee Gee Patridge’s knowledge and ability to ascertain.

Defense counsel requests that the Court rule that the Receiver’s statement that “the

information the interrogatory seeks is uniquely within Gee Gee Patridge’s knowledge and

ability to ascertain” is non-responsive and null. The Interrogatory asks about an allegation in the

Receiver’s Amended Complaint. The Receiver identifies one investor in her supplemental

response who is Gee Gee Patridge’s sister. The Receiver also says that Gee Gee Patridge has the

ability to know what the Receiver’s allegations are. The Receiver’s extraneous statement makes

it unclear whether she has fully responded or of she is relying on Gee Gee Patridge to ascertain

what the Receiver’s allegations are.

Interrogatory No. 8:
The Receiver alleges, “Gee Gee was in constant contact

with Kelly” and “continued to facilitate the investments of another
investor until Madison Timber’s collapse on April 19, 2018.”
Compl.Am. ¶41. Please describe what you mean by “facilitate”
and itemize each alleged facilitating action by Gee Gee Patridge.
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Response to Interrogatory No. 8:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee Gee
Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to know
how she “facilitated” Madison Timber investments. The Receiver’s
allegations are based on what the Receiver gleaned from Gee Gee
Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own documents.

Further answering, Gee Gee Patridge facilitated payments
to and from Madison Timber and its investors and payments to and
from Madison Timber’s recruiters.  By way of example only,  Gee
Gee Patridge would advise Wayne Kelly when an investor was
ready to invest [see MTR_ 00348770] and would leave envelopes
with investments at BankPlus’s front desk for Wayne Kelly to pick
up. [see, e.g., MTR_ 00348772; MTR_ 00349041; MTR_
00349102].

The Receiver has produced any documents she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails
[MTR_00347184–MTR_00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and
Wayne Kelly’s emails. [MTR_00124488–MTR_00228823;
MTR_00263597–MTR_00294869]. The information the
interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from those records. Fed. R.
Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement; further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s

objection of “premature;” that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are

non-responsive and null; and that the Receiver’s statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the

best position to know” the answer to the Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 9:
The Receiver alleges Gee Gee Patridge told Wayne Kelly

she  would,  “be  ‘glad’  to  serve  as  a  “‘referral  contact’  for  new
potential investors.” Am. Compl. ¶41. Please identify any
investors  for  whom you allege  that  Gee  Gee  Patridge  served  as  a
“referral contact” by name, current address and telephone number.
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Response to Interrogatory No. 9:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee Gee
Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to know
for which investors she served as a referral contact. The Receiver’s
allegations are based on what the Receiver gleaned from Gee Gee
Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own documents.

Further answering, Gee Gee Patridge told Wayne Kelly she
would be “glad” to serve as a “referral contact” for potential
Madison Timber investors. [MTR_00348994; see also, e.g., MTR_
00348052, MTR_00348838, MTR_00348252, MTR_00348710].
Patridge’s  own  emails  show  she  did,  in  fact,  serve  as  a  “referral,”
including to investors who she knew well. Kelly sometimes asked
Patridge’s opinion of a potential investor’s “investment capacity,”
and  in  at  least  one  instance  she  surmised  “I  would  think  pretty
large.” [MTR_00348838].

The Receiver has produced any documents she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails
[MTR_00347184–MTR_00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and
Wayne Kelly’s emails. [MTR_00124488–MTR_00228823;
MTR_00263597–MTR_00294869]. The Receiver also has provided
the names and contact information of all Madison Timber investors
holding promissory notes with amounts still due.
[MTR_00353685–MTR_00353690]. The information the
interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from those records. Fed. R.
Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement; further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s

objection of “premature;” that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are

non-responsive and also null; and the Receiver’s statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the

best position to know” the answer to the Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 10:
The Receiver alleges Gee Gee Patridge told Wayne Kelly

she  would,  “be  ‘glad’  to  serve  as  a  “‘referral  contact’  for  new
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potential investors.” Am. Compl. ¶41. Please identify how you
allege Gee Gee Patridge “told Kelly” that she would be a “referral
contact” (email, telephone conversation, in person conversation,
etc.)?

Response to Interrogatory No. 10:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee Gee
Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to
know how and about what she communicated with Wayne Kelly.
The Receiver’s allegations are based on what the Receiver gleaned
from Gee Gee Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own documents. The
complaint expressly alleges that “emails show” Gee Gee Patridge’s
conduct. See Amended  Complaint  at  ¶¶  68–70.  The  Receiver  has
produced any documents she obtained from BankPlus, including
Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184–MTR_00349327], as
well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails.
[MTR_00124488–MTR_00228823; MTR_00263597–
MTR_00294869]. The information the interrogatory seeks can be
ascertained from those records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement; further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s

objection of “premature;” that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are

non-responsive and null; and the Receiver’s statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the best

position to know” the answer to the Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 11:
The Receiver alleges Gee Gee Patridge vouched for

Madison Timber, telling, “one potential investor that she ‘had
approximately 300,[000] in now and had reinvested as several
matured.’” Am. Compl. ¶42. Please identify the investor
referenced in this paragraph by name, current address, and
telephone number.
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Response to Interrogatory No. 11:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee
Gee Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to
know what she told which Madison Timber investors. The
Receiver’s allegations are based on what the Receiver gleaned
from Gee Gee Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own documents. The
Receiver has produced any documents she obtained from
BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184
– MTR_00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s
emails. [MTR_00124488 – MTR_00228823; MTR_00263597 –
MTR_00294869]. The Receiver also has provided the names and
contact information of all Madison Timber investors holding
promissory notes with amounts still due. [MTR_00353685–
MTR_00353690]. The information the interrogatory seeks can be
ascertained from those records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement; further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s

objection of “premature;” that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are

non-responsive and null; and the Receiver’s statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the best

position to know” the answer to the Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 12:
The Receiver alleges, “Often Gee Gee already had a

personal relationship with the potential investors who called her.”
Am. Compl. ¶43. Please identify the investors referenced in this
paragraph by name, current address and telephone number.

Response to Interrogatory No. 12:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee Gee
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Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to
know of her relationships with Madison Timber investors. The
Receiver’s allegations are based on what the Receiver gleaned from
Gee Gee Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own documents. In one
instance, Wayne Kelly thanked Patridge for allowing him to use
her name as a reference to an investor, to which Patridge relief “I
know him well.” [MTR_00348838; MTR_00348994 (“I know both
[investors].”)]. The Receiver has produced any documents she
obtained from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails
[MTR_00347184 – MTR_ 00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s
and Wayne Kelly’s emails. [MTR_00124488 – MTR_00228823;
MTR_00263597 – MTR_00294869]. The Receiver also has
provided the names and contact information of all Madison Timber
investors holding promissory notes with amounts still due.
[MTR_00353685 - MTR_00353690]. The information the
interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from those records. Fed. R.
Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement; further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s

objection of “premature;” that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are

non-responsive and null; and the Receiver’s statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the best

position to know” the answer to the Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 13:
The Receiver alleges as to Gee Gee Patridge, “Kelly

sometimes asked her opinion of a potential investor’s ‘investment
capacity.’ In at least one instance she surmised ‘I would think pretty
large.’ That particular investor was a client of Baker Donelson.
Kelly told Gee Gee, ‘Lamar and I deal with Brent Alexander and
Jon Seawright with Baker Donelson. They have a client that wanted
some referrals concerning Madison Timber. You may get a call. I
appreciate  your  allowing  me to  use  your  name.’  She  responded ‘I
know him well.’” Am. Compl. ¶43. Please identify the investor
referenced in this paragraph by name, current address, and
telephone number.

Response to Interrogatory No. 13:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
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nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee
Gee Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position
the Madison Timber investor(s) for whom she provided an opinion
of  his  or  her  investment  capacity.  The  Receiver’s  allegations  are
based on what the Receiver gleaned from Gee Gee Patridge’s and
BankPlus’s own documents. The Receiver has produced any
documents she obtained from BankPlus, including Gee Gee
Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184 – MTR_ 00349327], as well as
Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails. [MTR_00124488 –
MTR_ 00228823; MTR_00263597 – MTR_00294869]. The
Receiver also has provided the names and contact information of
all Madison Timber investors holding promissory notes with
amounts still due. [MTR_00353685 – MTR_00353690]. The
information the interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from those
records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement; further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s

objection of “premature;” that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are

non-responsive and null; and the Receiver’s statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the best

position to know” the answer to the Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.”

Interrogatory No. 14:
The Receiver alleges Gee Gee Patridge was on a referral

list prepared by Adams and Kelly and passed to clients by
Alexander,  Seawright,  and  Baker  Donelson.  Am.  Compl.  ¶44.  If
you allege that Gee Gee Patridge gave her permission to be on a
“referral list,” please identify any witness to support this by name,
current address and telephone number.

Response to Interrogatory No. 14:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee
Gee Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to

Case 3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB   Document 417   Filed 08/22/22   Page 17 of 52



18

know whether “she gave her permission to be on a ‘referral list.’”
Wayne Kelly may also possess information the interrogatory seeks
and can be contacted through his counsel.

Further answering, the Receiver’s allegations are based on
what the Receiver gleaned from Gee Gee Patridge’s and
BankPlus’s  own  documents.  On  multiple  occasions,  Gee  Gee
Patridge  told  Wayne  Kelly  she  would  be  “glad”  to  serve  as  a
“referral contact” for potential Madison Timber investors.
[MTR_00348994; see also, e.g., MTR_ 00348052,
MTR_00348838, MTR_00348252, MTR_00348710]. The
Receiver has produced any documents she obtained from
BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184–
MTR_ 00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s
emails. [MTR_00124488–MTR_00228823; MTR_00263597–
MTR_00294869]. The information the interrogatory seeks can be
ascertained from those records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond and timely supplement;

further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s objection of

“premature;” that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are non-responsive

and null; and the Receiver’s statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to know”

the answer to the Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 15:
The Receiver alleges Gee Gee Patridge was on a referral

list prepared by Adams and Kelly and passed to clients by
Alexander, Seawright, and Baker Donelson. Am. Compl. ¶44.
Please identify each investor by name, current address and
telephone  number  who  you  allege  received  the  “referral  list”
referenced in this paragraph or any other referral list.

Response to Interrogatory No. 15:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations are based on what the Receiver gleaned
from Gee Gee Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own documents. The
Receiver has produced any documents she obtained from

Case 3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB   Document 417   Filed 08/22/22   Page 18 of 52



19

BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184
– MTR_ 00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne
Kelly’s emails. [MTR_00124488 – MTR_ 00228823;
MTR_00263597 – MTR_00294869]. The Receiver also has
provided  the  names  and  contact  information  of  all  Madison
Timber investors, including investors through Alexander
Seawright Timber Fund I, holding promissory notes with amounts
still due. [MTR_00353685 - MTR_00353690; MTR_00353684].
The information the interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from
those records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory No. 15:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: Gee
Gee Patridge told Wayne Kelly she would be “glad” to serve as a
“referral contact” for potential Madison Timber investors, and that
she did, in fact, serve as a “referral,” including to investors who
she knew well. [MTR_00348994; see also, e.g., MTR_ 00348052,
MTR_00348838, MTR_00348252, MTR_00348710]. Kelly told
Adams “I have spoken with Gee Gee and she is fine with us giving
her name out.” [MTR_00264847]. Adams and Kelly later prepared
a  document  titled  “Madison  Timber  Referral  List”  to  give  to
potential investors. Gee Gee Patridge was first on the list, listed as
BankPlus’s  “Senior  Executive  Vice  President  &  Chief  Operation
Officer.” [MTR_00264848].

The Receiver does not know the identity of every investor or
potential investor who “received” the referral list. Her allegations
are based on what she gleaned from Gee Gee Patridge’s and
BankPlus’s own documents and Lamar Adams’s and Wayne
Kelly’s emails. At least one email shows that Wayne Kelly sent the
referral list to a potential investor, telling the potential investor
“You are welcome to call the contacts on this list concerning
Madison Timber Properties timber investment.” [MTR_00264928].
Other emails indicate that Brent Alexander and Jon Seawright of
Baker Donelson shared the list with their own clients. [See
MTR_00264847].
In addition to the documents cited above, the Receiver has
produced any documents she obtained from BankPlus, including
Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184 – MTR_ 00349327],
as well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails.
[MTR_00124488 – MTR_ 00228823; MTR_00263597 –
MTR_00294869]. The Receiver also has provided the names and
contact information of all Madison Timber investors, including
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investors through Alexander Seawright Timber Fund I, holding
promissory notes with amounts still due. [MTR_00353685 -
MTR_00353690; MTR_00353684]. The information the
interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from those records. Fed. R.
Civ. P. 33(d).

Interrogatory 15 asks the Receiver to identify any investor who the Receiver alleges

received a “referral list” as referenced by the Receiver in the Amended Complaint. The

Receiver’s initial response was non-responsive. After sending a good faith letter, the Receiver

identified specific emails regarding a “referral list” prepared by Wayne Kelly.

In her supplemental response to Interrogatory 15, the Receiver gives what appears to be

a substantive answer, but also objects as “premature.” In response to Interrogatory 15 the

Receiver cites to specific documents, but also references large sets of documents (such as

Lamar Adams and Wayne Kelly emails of over 100,000 pages). Although the Receiver has

produced voluminous documents, the reference to the large set of documents is unresponsive

to the discovery request.

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond and timely supplement;

further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s objection of

“premature;” and that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are non-

responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 16:
The Receiver alleges that employees of BankPlus’s

Southaven branch office believed these otherwise unusual
transactions were okay because Stewart’s mother was BankPlus’s
Chief Operating Officer and an investor in Madison Timber. Am.
Compl. ¶54. Please identify the BankPlus employees referenced in
this paragraph by name, current address and telephone number.
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Response to Interrogatory No. 16:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
No current or former BankPlus employee has been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver has produced any documents she obtained from BankPlus,
including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184 –
MTR_00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s
emails. [MTR_00124488– MTR_00228823; MTR_00263597–
MTR_00294869]. She has also produced the S.E.C. depositions of
BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge, Martin
Murphree, and Jason Cowgill. [MTR_00354380–MTR_00354439–
MTR_00354519]. The information the interrogatory seeks can be
ascertained from those records, Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d), and any
BankPlus employee’s contact can be ascertained through
BankPlus’s counsel.

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory No. 16:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
No current or former BankPlus employee has been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver does not know the identities of every BankPlus employee
of BankPlus’s Southaven branch office who believed the
otherwise unusual transactions were okay because Stewart
Patridge’s mother was BankPlus’s Chief Operating Officer and an
investor  in  Madison  Timber.  Her  allegations  are  based  on
BankPlus’s and Gee Gee Patridge’s own records and BankPlus’s
employees’ testimony to the S.E.C. At least one BankPlus
employee, Jason Cowgill, “believed Madison Timber-related
activities were sanctioned because Stewart Patridge’s mother was
BankPlus’ Chief Operations Officer and an investor in Madison
Timber.” Jason Cowgill’s Answer, Doc. 79 at ¶ 54; see also Jason
Cowgill’s S.E.C. transcript [MTR_00354380–MTR_00354439].
There may be other employees who felt similarly of whom the
Receiver is not yet aware.

In addition to the documents cited above, the Receiver has
produced any documents she obtained from BankPlus, including
Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184 – MTR_00349327], as
well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails.
[MTR_00124488– MTR_00228823; MTR_00263597–
MTR_00294869]. She has also produced the S.E.C. depositions of
BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge, Martin
Murphree, and Jason Cowgill. [MTR_00354380–MTR_00354439–
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MTR_00354519]. The information the interrogatory seeks can be
ascertained from those records, Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d), and any
BankPlus employee’s contact can be ascertained through
BankPlus’s counsel.

For the reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel respectfully

requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond and timely supplement; that the

Court  strike  the  Receiver’s  objection  of  “premature;”  and  rule  that  references  to  non-specific

documents are non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 17:
The Receiver alleges that employees of BankPlus’s

Southaven branch office believed these otherwise unusual
transactions were okay because Stewart’s mother was BankPlus’s
Chief Operating Officer and an investor in Madison Timber. Am.
Compl. ¶54. Please identify all “unusual transactions” referenced
in this paragraph by the date, type of transaction, amount, and
persons involved.

Response to Interrogatory No. 17:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
No former or current BankPlus employee has been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations are based primarily on what the Receiver
gleaned from Gee Gee Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own documents.
The Amended Complaint alleges that the “unusual transactions”
included Wayne Kelly calling BankPlus’s Southaven branch office
to instruct its employees to withdraw cash, usually a few thousand
dollars, from Kelly Management’s bank account to give to Stewart
Patridge, which Stewart Patridge picked up at the bank’s drive-
thru window.

Stewart Murphree, from within BankPlus’s Southaven
branch office, also would fill out deposit slips for BankPlus
customers and deposit investors’ monthly Madison Timber checks
in their BankPlus bank accounts. BankPlus customers dropped off
“new contracts” for Jason Cowgill at BankPlus’s Southaven
branch office when they wanted to reinvest, and Cowgill directed
BankPlus employees to wire money from the BankPlus customers’
accounts to Madison Timber. BankPlus also made loans to
BankPlus customers using their Madison Timber promissory notes
as collateral.
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The Receiver has produced any documents she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails
[MTR_00347184–MTR_00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and
Wayne Kelly’s emails. [MTR_00124488–MTR_00228823;
MTR_00263597–MTR_00294869]. She has also produced the
S.E.C. depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee
Patridge, Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill. [MTR_00354380–
MTR_00354439–MTR_00354519]. The information the
interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from those records. Fed. R.
Civ. P. 33(d).

For the reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel respectfully

requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond and timely supplement; that the

Court  strike  the  Receiver’s  objection  of  “premature;”  and  rule  that  references  to  non-specific

documents are non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 18:
The Receiver alleges that Gee Gee Patridge, “on whose

importance others relied,” did not independently confirm that the
timber underlying Madison Timber investments was real. Am.
Compl. ¶59. Please identify any investors by name, current
address and telephone number who you allege relied on Gee Gee
Patridge when deciding to invest in Madison Timber.

Response to Interrogatory No. 18:
The Receiver objects because the interrogatory seeks

information that is  irrelevant to her claims or Gee Gee Patridge’s
defenses in this case to the extent that asks the Receiver to identify
“any investors . . . who [the Receiver] allege[s] relied on Gee Gee
Patridge when deciding to invest in Madison Timber.” The
Amended Complaint alleges: “Nevertheless, for all of the time that
they sold Madison Timber investments, neither Stewart, Cowgill,
nor  Murphree—nor  Gee  Gee  Patridge,  on  whose  importance
others relied—independently confirmed that the timber underlying
Madison Timber investments was real.” Investors’ reliance is not
an  element  of  any  of  the  Receiver’s  claims  against  Gee  Gee
Patridge.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Amended Complaint alleges that Gee Gee Patridge was an
investor  in  Madison  Timber  who  was  in  constant  contact  with
Wayne Kelly. She facilitated the investments of another investor
until Madison Timber’s collapse on April 19, 2018, and served as
a “referral contact” for Madison Timber to investors. Gee Gee
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Patridge vouched for Madison Timber while failing to conduct any
reasonable due diligence, including independently confirming that
the timber underlying Madison Timber investments was real, and
ignoring numerous red flags that Madison Timber was a fraud.

The Receiver has produced any documents she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails
[MTR_00347184–MTR_00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and
Wayne Kelly’s emails. [MTR_00124488 – MTR_00228823;
MTR_00263597–MTR_00294869]. She has also produced the
S.E.C. depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee
Patridge, Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill. [MTR_00354380–
MTR_00354439–MTR_00354519]. The Receiver also has provided
the names and contact information of all Madison Timber investors,
including investors through Alexander Seawright Timber Fund I,
holding promissory notes with amounts still due. [MTR_00353685–
MTR_00353690; MTR_00353684]. The information the
interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from those records. Fed. R.
Civ. P. 33(d).

The Receiver responded to Gee Gee Patridge’s good faith letter stating that the answer

to this Interrogatory is in the deposition transcripts of Martin Murphree and Jason Cowgill. This

does  not  answer  the  question  of  what  the  Receiver  is  alleging  in  the  Amended  Complaint.

Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond and

timely supplement and that the Court strike the Receiver’s “irrelevant” objection. For the same

reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel respectfully requests the

Court rule that references to non-specific documents and deposition transcripts are non-

responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 21:
The Receiver alleges that, “emails show that Gee Gee

Patridge also continued to assist Kelly with his Madison Timber
business.” Am. Compl. ¶70. Please describe what Gee Gee
Patridge did to “assist” Wayne Kelly.

Response to Interrogatory No. 21:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as premature

because the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action
nor received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.
Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been deposed.
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Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee
Gee Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to
know how she assisted Wayne Kelly. The Receiver’s allegations
are based on what the Receiver gleaned from Gee Gee Patridge’s
and BankPlus’s own documents.

Further answering, Gee Gee Patridge was a long-time
friend  of  Wayne  Kelly  and  is  at  the  center  of  the  relationship
between BankPlus and Madison Timber. Gee Gee Patridge, a
BankPlus senior executive, was in constant contact with Wayne
Kelly. Lamar Adams and Wayne Kelly relied on Kelly’s
relationship with Gee Gee Patridge to grow Madison Timber. Gee
Gee Patridge assisted Kelly, and therefore assisted Madison
Timber, by recruiting new investors, including from BankPlus’s
own customers; lending her influence to Madison Timber,
including by serving as a reference to potential investors; lending
her and BankPlus’s resources to Madison Timber; facilitating
payments to and from Madison Timber’s investors to and from
Madison Timber’s recruiters; and facilitating transfers, or “loans,”
from  Kelly  to  Madison  Timber  that  masked  Madison  Timber’s
insolvency.

The Receiver has produced any documents she obtained from
BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184–
MTR_ 00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s
emails. [MTR_00124488–MTR_00228823; MTR_00263597–
MTR_00294869]. The Receiver also has provided the names and
contact information of all Madison Timber investors holding
promissory notes with amounts still due. [MTR_00353685–
MTR_00353690]. The information the interrogatory seeks can be
ascertained from those records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond and timely supplement;

further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s objection of

“premature;” that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are non-responsive

and null; the Receiver’s statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to know” the

answer to the Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.
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Interrogatory No. 22:
The Receiver alleges that “Kelly continued to make regular

visits to BankPlus’s Jackson headquarters to drop off and pick up
that investor’s paperwork at least through December 2016, and
possibly after.” Am. Compl. ¶72. Please identify the investor by
name, current address and telephone number and list the dates of
all “visits” by Wayne Kelly to BankPlus as referenced in this
paragraph.

Response to Interrogatory No. 22:
The Receiver objects because interrogatory is compound

and contains conjunctive or disjunctive questions. The Receiver
further objects to the request as overbroad and unduly burdensome
because it asks the Receiver to identify every time Wayne Kelly
visited BankPlus’s Jackson office. The Receiver objects to the
interrogatory as premature because the Receiver has not completed
discovery in this action nor received satisfactory responses to her
own discovery requests. Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been
deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are about Gee Gee
Patridge’s conduct; Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to know
for which investor she facilitated Madison Timber investments. Gee
Gee Patridge is also in the best position to know when Wayne Kelly
visited BankPlus’s Jackson office. The Receiver’s allegations are
based on what the Receiver gleaned from Gee Gee Patridge’s and
BankPlus’s own documents.

The Receiver has produced any documents she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails
[MTR_00347184–MTR_00349327], as well as Lamar Adams’s and
Wayne Kelly’s emails. [MTR_00124488–MTR_00228823;
MTR_00263597–MTR_00294869]. The Receiver also has
provided the names and contact information of all Madison Timber
investors holding promissory notes with amounts still due.
[MTR_00353685–MTR_00353690]. The information the
interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from those records. Fed. R.
Civ. P. 33(d).

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory No. 22:
The Receiver objects because interrogatory is compound

and contains conjunctive or disjunctive questions. The Receiver
further objects to the request as overbroad and unduly burdensome
because it asks the Receiver to identify every time Wayne Kelly
visited BankPlus’s Jackson office. The Receiver objects to the
interrogatory as premature because the Receiver has not completed
discovery in this action nor received satisfactory responses to her
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own discovery requests. Gee Gee Patridge has not yet been
deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver does not know the identities of every investor for whom
Wayne Kelly would drop off or pick up Madison Timber
paperwork at BankPlus’s office. The Receiver’s allegations in the
amended complaint are based on what the Receiver gleaned from
Gee Gee Patridge’s and BankPlus’s own documents and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which show that Kelly was a
regular at BankPlus’s Jackson headquarters, paying monthly and
sometimes semimonthly visits to drop off and pick up paperwork
to  and  from  Gee  Gee  Patridge.  [see, e.g., MTR_00349041,
MTR_00348042, MTR_00348057, MTR_00349312,
MTR_00348821, MTR_00347987, MTR_00348698,
MTR_00348707, MTR_00348473, MTR_00348123]. According
to those documents, Wayne Kelly dropped off and picked up
Madison  Timber  documents  for  at  least  Investor  No.  36.  There
may be others of whom the Receiver is not yet aware. The
information the interrogatory seeks is uniquely within Gee Gee
Patridge’s knowledge and ability to ascertain.

In addition to the documents cited above, the Receiver has
produced any documents she obtained from BankPlus, including
Gee Gee Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184– MTR_00349327], as
well as Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails.
[MTR_00124488– MTR_00228823; MTR_00263597–
MTR_00294869]. The Receiver also has provided the names and
contact information of all Madison Timber investors holding
promissory notes with amounts still due. [MTR_00353685–
MTR_00353690]. The information the interrogatory seeks can be
ascertained from those records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond and timely supplement;

further, Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court strike the Receiver’s objection of

“premature;” that the Court rule that references to non-specific documents are non-responsive

and null; and the Receiver’s statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to know”

the answer to the Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.

Interrogatory No. 23:
The Receiver alleges emails show that, although Gee Gee

Patridge  herself  ceased  investing  in  Madison  Timber  in  2015,  she
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continued to facilitate the investments of another investor. Am.
Compl. ¶72. Identify this investor by name, current address and
telephone number and what Gee Gee Patridge allegedly did to
“facilitate” the investments, as referenced in this paragraph.

Supplemental Response to Interrogatory No. 23:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as duplicative of

Interrogatory No. 8 and incorporates her specific objections and
response to Interrogatory No. 8 here.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
investor referenced in the amended complaint’s paragraph 72 is
Investor No. 36. Gee Gee Patridge may have facilitated the
investments of other Madison Timber investors of whom the
Receiver  is  not  yet  aware.  The  Receiver  also  has  provided  the
names and contact information of all Madison Timber investors
holding promissory notes with amounts still due.
[MTR_00353685–MTR_00353690]. The information the
interrogatory seeks is uniquely within Gee Gee Patridge’s
knowledge and ability to ascertain.

Interrogatory No. 23:
The Receiver alleges emails show that, although Gee Gee

Patridge  herself  ceased  investing  in  Madison  Timber  in  2015,  she
continued to facilitate the investments of another investor. Am.
Compl. ¶72. Identify this investor by name, current address and
telephone number and what Gee Gee Patridge allegedly did to
“facilitate” the investments, as referenced in this paragraph.

Response to Interrogatory No. 23:
The Receiver objects to the interrogatory as duplicative of

Interrogatory No. 8 and incorporates her specific objections and
response to Interrogatory No. 8 here.

For the same reasons discussed above regarding Interrogatory 3, Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement;  the  Court  strike  the  Receiver’s  objection  of  “premature;”  the  Court  rule  that

references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and also null; and the Receiver’s

statement that “Gee Gee Patridge is in the best position to know” the answer to the

Interrogatory is non-responsive and null.
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The Receiver’s “Irrelevant” Objections

Gee Gee Patridge was an investor. The Receiver alleges that Gee Gee Patridge

helped Kelly “recruit” and “facilitated” the investments of another investor, who is actually

Gee Gee Patridge’s sister. Gee Gee Patridge did not receive any commissions, and the

Receiver has not alleged otherwise.

The Receiver asserts a negligence claim against Gee Gee Patridge. In Count III of the

Amended Complaint the Receiver erroneously concludes, “In view of the numerous red flags

described in this complaint, a reasonable person in the same or similar circumstances would

have discovered that Madison Timber was a fraud.” Am. Compl. ¶109(emphasis added).

A negligence claim is based on what a reasonable person would do. What other

investors did or did not do with regards to red flags available to them is relevant to the ordinary

standard of care in a negligence claim against an individual investor such as Gee Gee Patridge.

Gee Gee Patridge’s Interrogatory 19 to the Receiver asks the Receiver to identify any

investor who confirmed that the underlying timber investments were real. Gee Gee Patridge’s

Interrogatory 24 to the Receiver asks the Receiver to identify any investor who investigated the

“red flags,” available to all investors, listed in the Receiver’s Amended Complaint. The

Receiver objects on the basis that these interrogatories are “irrelevant.”

In support of her “irrelevant” objection the Receiver cites to orders in Rotstain. Rotstain

v. Trustmark Nat’l Bank, No. 3:09-cv-2384-N-BQ, Doc. 695, Doc. 709 (N.D. Tex. Feb. 27,

2020). In Rotstain the defendants were banks. The district court in Rotstain noted that the banks

were in a different position from individual investors. Gee Gee Patridge is not a bank. Gee Gee

Patridge is an individual defendant and she was an investor. The reasoning in the Rotstain

orders discussed below [Docs. 695, 709] does not apply to Gee Gee Patridge.
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If the Receiver is unaware of other investors who investigated red flags to confirm the

legitimacy of the investments, she should state this in her response instead of asserting

“irrelevant” objections.

Interrogatory No. 19:
The Receiver alleges that Gee Gee Patridge, “on whose

importance others relied,” did not independently confirm that the
timber underlying Madison Timber investments was real. Am.
Compl. ¶59. Please identify any investor by name, current address
and telephone number, including those on whose behalf the
Receiver seeks recovery, who independently confirmed that the
timber underlying Madison Timber investments was real.

Response to Interrogatory No. 19:
The Receiver objects because the interrogatory seeks

information that is irrelevant to her claims or Gee Gee Patridge’s
defenses in this case to the extent that asks the Receiver to identify
“any investors . . . who independently confirmed that the timber
underlying Madison Timber investments was real.” To the extent
the interrogatory suggests seeks information about an investor’s
“due diligence” or “good faith” with request to the decision to
invest in Madison Timber, those facts have no bearing on the
Receiver’s claims or Gee Gee Patridge’s defenses in this case.
Doc. 695 at 17, Rotstain v. Trustmark Nat’l Bank, No. 09-cv-2384
(N.D. Tex.) (“TD Bank provides little to no viable explanation for
how  Ms.  Reed’s  personal  decision  to  invest  in  SIBL  CDs  bears
any relevance to Stanford’s alleged fraudulent transfers routed
through TD Bank or the bank’s assertion that it acted in good
faith.  .  .  .  The  Court  agrees  with  OSIC’s  assessment  that  Ms.
Reed’s personal investment encounters with the Stanford Ponzi
scheme  “have  no  bearing  on”  the  disputed  matters  raised  by  the
parties’ pleadings herein . . . ”); Doc. 709 at 18–19, Rotstain v.
Trustmark Nat’l Bank, No. 09-cv-2384 (N.D. Tex.) (disallowing
TD Bank’s questioning of another Stanford investor’s “personal
investment activity”).

The  Receiver  cites  to  an  order  [Doc.  695]  in Rotstain in  which  the  Texas  district  court

found that Pam Reed’s experience as an investor and why she chose to invest in SIBL, and

whether she was aware of the supposed “red flags” was not relevant to “Stanford’s alleged

fraudulent transfers routed through TD bank or the bank’s assertion that it acted in good faith in
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regard to such transfers.” Rotstain v. Trustmark Nat’l Bank, No. 3:09-cv-2384-N-BQ, Doc. 695

(N.D. Tex. Feb. 27, 2020). In a similar order regarding Dr. John Wade [Doc. 709] the Texas

district  court  quotes  the  plaintiff’s  brief,  stating,  “TD  ignores  that  it  –  as  well  as  other  Bank

Defendants in this case – was in a different position from Dr. Wade – as an investor – relative to

Stanford leading up to the collapse of the Stanford fraud.” Rotstain v. Trustmark Nat’l Bank, No.

3:09-cv-2384-N-BQ, Doc. 709 (N.D. Tex. March 10, 2020). The district court concluded in both

orders that Ms. Reed and Dr. Wade’s personal investment encounters were not relevant to the

disputed matters raised by the parties “e.g. TD Bank’s relationship with Stanford, whether and

why it served as SIBL’s main U.S. dollar correspondent bank, and whether it knew of

‘Stanford’s breaches of fiduciary duty, fraud, securities violations, and conversion.’” Id. at 17

[Doc. 709].

Gee Gee Patridge is not a bank. Gee Gee Patridge is an individual defendant and she was

an investor. The Receiver asserts a negligence claim against Gee Gee Patridge, individually. The

intervenor plaintiffs (the OSIC) in Rotstain did not assert negligence claims against an individual

(or the banks). The reasoning in the Rotstain orders discussed above [Docs. 695, 709] does not

apply to Gee Gee Patridge.

The Receiver has also alleged that Gee Gee Patridge helped Wayne Kelly recruit

investors, that she served as a referral, and that “others relied” on her “importance.” Am. Compl.

¶40-44, 59.  There are no such allegations against an individual in Rotstain. The Receiver here

has opened the door to this discovery.

In addition to the reasonable standard of care as it applies to Gee Gee Patridge, the

requested information is also relevant to contributory negligence and allocation of fault pursuant

to Mississippi Code Annotated Section 85-5-7.
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While calling Gee Gee Patridge’s Interrogatory “irrelevant,” the Receiver asks for the

same information from Gee Gee Patridge. The following are the Receiver’s Interrogatories 6 and

7 and Requests for Production 16 and 17 to Gee Gee Patridge.

Interrogatory No. 6:
Describe any due diligence, investigation, and/or inquiry

performed by You into the business of Lamar Adams, Madison
Timber, and/or Wayne Kelly.

Interrogatory No. 7:
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.

Request for Production No. 16:
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.

Request for Production No. 17:
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 Wayne Kelly.

How can the Receiver claim that this information is relevant to one investor (Gee Gee

Patridge), but not relevant as to any other investor?

The following is Gee Gee Patridge’s Interrogatory 24 to the Receiver and the Receiver’s

response:

Interrogatory No. 24:
Please identify any investor by name, current address and

telephone number who investigated the “red flags” you list in the
Amended Complaint. Am. Compl. ¶ ¶59-60.

Response to Interrogatory No. 24:
The Receiver objects because the interrogatory seeks

information that is irrelevant to her claims or Gee Gee Patridge’s
defenses in this case to the extent that asks the Receiver to identify
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“any investor . . . who investigated ‘red flags.’” An investor’s “due
diligence” or “good faith” with request to the decision to invest in
Madison Timber, including whether they investigated “red flags,”
has  no  bearing  on  the  Receiver’s  claims  or  Gee  Gee  Patridge’s
defenses in this case. Doc. 695 at 17, Rotstain v. Trustmark Nat’l
Bank, No. 09-cv-2384 (N.D. Tex.) (“TD Bank provides little to no
viable explanation for how Ms. Reed’s personal decision to invest
in SIBL CDs bears any relevance to Stanford’s alleged fraudulent
transfers routed through TD Bank or the bank’s assertion that it
acted in good faith. . . . The Court agrees with OSIC’s assessment
that Ms. Reed’s personal investment encounters with the Stanford
Ponzi scheme “have no bearing on” the disputed matters raised by
the parties’ pleadings herein . . . ”); Doc. 709 at 18–19, Rotstain v.
Trustmark Nat’l Bank, No. 09-cv-2384 (N.D. Tex.) (disallowing
TD Bank’s questioning of another Stanford investor’s “personal
investment activity”).

For the same reasons discussed under Interrogatory 19 above, the Receiver’s objections

are unfounded. What other investors did or did not do with regards to red flags available to them

is relevant to the ordinary standard of care in a negligence claim against an individual. Further, it

is contradictory for the Receiver to claim that this information is relevant as to Gee Gee Patridge,

but irrelevant as to other investors.

Interrogatory No. 20:
Please identify any knowledge you allege Gee Gee Patridge

had regarding Madison Timber, LLC, that was not available to
other investors.

Response to Interrogatory No. 20:
The Receiver objects because the interrogatory seeks

information  that  is  irrelevant  to  her  claims  or  Gee  Gee  Patridge’s
defenses in this case. To the extent the interrogatory suggests seeks
information about an investor’s “due diligence” or “good faith”
with request to the decision to invest in Madison Timber, those
facts have no bearing on the Receiver’s claims or Gee Gee
Patridge’s defenses in this case. Docs. 695, 709, Rotstain v.
Trustmark Nat’l Bank, No. 09-cv-2384 (N.D. Tex.). The Receiver
objects to the interrogatory as premature because the Receiver has
not completed discovery in this action nor received satisfactory
responses to her own discovery requests. Gee Gee Patridge has not
yet been deposed. The Receiver objects to the interrogatory
because it calls for the Receiver to speculate. The Receiver cannot
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know the knowledge Gee Gee Patridge had that was not available
to other investors.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: Gee
Gee  Patridge,  as  the  Chief  Operating  Officer  of  BankPlus,  a
sophisticated financial institution, was in an advantageous position
to discover that Madison Timber was a fraud, but despite
numerous red flags, failed to conduct any reasonable due diligence
as to Madison Timber’s legitimacy. Gee Gee Patridge knew or
should have known that the timber deeds and cutting agreements
between landowners and Madison Timber were fake; that Madison
Timber had no real contracts with any mills; that Madison Timber
suspiciously  required  that  an  investor  agree  that  he  or  she  would
not record the deed by which Madison Timber purported to grant
its own rights to the investor unless and until Madison Timber
failed to make a payment due under the promissory note; the
“profit” that Adams promised was 300% to 400% better than that
payable by any other fully collateralized investment and was
uniform and consistent; that Madison Timber purported to have
identified mills with an insatiable demand for timber at uniform
prices, ignoring that the market price for timber actually rises and
falls over short periods of time; that in 2014, Adams suspiciously
decided that he did not want to have to manage Madison Timber
during the month of December and changed what had been a 12-
month payoff would become a 13-month payoff, skipping the last
month of the year; and that in October 2016, Madison Timber
abruptly changed banks, leaving recruiters for collecting within a
short period of time all outstanding pre-dated checks from his
individual investors and then reissuing new pre-dated checks
drawn from Madison Timber’s new account at a different bank.

The Receiver’s allegations in the amended complaint are
about Gee Gee Patridge’s conduct. The Receiver’s allegations are
based on what the Receiver gleaned from Gee Gee Patridge’s and
BankPlus’s own documents. The Receiver has produced any
documents she obtained from BankPlus, including Gee Gee
Patridge’s emails [MTR_00347184–MTR_ 00349327], as well as
Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails. [MTR_00124488–
MTR_ 00228823; MTR_00263597–MTR_00294869]. The
information the interrogatory seeks can be ascertained from those
records. Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(d).

Request for Production No. 14:
If you allege that Gee Gee Patridge had knowledge

regarding Madison Timber that was not available to other
investors, please produce any documents to support this claim.
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Response to Request for Production No. 14:
The Receiver objects because the request seeks information

that  is  irrelevant  to  her  claims  or  Gee  Gee  Patridge’s  defenses  in
this case. To the extent the interrogatory suggests seeks
information about an investor’s “due diligence” or “good faith”
with request to the decision to invest in Madison Timber, those
facts have no bearing on the Receiver’s claims or Gee Gee
Patridge’s defenses in this case. Docs 695, 709, Rotstain v.
Trustmark Nat’l Bank, No. 09-cv-2384 (N.D. Tex.). The Receiver
objects to the request as premature because the Receiver has not
completed discovery in this action nor received satisfactory
responses to her own discovery requests. Gee Gee Patridge has not
yet been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: Gee
Gee  Patridge’s  own  emails  contain  the  information  the  request
seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced records and internal
emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar Adams and Wayne
Kelly’s  emails,  which  contain  the  information  requested.  She  has
also produced the S.E.C. depositions of BankPlus employees,
including Gee Gee Patridge, Martin Murphree and Jason Cowgill.

The Receiver claims that Gee Gee Patridge was in an “advantageous position,” and the

Receiver recites the same red flags available to all investors. The Receiver does not state why

she claims Gee Gee Patridge was in an “advantageous position.” This is an evasive response that

does not answer the question. If the Receiver is unaware at this time of information responsive to

this interrogatory, then the response should state this.

The Receiver objects to this Interrogatory as “irrelevant” and “premature.” The Receiver

would presumably have a basis for claiming that Gee Gee Patridge was “in an advantageous

position,” since she states this in her response. The requested information is relevant to the

Receiver’s claim that Gee Gee Patridge was “in an advantageous position” and the Receiver is

required to identify responsive information (if any) at this time.

For the same reasons discussed above under Interrogatory 3, the Receiver’s reference to

100+ pages of Wayne Kelly and Lamar Adams emails and deposition transcripts is non-

responsive and is improper under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.
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Requests For Production Of Documents

Request for Production No. 1:
The  Receiver  alleges  in  the  Amended  Complaint  that  Gee

Gee Patridge “helped Kelly recruit bigger investors in Jackson.”
Am. Compl. ¶40. Please produce any documents to support the
allegation that Gee Gee Patridge helped Wayne Kelly recruit
investors.

Response to Request for Production No. 1:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the information
requested. She has also produced the S.E.C. depositions of
BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge, Martin
Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 2:
The Receiver alleges, “Gee Gee was in constant contact

with Kelly” and “continued to facilitate the investments of another
investor until Madison Timber’s collapse on April 19, 2018.” Am.
Compl. ¶41. Please produce any documents, including but not
limited to communications, that refer to the alleged
communications between Gee Gee Patridge and Wayne Kelly in
this paragraph.

Response to Request for Production No. 2:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the information
requested. She has also produced the S.E.C. depositions of
BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge, Martin
Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.
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References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 3:
The Receiver alleges Gee Gee, told Kelly she would, “be

‘glad’ to serve as a “’referral contact’ for new potential investors.”
Am. Compl. ¶41. Please produce any documents, including but
not  limited  to  communications,  that  refer  to  the  alleged
communications between Gee Gee Patridge and Wayne Kelly in
this paragraph.

Response to Request for Production No. 3:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested. She has also produced the S.E.C.
depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge,
Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 4:
The Receiver alleges Gee Gee Patridge vouched for

Madison Timber, telling, “one potential investor that she ‘had
approximately 300,[000] in now and had reinvested as several
matured.’” Am. Compl. ¶42. Please produce any documents,
including but not limited to communications, that refer to the
alleged communications between Gee Gee Patridge and Wayne
Kelly in this paragraph.

Response to Request for Production No. 4:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
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Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the information
requested. She has also produced the S.E.C. depositions of
BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge, Martin
Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 5:
The Receiver alleges, “Often Gee Gee already had a

personal relationship with the potential investors who called her.”
Am. Compl. ¶43. Please produce any documents showing
communications between Gee Gee Patridge and potential
investors.

Response to Request for Production No. 5:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested. She has also produced the S.E.C.
depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge,
Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 6:
The Receiver alleges as to Gee Gee Patridge, “Kelly

sometimes asked her opinion of a potential investor’s ‘investment
capacity.’ In at least one instance she surmised ‘I would think pretty
large.’ That particular investor was a client of Baker Donelson.
Kelly told Gee Gee, ‘Lamar and I deal with Brent Alexander and
Jon Seawright with Baker Donelson. They have a client that wanted
some referrals concerning Madison Timber. You may get a call. I
appreciate your allowing me to use your name.’ She responded ‘I
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know him well.’” Am. Compl. ¶43. Please produce these alleged
communications  between Gee  Gee  Patridge,  Wayne  Kelly  and  the
“potential investor” and any other documents that refer to the
communications alleged in this paragraph.

Response to Request for Production No. 6:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested. She has also produced the S.E.C.
depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge,
Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 7:
The  Receiver  alleges  Gee  Gee  was  on  a  referral  list

prepared by Adams and Kelly and passed to clients by Alexander,
Seawright, and Baker Donelson. Am. Compl. ¶44. Please produce
the “referral list” referenced in this paragraph and any other
referral list.

Response to Request for Production No. 7:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested. She has also produced the S.E.C.
depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge,
Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.
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Request for Production No. 8:
The Receiver alleges that Gee Gee Patridge provided Kelly

contact  information  for  Stewart’s  investors.  Am.  Compl.  ¶51.
Please produce any documents to support the allegation that Gee
Gee Patridge provided Wayne Kelly contact information for
Stewart Patridge’s investors.

Response to Request for Production No. 8:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested. She has also produced the S.E.C.
depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge,
Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 9:
The Receiver alleges that Gee Gee Patridge later contacted

an answering service about answering Stewart’s calls. Am.
Compl.¶ 51. Please produce all documents related to Gee Gee
Patridge contacting an answering service.

Response to Request for Production No. 9:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested. She has also produced the S.E.C.
depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge,
Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.
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Request for Production No. 10:
The Receiver alleges that employees of BankPlus’s

Southaven branch office believed these otherwise unusual
transactions were okay because Stewart’s mother was BankPlus’s
Chief Operating Officer and an investor in Madison Timber. Am.
Compl. ¶54. Please produce all documents to support the
allegation that BankPlus employees thought unusual transactions
were okay because Gee Gee Patridge was an investor.

Response to Request for Production No. 10:
The Receiver objects to the request as premature. The

Receiver has not completed discovery in this action nor received
satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests. No current
or former BankPlus employee has been deposed.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver has produced the records and internal emails she obtained
from BankPlus, and Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails,
which contain the information requested. She has also produced the
S.E.C. depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee
Patridge, Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

Request for Production 10 asks the Receiver to produce all documents to support her

allegations in Paragraph 54 of the Amended Complaint which alleges that employees of

BankPlus, “believed these otherwise unusual transactions were okay because Stewart’s mother

was  BankPlus’s  Chief  Operating  Officer  and  an  investor  in  Madison  Timber.”  Am.  Compl.

¶54. The Receiver objects to this request as “premature,” and refers to over 100,000

documents. It is not “premature” to ask for supporting documents to a specific factual

allegation in the Amended Complaint. The Receiver’s reference to non-specific documents is

unresponsive.

Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond

and timely supplement; the Court strike the Receiver’s “premature” objection; the Court rule

that references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 11:
The Receiver  alleges  Kelly  grew warry  of  paying  Stewart

any commission and Kelly wrote Gee Gee Patridge that he would
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make a check out to Gee Gee or Stewart’s father. Am. Compl.
¶55. Please produce all documents to support this allegation.

Response to Request for Production No. 11:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested. She has also produced the S.E.C.
depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge,
Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 12:
The Receiver alleges that in August 2014, Wayne Kelly

told Gee Gee Patridge that he would leave a check [for Stewart] at
her front desk. Am. Compl. ¶55. In October 2014 Wayne Kelly
told  Gee  Gee  Patridge  he  closed  a  transaction  with  one  of
Stewart’s people and he would leave a check at her front desk.
Am. Compl. ¶55. Please produce all documents to support these
allegations.

Response to Request for Production No. 12:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested. She has also produced the S.E.C.
depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge,
Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.
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Request for Production No. 13:
The Receiver alleges that Gee Gee Patridge, “on whose

importance others relied,” did not independently confirm that the
timber underlying Madison Timber investments was real. Am.
Compl. ¶59. Please produce all documents to support the
allegation that any investor relied upon Gee Gee Patridge.

Response to Request for Production No. 13:
The Receiver objects because the request seeks

information that is irrelevant to her claims or Gee Gee Patridge’s
defenses in this case to the extent that it seeks information “that
any investor relied upon Gee Gee Patridge.” The complaint
alleges: “Nevertheless, for all of the time that they sold Madison
Timber investments, neither Stewart, Cowgill, nor Murphree—nor
Gee Gee Patridge, on whose importance others relied—
independently confirmed that the timber underlying Madison
Timber investments was real.” Investors’ reliance is not an
element of any of the Receiver’s claims against Gee Gee Patridge.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: Gee
Gee  Patridge’s  own  emails  contain  the  information  the  request
seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records and
internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar Adams’s
and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the information
requested. She has also produced the S.E.C. depositions of
BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge, Martin
Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

Request for Production 13 corresponds with Interrogatory 18. The Receiver responded

to Gee Gee Patridge’s good faith letter stating that the answer to Interrogatory 18 is in the

deposition transcripts of Martin Murphree and Jason Cowgill. However, the Receiver’s

objection as “irrelevant” and references to 100+ documents remain. Defense counsel

respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond and timely supplement;

the Court strike the Receiver’s “irrelevant” objection; the Court rule that references to non-

specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 15:
The Receiver alleges that, “emails show that Gee Gee

Patridge  also  continued  to  assist  Kelly  with  his  Madison  Timber
business.” Am. Compl. ¶70. Please produce these emails and any
other documents to support this allegation.
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Response to Request for Production No. 15:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested. She has also produced the S.E.C.
depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge,
Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 16:
The Receiver alleges that in July 2015, Kelly wanted to

wire $230,000 from his personal account to Madison Timber and
Gee Gee personally instructed BankPlus employees to complete
the transaction, adding “I am also coming to town if I need to sign
the  request.”  Am.  Compl.  ¶70.  The  Receiver  alleges  that  on
information  and  belief,  transfers  such  as  this,  which  Kelly
sometimes called “loans,” masked Madison Timber’s insolvency
and ensured that Madison Timber could continue to pay and recruit
investors. Am. Compl. ¶70. Please produce any documents to
support these allegations, including but not limited to records of the
transactions referenced and communications regarding the
transactions between Gee Gee Patridge, Wayne Kelly and
BankPlus employees.

Response to Request for Production No. 16:
The Receiver objects to the request as premature. The

Receiver has not completed discovery in this action nor received
satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: Gee
Gee  Patridge’s  own  emails  contain  the  information  the  request
seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records and
internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar Adams’s
and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the information
requested. She has also produced the S.E.C. depositions of
BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge, Martin
Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.
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It is not “premature” to ask for supporting documents to a specific factual allegation in

the Amended Complaint. The Receiver’s reference to voluminous documents is unresponsive.

Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond

and timely supplement; the Court strike the Receiver’s “premature” objection; the Court rule

that references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 17:
The Receiver alleges that when, in April and May 2016,

Kelly requested help collecting Kelly Management banking
statements,  “to  show  checking  deposits  slips  and  copies  of  the
checks,” Gee Gee Patridge complied and sent them to him. Am.
Compl. ¶71. Please produce any communications between Gee
Gee Patridge, Wayne Kelly and BankPlus employees regarding
the transactions referenced in this paragraph.

Response to Request for Production No. 17:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested. She has also produced the S.E.C.
depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge,
Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 18:
The Receiver alleges that “Kelly continued to make regular

visits to BankPlus’s Jackson headquarters to drop off and pick up
that investor’s paperwork at least through December 2016, and
possibly after.” Am. Compl. ¶72. Please produce any documents
related to Wayne Kelly’s visits to BankPlus referenced in this
paragraph.
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Response to Request for Production No. 18:
The Receiver has produced the records and internal emails

she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar Adams’s and Wayne
Kelly’s emails, which contain the information requested. She has
also produced the S.E.C. depositions of BankPlus employees,
including Gee Gee Patridge, Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 19:
Please produce any communications between Gee Gee

Patridge and Wayne Kelly related to the Madison Timber Ponzi
scheme.

Response to Request for Production No. 19:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested. She has also produced the S.E.C.
depositions of BankPlus employees, including Gee Gee Patridge,
Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Production No. 20:
Please produce any communications between Gee Gee

Patridge and Stewart Patridge related to the Madison Timber Ponzi
scheme.

Response to Request for Production No. 20:
The Receiver objects to the request because Gee Gee

Patridge is best able to ascertain the information the request seeks.
The Receiver objects to the request as premature because the
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Receiver has not completed discovery in this action nor received
satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the request
seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records and
internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar Adams’s
and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which may contain the information
requested.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

strike the Receiver’s “premature” objection; order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement, by identifying specific documents, and rule that the references to non-specific

documents are non-responsive and null; and the Court rule that the Receiver’s statement that

Gee Gee Patridge is “best able to ascertain” the answer to the request, is non-responsive and

null.

Request for Production No. 21:
Please produce any communications between Gee Gee

Patridge and Lamar Adams related to the Madison Timber Ponzi
scheme.

Response to Request for Production No. 21:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Case 3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB   Document 417   Filed 08/22/22   Page 47 of 52



48

Request for Production No. 22:
Please produce any communications between Gee Gee

Patridge and investors or potential investors related to the Madison
Timber Ponzi scheme.

Response to Request for Production No. 22:
Gee Gee Patridge’s own emails contain the information the

request seeks. Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the records
and internal emails she obtained from BankPlus, and Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails, which contain the
information requested.

References to over 100,000+ documents are not responsive to the request. See

discussion under Interrogatory 3 above. Defense counsel respectfully requests that the Court

order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely supplement, by identifying specific documents,

and rule that the references to non-specific documents are non-responsive and null.

Request for Production No. 23:
Please produce any documents to support your allegation

that Gee Gee Patridge agreed to assist the Madison Timber Ponzi
scheme.

Response to Request for Production No. 23:
The  Receiver  objects  to  the  request  as  premature  because  the

Receiver has not completed discovery in this action nor received
satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests. The Receiver has
not deposed Gee Gee Patridge.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver has produced the records and internal emails she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails, as well as Lamar
Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails. The Receiver has also produced
the transcripts of the S.E.C.’s depositions of Gee Gee Patridge, Martin
Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000 documents are not responsive to the request. Defense

counsel respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement, by identifying specific documents; and the Court strike the Receiver’s

“premature” objection.
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Request for Production No. 24:
Please  produce  any  documents  showing  that  Gee  Gee

Patridge had actual knowledge of fraud when she allegedly agreed
to assist the Madison Timber Ponzi scheme.

Response to Request for Production No. 24:
The Receiver objects to the request as premature because

the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action nor
received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests. The
Receiver has not deposed Gee Gee Patridge.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver has produced the records and internal emails she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails, as well as
Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails. The Receiver has also
produced the transcripts of the S.E.C.’s depositions of Gee Gee
Patridge, Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000 documents are not responsive to the request. Defense

counsel respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement, by identifying specific documents; and the Court strike the Receiver’s

“premature” objection.

Request for Production No. 25:
Please produce any documents showing an alleged overt act

by Gee Gee Patridge in furtherance of an alleged conspiracy.

Response to Request for Production No. 25:
The Receiver objects to the request as premature because

the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action nor
received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests. The
Receiver has not deposed Gee Gee Patridge.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver has produced the records and internal emails she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails, as well as
Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails. The Receiver has also
produced the transcripts of the S.E.C.’s depositions of Gee Gee
Patridge, Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000 documents are not responsive to the request. Defense

counsel respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely
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supplement, by identifying specific documents; and the Court strike the Receiver’s “premature”

objection.

Request for Production No. 26:
If you allege that Gee Gee Patridge “participated” in the

“course  of  action”  by  Lamar  Adams  and  Wayne  Kelly,  and  that
such “participation” constitutes a conspiracy, please produce any
documents to support alleged “participation” in the “course of
action” by Gee Gee Patridge.

Response to Request for Production No. 26:
The Receiver objects to the request as premature because

the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action nor
received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests. The
Receiver has not deposed Gee Gee Patridge.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver has produced the records and internal emails she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails, as well as
Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails. The Receiver has also
produced the transcripts of the S.E.C.’s depositions of Gee Gee
Patridge, Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000 documents are not responsive to the request. Defense

counsel respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement, by identifying specific documents; and that the Court strike the Receiver’s

“premature” objection.

Request for Production No. 27:
Please produce documents showing any alleged substantial

assistance by Gee Gee Patridge to support your allegation that Gee
Gee Patridge aided and abetted the Madison Timber Ponzi scheme.

Response to Request for Production No. 27:
The Receiver objects to the request as premature because

the Receiver has not completed discovery in this action nor
received satisfactory responses to her own discovery requests. The
Receiver has not deposed Gee Gee Patridge.

Without waiving her objections, the Receiver answers: The
Receiver has produced the records and internal emails she obtained
from BankPlus, including Gee Gee Patridge’s emails, as well as
Lamar Adams’s and Wayne Kelly’s emails. The Receiver has also
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produced the transcripts of the S.E.C.’s depositions of Gee Gee
Patridge, Martin Murphree, and Jason Cowgill.

References to over 100,000 documents are not responsive to the request. Defense

counsel respectfully requests that the Court order the Receiver to fully respond, and timely

supplement, by identifying specific documents; and that the Court strike the Receiver’s

“premature” objection.

Respectfully submitted this, the 22nd day of August, 2022.

GEE GEE PATRIDGE

  /s/ Laura W. Givens
LAURA W. GIVENS

OF COUNSEL:

ROBERT P. THOMPSON, MSB #8188
LAURA W. GIVENS, MSB. #104189
McAngus, Goudelock and Courie, LLC
P. O. Box 2955 (39158)
1020 Highland Colony Parkway, Suite 706
Ridgeland, Mississippi 39157
(601) 427-7511
(601) 510-9525 (Fax)
bobby.thompson@mgclaw.com
laura.givens@mgclaw.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing document was electronically filed with the

Clerk  of  Court  using  the  ECF  system  which  sent  notifications  of  service  to  all  counsel  of

record.

This the 22nd day of August, 2022.

  /s/ Laura W. Givens
LAURA W. GIVENS
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI

NORTHERN DIVISION

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

Plaintiff,

vs.

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

 Defendants.

CIVIL ACTION NO.
3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB

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

Hon. Carlton W. Reeves, District Judge

Oral Argument Requested

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:

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: the Receiver

__ __ 4. The parties agree that replies and rebuttals to the motion will be submitted to

the magistrate judge in accordance with the time limitations stated in the Case Management

Order [Doc. 7].
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This the 22nd day of August 2022.

/s/ Kaja Elmer
Signature of Plaintiff’s Attorney
Kaja Elmer, LAB #35568

/s/ Laura W. Givens
Signature of Defendant’s Attorney
Laura W. Givens, MSB #104189
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