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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 

NORTHERN DIVISION 
 

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

 

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

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

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

  
 
 

              
 

Trustmark National Bank’s Motion to Extend Phase I Discovery Deadline 
 and for Status Conference  

 
              

 
Defendant Trustmark National Bank (“Trustmark”) moves the Court to extend the current 

Phase I discovery period in this case and to set a status conference to review the current status of 

Phase I discovery, as follows: 

1. By Case Management Order dated January 31, 2022 [Doc 7], this Court 

implemented phased discovery for these consolidated cases.  The Court specified that Phase I 

would consist of “Initial Disclosures, Written Discovery (Interrogatories, Requests for 

Production, and Requests for Admissions) and related Discovery Motions, and Subpoenas Duces 

Tecum (and other requests seeking documents from non-parties, including government officials 
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and entities) and related motions.”  The Court set the Phase I discovery deadline as August 31, 

2022. 

2. The Court also identified Phases II and III and generally described what activities 

those two additional phases would encompass. The Court did not set any deadlines for those later 

phases.  

3. Defendants have been diligently engaged in propounding and responding to 

written discovery, but despite their efforts, have been unable to complete all necessary written 

discovery within the original schedule.    The reasons for that are varied and best illustrated 

through examples of some of the written discovery that remains underway:   

 • Investor Subpoenas: Defendants filed a Notice of Intent to Serve Subpoenas on 

Investors [Doc 79] on February 28, 2022.  The Receiver objected to such subpoenas [Doc 83] 

and Defendants responded to that Objection [Doc 100-104].  The Court has not yet ruled on that 

objection.  Judge Ball has taken those questions under advisement pending a ruling from Judge 

Reeves on the Receiver’s appeal of Judge Ball’s order compelling certain investor discovery in 

one of the consolidated cases [Civil Action No. 3:19-cv-364-CWR-FKB, Docs 321, 323, 326].1 

Judge Reeves issued that ruling only 2 weeks ago on August 15, 2022 [Doc 338]. As a result, the 

scope of the investor subpoenas to be permitted remains open and the subpoenas have not been 

issued. 

• Discovery from Government Agencies: Numerous Defendants in the various 

consolidated cases served Touhy requests and subpoenas on the agencies of the United States and 

 
1 These cases were consolidated for discovery in February 2022.  This dispute between the Receiver and the 
Defendants in Civil Action No. 3:19-cv-364-CWR-FKB (“TUPPS Case”), one of the four consolidated cases, about 
this specific investor discovery (post-receivership communications between Receiver and investors) began before 
consolidation and was addressed solely in the stand-alone TUPPS Case, rather than in this consolidated action.   
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Mississippi.2 Each government agency refused to produce the requested material citing various 

objections and privileges.  Trustmark is evaluating avenues for seeking review of the agencies’ 

rejections of the subpoenas and Touhy requests.  The procedural aspects of this review are 

arduous.  Defendants further believe that the Receiver has the ability to request, obtain and 

produce some of the material the agencies refuse to produce to Defendants. Defendants 

themselves are prohibited by various privileges and regulations from disclosing the material even 

if it is already in their possession.  Defendants have asked the Receiver to assist them in 

obtaining this material from government agencies, but the Receiver has so far declined to do so. 

Those issues are pending before the Court on Trustmark’s and the Receiver’s motions to compel 

discovery [Docs 414 and 416]. Defendants need guidance from the Court on what steps should 

next be taken (with or without the Receiver’s cooperation and participation) to compel the 

government agencies to produce the requested material.  

• Discovery Responses from the Receiver – Some Defendants do not believe that 

the Receiver has adequately responded to the interrogatories, request for production and requests 

for admissions they have propounded.  At least three Defendants have filed motions to compel 

[Docs 411, 414, 417] and briefing has not yet been completed on those motions.  Additional 

similar motions from other Defendants are likely.3  The Court will need time to consider those 

motions, and then the parties will need time to respond accordingly to the Court’s rulings.  

 
2 Requests were sent to: A) Federal Bureau of Investigation; B)  Federal Financial Crimes Enforcement Network 
(“FinCEN”); C)  Internal Revenue Service; D)  Securities and Exchange Commission; E)  United States Secret 
Service; F)  Assistant United States Attorney David Fulcher; G)  United States Attorney, Southern District of 
Mississippi; H)  United States Postal Inspection Service; I)  United States Postal Service Office of Inspector 
General; J)  Mississippi Department of Banking and Consumer Finance; K)  Mississippi Secretary of State 
See, for example, Trustmark’s Notices of Intent to Serve Subpoenas [Doc 105-11]. 
3 Further, the motions to compel on file have involved the initial sets of written discovery propounded by various 
defendants.  In June 2022, various parties propounded additional sets of written discovery to the Receiver which 
may generate additional motions to compel that need to be resolved before Phase II discovery begins. 
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• Discovery Responses to the Receiver –Trustmark continues to evaluate requests 

and demands from the Receiver for amended or supplemental discovery responses.  Trustmark is 

still in the process of reviewing and producing documents – a process which is time consuming 

due to the volume of documents requested and the review and redaction process that must be 

undertaken before production can be made. Further, the Receiver takes issue with some 

Defendants’ discovery responses and production of documents which has led to the filing of one 

motion to compel already [Doc 416].  Additional such motions may be forthcoming.4  The Court 

will need time to consider those motions, and then the parties will need time to respond 

accordingly to the Court’s rulings. 

4. Because written discovery is incomplete for good faith, legitimate reasons, 

Trustmark requests that the current Phase I discovery period be extended.  In order to determine 

the proper extension, Trustmark requests that the Court hold an in-person status conference to 

review and discuss the discovery issues listed above, and other outstanding discovery issues that 

exist, but are not fully described herein.  

5. In light of the nature of this motion, which relates to a procedural aspect of the 

case management order and seeks the participation of all parties to review the same with the 

Court, to avoid redundancy, Trustmark requests to be excused from the ordinary requirement that 

this motion be accompanied by a separate memorandum of authorities as provided by this 

Court’s Local Rule 7(b)(4).   

 
4 Further the motions to compel on file have involved the initial sets of written discovery propounded by various 
parties.  In June 2022, the Receiver propounded second and third sets of written discovery to Defendants which may 
also generate motions to compel that need to be resolved before Phase II discovery begins.  The Receiver continued 
to propound additional interrogatories and requests for production [Docs 379, 380] as late as August 2, 2022, despite 
the Court’s June 17, 2022, cut-off date for written discovery.  That discovery has not yet even been answered. 
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WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Trustmark requests that the Phase I 

discovery period be extended and that the Court convene an in-person status conference to 

review the status of Phase I discovery efforts and determine a proper extended deadline  

Respectfully submitted, this the 30th day of August, 2022.  

      
Trustmark National Bank 

 
       
By: /s/ Stephanie M. Rippee   
      Stephanie M. Rippee 

 

OF COUNSEL: 

WATKINS & EAGER PLLC 
William F. Ray (MSB No. 4654) 
Paul H. Stephenson, III (MSB No. 7864) 
Stephanie M. Rippee (MSB No. 8998) 
James M. Tyrone (MSB No. 102381) 
400 East Capitol Street 
Jackson, Mississippi 39201 
Post Office Box 650 
Jackson, Mississippi 39205 
Telephone: (601) 965-1900 
Facsimile: (601) 965-1901 
Email: wray@watkinseager.com 
 pstephenson@watkinseager.com 
 srippee@watkinseager.com 
 mtyrone@watkinseager.com 
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