
 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MISSISSIPPI 
NORTHERN DIVISION 

 
 

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

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

Defendants. 

Case No. 3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB 
 
Arising out of Case No. 3:18-cv-252, 
Securities and Exchange Commission v. 
Arthur Lamar Adams and Madison 
Timber Properties, LLC 
 
 
 
Case No. 3:19-cv-941-CWR-FKB 
 

 

RECEIVER’S OPPOSITION TO TRUSTMARK’S  
MOTION TO COMPEL  

 
Alysson Mills, in her capacity as Receiver for Arthur Lamar Adams and Madison Timber 

Properties, Inc., respectfully submits this opposition Trustmark National Bank’s motion to compel. 

[Doc. 411].1 

 
1 Defendants BankPlus [418]; The UPS Store, Inc. [419]; RiverHills Bank [420]; the Rawlings & MacInnis parties 
[421]; the Herring Ventures, LLC parties [422]; and Jason Cowgill [431] joined Trustmark’s motion. Herring 
Ventures, LLC’s and Cowgill’s joinders were untimely. 

The joinders incorporate and adopt Trustmark’s arguments without specifying which of the Receiver’s responses to 
the joining defendant’s discovery requests are challenged. The UPS Store, Inc., RiverHills Bank, the Rawlings & 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The Receiver has not refused to explain why she sued Trustmark. Her complaint is detailed, 

and every factual allegation has a source document, which in most instances came from Trustmark 

itself. 

The Receiver’s theory of the case is also no secret. She has alleged, among other things, 

that Trustmark’s relationship with Lamar Adams was unique. Adams was close friends with 

Bennie Butts and Jud Watkins, his primary bankers at Trustmark; Trustmark’s banking 

relationship and Bennie Butts and Adams’s personal relationship were one and the same. Because 

of this relationship, Trustmark for years facilitated the transactions on which Madison Timber and 

Lamar Adams relied notwithstanding all the indicia that Madison Timber was a fraud. 

Trustmark suggests that, because it eventually asked Adams to close his Trustmark 

accounts, it is “innocent.” It says “[t]o be clear, all of the ‘damages’ claims by Plaintiff accrued 

after Trustmark terminated Adams/Madison Timber’s accounts and reported its suspicions to the 

FBI.” [Doc. 415 at 4]. But from the Receiver’s perspective, there is no Madison Timber Ponzi 

scheme without Trustmark National Bank.  

Trustmark’s motion to compel relitigates its motion to dismiss, which was denied.2 Suffice 

it to say, there is precedent for each of the Receiver’s claims and for the Receiver’s standing to 

bring them. Those issues are not before the Court here.  

The only issue before the Court here is whether the Receiver has properly responded to 

Trustmark’s discovery requests. The Receiver’s discovery responses, like her complaint, are 

detailed. They provide narrative responses and point Trustmark to specific pages of its own records 

 
MacInnis parties, the Herring Ventures, LLC parties, and Jason Cowgill curiously join Trustmark’s motion despite 
there being no live discovery dispute between them and the Receiver.  
2 Doc. 67, Mills v. Trustmark Nat’l Bank, et al., No. 3:19-cv-941 (S.D. Miss.). 
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that support each of the complaint’s allegations. The Receiver has also given Trustmark 

substantially all documents she has received from any source. She has supplemented many of her 

written responses in an effort to narrow the issues raised in Trustmark’s 142-page draft motion to 

compel. Nonetheless, Trustmark wants to litigate nearly every one of her responses, and in doing 

so, re-litigate the basis of the Receiver’s claims. The Court should decline the invitation. 

ARGUMENT 

1. The Receiver stands in a unique position as it relates to discovery.  
 
Trustmark says a receiver has “no greater right” than the receivership entity in whose shoes 

she stands and concludes that “discovery must therefore be allowed to the full extent it would have 

been allowed against Adams/Madison Timber.” [Doc. 415 at 4]. It is true that the Receiver stands 

in Adams’s and Madison Timber’s shoes for the purpose of “pursu[ing] the corporation’s claims 

for the benefit not of the wrongdoers but of innocent investors” and that she has no “greater right” 

than Adams or Madison Timber to bring those claims. See Zacarias v. Stanford Int’l Bank, Ltd., 

945 F.3d 883, 896 (5th Cir. 2019). 

The Receiver does not seek to “avoid or limit” her discovery obligations, as Trustmark 

suggests. But she stands in a unique position as it relates to discovery. The Receiver necessarily 

comes to a case after-the-fact. She (unlike Trustmark) has no independent personal knowledge of 

the underlying facts beyond what she can glean from the documents of those involved. Bell for 

Rex Venture Group, LLC v. Kaplan, No. 3:14-CV-352, 2017 WL 9802760, at *1 (W.D.N.C. Sept. 

8, 2017) (“[A receiver] has no independent personal knowledge of the factual basis for the claims 

against the Defendant. He had no knowledge or involvement with [the receivership entity] prior to 

his appointment as the Receiver. Indeed, he has no knowledge of the facts underlying claims 
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against Defendant beyond what he has learned in the documents already provided to Defendant in 

discovery and communicated to Defendant via interrogatories.”).3  

The Receiver was not present when Lamar Adams was running the Madison Timber Ponzi 

scheme. She was not privy to the conversations between Adams and Trustmark employees and 

affiliates. Her complaint against Trustmark necessarily is based on documents she received post-

appointment.  

The Receiver’s discovery responses properly are based on the records available to her and 

her knowledge at this time, before she has been allowed to conduct depositions. She has responded 

to Trustmark’s requests as required by the federal rules. Consistent with her obligations, the 

Receiver has provided to Trustmark the same information that it could have obtained from Adams 

and Madison Timber.  

2. The Receiver’s complaint, and her discovery responses, are detailed. 
 

Trustmark says the Receiver’s complaint is “short on details,” “rel[ies] on false 

allegations,” “reeks of speculation and unsupported conclusions,” and is the result of “over-

confident guesswork.” [Doc. 415 at 8; 414-1 at 12, 25, 39]. Trustmark says the Receiver has “no 

evidence” to support her claims, and that Trustmark cannot possibly know “what claims it is 

defending and what witnesses are needed.” [Doc. 415 at 21]. Trustmark cannot really believe that 

the Receiver merely made generic allegations, hoping something would stick, with the plan “to 

make her case fit the facts.” Trustmark knows that every allegation in the Receiver’s complaint is 

supported by Trustmark’s own records. The Court has already said that “the complaint is rife with 

 
3 Although Kaplan involved a motion for protective order to quash a receiver’s deposition, the court’s analysis of the 
limits of a receiver’s knowledge is equally applicable here. 
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allegations of [Trustmark] failing to use ordinary care as to their customers and non-customers” 

and that its allegations state the Receiver’s claims.4 Trustmark cannot re-litigate that here. 

Nonetheless, Trustmark says it is “innocent” and feigns ignorance as to what duty it owed 

and how it breached that duty. [See, e.g., Doc. 414-1 at 34]. Mississippi law provides the basis for 

Trustmark’s duties.5 The Receiver’s discovery requests, like her complaint, are clear on how 

Trustmark breached those duties. They specifically set forth, among others, the following facts 

based on what the Receiver knows from Trustmark’s records to date6: 

• Adams’s primary bankers at Trustmark were Bennie Butts and Jud Watkins, with whom Adams was 
friends. Adams, Butts, and Watkins often socialized together (often Trustmark’s “treat”), and expanded 
each other’s business and social networks by introducing each other to their personal business partners 
and friends. [See, e.g., MTR_00352118; MTR_00352386; MTR_00351226; MTR_00351134; 
MTR_00352131]. Bennie Butts’s Trustmark emails show that Trustmark’s banking relationship and 
Bennie Butts and Adams’s personal relationship were one and the same. That relationship was 
uniquely close and went well beyond an ordinary banking relationship. [See, e.g., TNB-MT2-1403 – 
1835 (Bennie Butts’s emails)].  

• Trustmark also provided Adams financing for his separate “deals”; Adams called Trustmark his 
“comfort zone.” [MTR_ 00352182]. 

• Madison Timber’s Trustmark bank statements show that, from 2009 until 2016, on the first and 
fifteenth of every month, Trustmark could see hundreds of transactions and millions of dollars flow 
into, then out of, the account. The money in Madison Timber’s account came from and went back to 
the same people. Trustmark was in a uniquely advantageous position to see the indicia of Madison 
Timber’s fraud. [MTR_00237670 - MTR_00259537]. 

• Adams made suspiciously large cash deposits into Madison Timber’s account, and would first contact 
Bennie Butts or Jud Watkins so that they could alert branch office managers who otherwise would 
view the deposits as suspicious. [See, e.g., MTR_ 00352515, MTR_ 00352537, MTR_ 00352552, 
MTR_ 00351229, MTR_ 00352761, MTR_ 00352809]. 

 
4 See Docs. 67 at 15, Mills v. Trustmark Nat’l Bank, et al., No. 3:19-cv-941 (S.D. Miss.); see also id. (“The allegations 
set forth a textbook example of defendants who display a reckless indifference to consequences without exertion of 
any substantial effort to avoid them.”) (internal citation and quotation marks omitted). 
5 See, e.g., MISS. CODE ANN. § 75-3-103(a)(9) (Banks have a duty of ordinary care, which is defined as “observance 
of reasonable commercial standards, prevailing in the area in which the person is located, with respect to the business 
in which the person is engaged.”); see also Delta Chem. & Petroleum, Inc. v. Citizens Bank of Byhalia, Miss., 790 So. 
2d 862 (Miss. Ct. App. 2001) (considering whether bank was negligent for failing to apply “reasonable commercial 
standards”). In Mississippi, “a bank may owe such a duty to a non-customer where a fiduciary relationship exists 
between the customer and the noncustomer, the bank knows or ought to know of the fiduciary relationship, and the 
bank has actual knowledge of its customer’s misappropriation.” Mills v. Trustmark Nat’l Bank, et al., No. 3:19-cv-
931, 2021 WL 785328, at *7 (S.D. Miss.) (quoting Midwest Feeders, Inc. v. Bank of Franklin, 886 F.3d 507, 519 (5th 
Cir. 2018)).  
6 These facts and others make up the Receiver’s response to Interrogatory No. 1, which she incorporates into many 
other of Trustmark’s requests. 
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• Trustmark waived Madison Timber’s overdraft fees and instead Jud Watkins suggested that Trustmark 
extend to Adams a revolving line of credit to cover the frequent overages. [See, e.g., MTR_ 00351133, 
MTR_ 00351224, MTR_ 00351225, MTR_ 00351228, MTR_ 00351269, MTR_ 00352681, MTR_ 
00352688, MTR_ 00352760, MTR_ 00352774, MTR_ 00352835, MTR_ 00352837, MTR_ 00352839, 
MTR_ 00352853, MTR_ 00352563, MTR_ 00351977]. Jud Watkins even defended Madison Timber’s 
overdraws, and instead proposed that Trustmark extend Adams a $100 million line of credit. [MTR_ 
00351151]. Barney Daly, who today is Trustmark’s president for Madison County, told Watkins “I like 
the line of credit idea.” [MTR_ 00351151]. 

• Trustmark also allowed Adams to “advance” large sums of money off his home equity line of credit 
with Trustmark to be deposited into Madison Timber’s account. [See, e.g., MTR_00364386, 
MTR_00364387]. 

• As early as 2013, Trustmark employees noted that Madison Timber’s account was suspicious. [MTR_ 
00351186]. By June 2014, Wanda Moncrief, Trustmark’s BSA/AML (Bank Secrecy Act/Anti-Money 
Laundering) Officer, had observed that Adams’s explanations of his monthly payments to Wayne 
Kelly “do not make sense in relation to the business. . . .” [MTR_ 00351186]. Moncrief reached out to 
Butts, saying “I know that you know this customer and his business well.” [MTR_ 00351186]. Bennie 
Butts and Jud Watkins joked about the situation: “If anybody can have Wanda eating out of his hand it 
might be Lamar.” [MTR_ 00351218]. Trustmark did not close Madison Timber’s accounts at that time 
and instead continued facilitating the transactions that were indispensable to the Madison Timber 
Ponzi scheme. [See MTR_00349328 – MTR_00353261]. 

• Not until October 2016 did Trustmark encourage Adams to move Madison Timber’s business to 
another bank, but then Trustmark extended Adams’s personal line of credit by an additional 30 days to 
make the transition easier for Adams. [MTR_ 00351441; see generally MTR_00349328 – 
MTR_00353261; MTR_ 00363941 – MTR_00364390.4112]. 

 
The Receiver’s responses are express: “Through these actions, Trustmark and its employees 

breached their duty of care to Madison Timber,” “increased Madison Timber’s liabilities, and 

therefore the Receivership Estate’s liabilities to investors today.” [See, e.g., Doc. 414-1 at 6–7 

(Response to Interrogatory No. 1)]. 

The Receiver’s complaint detailed Trustmark’s relationship with Adams and involvement 

with Madison Timber. That is not enough for Trustmark. Trustmark complains that the Receiver 

does not tell Trustmark “exactly what” it “should have done differently” and how it “supposedly 

caused any damages.” [See, e.g., Doc. 415 at 5]. Trustmark points to no authority for the 

proposition that the Receiver must tell it “exactly what it should have done differently.” Doing so 

forces the Receiver “to try [her] case in the context of a response to interrogatories,” which she is 

not required to do. U.S. ex rel. Stewart v. Louisiana Clinic, No. CIV.A. 99-1767, 2003 WL 

21283944, at *6 (E.D. La. June 4, 2003); see also Goldstein v. Berman, No. CIV. WDQ-12-2507, 
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2013 WL 1663177, at *3 (D. Md. Apr. 15, 2013) (“it is reasonable to ask Plaintiff to provide, in 

general, an explanation of the acts that he believes Defendants should have taken” but not the 

“specific dates that such actions should have been taken and the anticipated results of those actions, 

because those subjects are proper for expert testimony”); 8B Wright & Miller, Fed. Prac. & Proc. 

§ 2174 (“As a general rule a party in answering interrogatories must furnish information that is 

available to it and that can be given without undue labor and expense. But a party cannot ordinarily 

be forced to prepare its opponent’s case.”). 

The Receiver’s discovery responses comply with her obligations under the federal rules. 

3. Trustmark has everything it needs, and more. 
 
Trustmark seems to think that it is entitled to every document having anything even 

tangentially to do with Madison Timber. Rule 26 may be broadly construed, but it is not limitless. 

Oppenheimer Fund, Inc. v. Sanders, 437 U.S. 340, 351 (1978) (“[D]iscovery, like all matters of 

procedure, has ultimate and necessary boundaries.”); Sandres v. Louisiana Div. of Admin., No. 08-

cv-145, 2009 WL 2615819, at *1 (M.D. La. Aug. 25, 2009) (“Although discovery is broad, it is 

not limitless.”); see also Hopkins v. Sumrall Holdings, Inc., No. 1:19-cv-418, 2020 WL 1698353, 

at *2 (S.D. Miss. Mar. 18, 2020) (quoting Barnes v. Tumlinson, 597 Fed. App’x 798, 799 (5th Cir. 

2015)) (“Indeed, discovery is not a license for the parties to ‘go fishing’ and is limited to 

information that is relevant to any party’s claim or defense.”) (internal quotation marks and 

alterations omitted). “[T]he scope of discovery is as follows: Parties may obtain discovery 

regarding any nonprivileged matter that is relevant to any party’s claim or defense.” Fed. R. Civ. 

P. 26(b)(1). Nevertheless, Trustmark has everything it needs, and more. 

Trustmark’s own records support the allegations of the Receiver’s complaint. Trustmark 

of course has access to its own records, but it also has access to the Madison Timber virtual data 

Case 3:22-cv-00036-CWR-FKB   Document 447-1   Filed 09/07/22   Page 7 of 50



room, which houses all of Madison Timber’s records that the Receiver has obtained—documents 

that the Receiver obtained from the FBI; Madison Timber’s Quickbooks files that the Receiver 

obtained from Madison Timber’s CPA; records that the Receiver obtained from third parties, 

including Madison Timber’s recruiters, banks, and law firms; records that the Receiver obtained 

from any defendant either pre-litigation or during discovery; and an accounting of the Receivership 

Estate’s damages, along with its underlying documents. 

Because of the volume of documents, the Receiver expended significant effort to organize 

the virtual data room clearly. She created a folder structure organized by custodian. All documents 

are Bates numbered, and the Bates range of each custodian’s production is readily apparent. 

Attached as Exhibit A is a screenshot of the virtual data room’s folder structure. The Receiver has 

also provided all defendants with an index of the data room’s contents, and when she adds 

documents, she sends a memorandum to that effect. See, e.g., Exhibits B (July 23, 2021 letter from 

the Receiver to all defense counsel), C (example of recent memorandum to all defendants). When 

she had them, she produced documents in native format. 

The Receiver has told Trustmark (and all defendants) that she has produced, with few 

exceptions, documents she has obtained from any source, whether they are relevant to Trustmark 

or not.7 Trustmark knows this and the Court knows this.  

Trustmark complains that the Receiver’s written discovery responses are improper because 

she “has not stated that she has produced the requested documents, and she has not organized or 

identified particular documents to correspond to the categories in the request, as required by Fed. 

 
7 The Receiver has not produced the records she obtained from Brent Alexander and Jon Seawright, but will do so 
once their criminal proceedings conclude. Otherwise, the Receiver has not produced her post-appointment 
communications with individual investors. The Court recently ruled “[d]iscovery of postappointment communications 
between the Receiver and investor-victims, however, will shed no light on the claims or defenses between the actual 
parties. We should move on.” Doc. 338 at 3, Mills v. The UPS Store, Inc., No. 3:19-cv-364 (S.D. Miss.). 
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R. Civ. P. [3]4(b)(2)(E)(i).” [see, e.g., Doc. 414-1 at 37, 38, 42, 43, 44]. As required by Rule 34, 

the Receiver’s written responses to Trustmark’s requests for production list the categories of 

responsive documents she has produced and state that she is not withholding responsive 

documents.  

4. The Receiver cannot demand documents from the government. 
 

Trustmark contends the Receiver has a duty to request of federal agencies copies of any 

suspicious activity reports (“SARs”) relating to Madison Timber filed by any banks, including 

Trustmark. 

Trustmark insists that the Receiver do what no one else in the entire world can do. 

Trustmark admits that it tried to obtain the same information, and every federal agency already 

said no. This is because under the Bank Secrecy Act (“BSA”), 31 U.S.C. § 5311 et seq., a SAR is 

strictly confidential: “A SAR, and any information that would reveal the existence of a SAR, are 

confidential and shall not be disclosed. . . . No bank, and no director, officer, employee, or agent 

of any bank, shall disclose a SAR or any information that would reveal the existence of a SAR.” 

31 C.F.R. § 1020.320(e), (1); see also 31 U.S.C. § 5318(g)(2)(a). The same prohibition extends to 

federal authorities and their agents. 31 C.F.R. § 1020.320(e), (2).  

Trustmark contends that, so long as any SARs remain confidential, the Receiver can take 

advantage of the situation by telling only “half the story.” According to Trustmark, the Receiver 

“wants to argue that Trustmark reviewed the account (which it did), without any evidence about 

whether Trustmark took any action.” But that is not true. The evidence is that Trustmark did take 

action. Trustmark reviewed Madison Timber’s account for years (which is admitted) and, in 

October 2016, questioned Adams about the account’s activities and, after, instructed him to close 
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the account. Trustmark gave him 30 days and extended his personal line of credit to assist him 

with his transition to another bank. 

The question in this lawsuit is not whether Trustmark took action—it did. The question is 

whether the action that Trustmark took was reasonable.  

Trustmark’s fixation on making public the existence of any SAR that it might have filed 

suggests that Trustmark believes the existence of a SAR might operate to immunize it from 

liability. But SARs do not operate that way. The BSA immunizes a bank from liability arising 

from the act of filing a SAR; by shielding banks from claims of defamation and wrongful 

disclosure, it encourages banks to report suspicious activity.8 But the BSA does not, as Trustmark 

wants to believe, immunize a bank from its own separate acts or omissions—which, over time, 

might aid and abet a Ponzi scheme—merely because the bank might have filed a report. If SARs 

operated that way, then they would have the unintended consequence of discouraging banks from 

taking affirmative action in the face of obvious fraud, because they could always alter argue, as 

Trustmark wants to argue here, that they cannot be liable because they filed a SAR. (Not to 

mention, if SARs operated that way, they could not be confidential, because every bank defendant 

necessarily would use them in court.) 

Trustmark is not the first party to confront the BSA. More often, a bank such as Trustmark 

invokes the BSA to withhold documents in discovery. (Ironically, Trustmark has done that here, 

too.) In a related case, BankPlus invoked the BSA when it moved to strike portions of the 

 
8 31 U.S.C. § 5318(g)(3)(a) (“Any financial institution that makes a voluntary disclosure of any possible violation of 
law or regulation to a government agency or makes a disclosure pursuant to this subsection . . . shall not be liable to 
any person . . . for such disclosure or for any failure to provide notice of such disclosure to the person who is the 
subject of such disclosure or any other person identified in the disclosure . . . .”); 31 CFR 1020.320(f) (same); 12 
C.F.R. § 21.11(l) (same); 12 C.F.R. § 353.3(h) (same). See, e.g., Lee v. Bankers Tr. Co., 166 F.3d 540, 547 (2d Cir. 
1999) (“any statements made by Bankers Trust in an SAR cannot serve as the basis of a defamation claim by Lee 
because of the immunity provided by the safe harbor provision of the [BSA]”); Stoutt v. Banco Popular de Puerto 
Rico, 320 F.3d 26, 27 (1st Cir. 2003) (bank was immune from liability to the plaintiff, who was the subject of a SAR, 
for the plaintiff’s claims of malicious prosecution, unlawful arrest and incarceration, and defamation). 
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Receiver’s complaint against BankPlus because BankPlus contended they improperly alluded to 

BankPlus’s possible filing of a SAR. In response to that motion, the Receiver redacted her 

complaint.9 It all goes to show that whatever the Receiver does, a defendant tells her to do the 

opposite. For present purposes, the bottom line is the BSA says what it says: Federal agencies 

cannot disclose any SAR to Trustmark, to the Receiver, or to anyone—for any reason, including, 

expressly, “for use in a private legal proceeding.” 31 C.F.R. § 1020.320(e)(2). A SAR is a secret. 

Its existence benefits neither litigant. 

Trustmark cites no legal authority for the proposition that the Receiver is “uniquely able” 

to obtain any SARs from federal agencies. The only legal authority it cites is 17 C.F.R. § 240.24-

c-1(b)(6). That separate regulation generally authorizes the S.E.C. to share information with a 

receiver in an S.E.C. case “in its discretion and upon a showing that such information is needed.” 

It does not speak to, much less purport to qualify, the clear statutory prohibition on a SAR’s 

disclosure. 31 U.S.C. § 5318(g)(2)(a).  

Given the forgoing, it is a stretch, to put it politely, that the information Trustmark seeks is 

within the Receiver’s “possession, custody or control.” Trustmark points to the Receiver’s regular 

communications with federal agencies as support for the proposition that she can obtain whatever 

she wants if she only asks (effectively, that she can tell federal agencies what to do, 

notwithstanding the law). But when the Receiver has communicated with federal agencies such as 

the FBI, it has been to request, for instance, Adams’s personal computer or copies of Madison 

Timber’s own files. Such things belonged, in the first instance, to Adams and Madison Timber. 

No statute expressly prohibits such things’ disclosure, and the Receiver, in turn, has made such 

things available to all defendants.  

 
9 See Doc. 201, Mills v. BankPlus, et al., No. 19-cv-196 (S.D. Miss. June 29, 2022).  
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By contrast, contrary to Trustmark’s argument, the Receiver has no “legal right” to any 

SARs relating to Madison Timber. Any such SARs originated with the banks that filed them. A 

statute expressly prohibits their disclosure. The Receiver has never purported to demand of any 

federal agency any material which the law expressly prohibits it from disclosing. Such a demand 

would be especially inappropriate here, given that it would be for Trustmark’s benefit, and every 

federal agency already told Trustmark no.  

Trustmark’s argument reads well, but properly understood, it is fatally flawed from the get-

go: Trustmark asks the Court to tell the Receiver to tell federal agencies to do something that the 

law tells them they cannot do. The Court’s answer, necessarily, must be no. 

5. The Receiver’s five “general objections” are necessary. 

Trustmark asks the Court to strike the Receiver’s “general objections.” [Doc. 415 at 11]. 

At Trustmark’s insistence, the Receiver removed the majority of her general objections in her 

supplemental discovery responses. Those that remain are necessary because of issues Trustmark 

itself has raised. 

The Receiver’s first general objection is to discovery requests that seek information outside 

the Receiver’s possession, custody, or control. This objection would usually be unnecessary, but 

here, it responds to Trustmark’s statement in its discovery requests that documents in the 

Receiver’s possession, custody, or control include documents that the Receiver “can obtain . . . by 

requesting them from another person, such as a government agency or a Madison Timber 

investor.” As discussed above, the Receiver objects to the premise that documents are in her 

“control” merely because she, like Trustmark, may request them from the government (which, like 

it said to Trustmark, will say no). Otherwise, the Court has found that the Receiver’s post-
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appointment communications with individual investors are not discoverable. These issues 

implicate most, if not all, of Trustmark’s discovery requests, necessitating a general objection. 

The Receiver’s second general objection is that Trustmark has met or exceeded the limit 

of 50 interrogatories allowed by the Case Management Order, and that the Receiver reserves her 

right to object to additional interrogatories. The Case Management Order provides that “[e]ach 

defendant may serve no more than 50 interrogatories.” [Doc. 7 at 2]. Trustmark improperly 

“evade[s] the numerical limitation on interrogatories through the device of joining as ‘subparts’ 

questions that seek information about discrete separate subjects,” Moore v. Jackson Pub. Sch. 

Dist., No. 3:18-CV-817-CWR-FKB, 2021 WL 6804214, at *1 (S.D. Miss. Dec. 3, 2021) (Ball, 

M.J.) (alteration omitted) (quoting Advisory Committee Notes to Fed. R. Civ. P. 33(a)). This 

objection is necessary. 

The Receiver’s third general objection is, essentially, that the Receiver can answer 

Trustmark’s discovery requests only to the extent of her knowledge based on the documents 

presently available to her, as discussed above. This issue implicates most, if not all, of Trustmark’s 

discovery requests, necessitating a general objection. 

The Receiver’s fourth general objection is that the documents produced by the Receiver 

are subject to the Protective Order. That should be uncontroversial.  

The final objection simply says the Receiver will state specific objections to specific 

requests. Her responses do just that.  

The Receiver informed Trustmark that she was not withholding information based on her 

general objections. Trustmark chose to take up the Court’s time by fighting them anyway.  
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6. The Receiver responded to Trustmark’s requests with the information presently 
available to her; later discovery may reveal more. 

 
Trustmark complains that the Receiver objects to certain requests on the basis of 

prematurity, and accuses the Receiver of “hiding” behind a prematurity objection until she “figures 

out” the bases for her claims. [Doc. 415 at 21].10 Not true. The Receiver has nothing to hide, and 

Trustmark knows what the Receiver knows.  

If the Receiver’s discovery responses do not say more than what she says in her complaint, 

it because Trustmark has not produced much about its interactions with Madison Timber since the 

Receiver filed this lawsuit. In fact, Trustmark is withholding a wealth of documents related to its 

monitoring and investigation of Lamar Adams’s and Madison Timber’s accounts, which is 

currently the subject of the Receiver’s motion to compel. [Doc. 416]. 

Nonetheless, the Receiver heard the Court when it said that prematurity objections to 

contention interrogatories are usually improper. But many of Trustmark’s discovery requests do 

not just ask the Receiver what she contends. They ask her, for example, to provide a “specific 

explanation of every act or omission” that the Receiver contends was a breach of Trustmark’s duty 

(Interrogatory No. 1); to “identify and explain, with specificity, every item of evidence” supporting 

the complaint’s allegations (Interrogatory No. 2); to “state the name, address and telephone number 

of all persons believed to have knowledge of any discoverable matter” (Interrogatory No. 4); and 

to “explain, with specificity, exactly what actions you contend Trustmark could have and should 

have done” (Interrogatory No. 8). Trustmark’s requests are broad and go beyond true contention 

interrogatories. Velasquez v. Ion Solar, LLC, No. CV 20-277, 2020 WL 5604046, at *2 (D.N.M. 

Sept. 18, 2020) (quoting Lucero v. Valdez, 240 F.R.D. 591, 594 (D.N.M. 2007)) (quotation marks 

 
10 Trustmark asserts this argument with respect to Interrogatory Nos. 1, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 20, 22, 25. 
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omitted) (“Contention interrogatories, in turn, should not require a party to provide the equivalent 

of a narrative account of its case, including every evidentiary fact, details of testimony of 

supporting witnesses, and the contents of supporting documents.”); In & Out Welders, Inc. v. H & 

E Equip. Servs., Inc., No. 16-cv-86, 2018 WL 1370600, at *7 (M.D. La. Mar. 16, 2018) (quoting 

Linde v. Arab Bank, PLC, No. 04-2799, 2012 WL 957970 (E.D.N.Y. Mar. 21, 2012) (“Courts have 

‘tended toward a middle ground, requiring parties to explain the factual bases for their contentions 

by providing the material facts upon which they will rely, but not a detailed and exhaustive listing 

of all of the evidence that will be offered.’”); see also 8B Wright & Miller, Fed. Prac. & Proc. § 

2167 (3d ed.) (“Contention interrogatories may be held unduly broad if they ask in an 

undifferentiated way for ‘all’ facts or witnesses that support an opposing party’s case.”). 

When Trustmark has asked the Receiver to, for instance, state the basis for one of the 

complaint’s allegations, she responded by stating the facts known to her to date and by pointing 

Trustmark to the supporting documents (usually Trustmark’s own) by Bates number. But the 

Receiver’s knowledge only goes so far, as long as Trustmark continues to withhold documents and 

before she is able to conduct depositions. 8B Wright & Miller, Fed. Prac. & Proc. § 2167 (3d ed.) 

(“[Rule 33] itself provides that the court may order that an interrogatory relating to opinion or 

contentions need not be answered until after designated discovery has been completed or until a 

pretrial conference or other later time.”). For now, the Receiver knows only what she can glean 

from the documents that Trustmark has produced to her. See Jabil Inc. v. Essentium, Inc., No. 

8:19-CV-1567, 2020 WL 708140, at *3 (M.D. Fla. Feb. 12, 2020) (“[A] party cannot be compelled 

to provide information that it does not have in its possession, custody, or control.”). 

Even F.D.I.C. v Halpern, the case Trustmark cites, supports the Receiver’s position. In that 

case, the court required the receiver to answer the defendants’ interrogatories only to the extent it 
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could based on the documents in its possession. F.D.I.C. v Halpern, 271 F.R.D. 191, 198 (D. Nev. 

2010) (“The FDIC should therefore answer these interrogatories to the extent it can do so based 

on information contained in Bank records in its possession.”) (emphasis added). The Receiver’s 

responses have done that. The Receiver of course will abide by her obligation to supplement her 

discovery responses if she obtains additional information. 

7. The Receiver’s interrogatory responses properly apply Rule 33(d). 

Trustmark complains that the Receiver’s interrogatory responses improperly use the option 

to produce business records under Rule 33(d) and that her discovery responses require Trustmark 

to “attempt to guess” which documents support the Receiver’s allegations. [Doc. 415 at 22].11 

There is nothing for Trustmark to guess. The Receiver’s discovery responses cite by Bates number 

the documents (usually Trustmark’s own) that support the allegations of her complaint.  

The Receiver herself has no records other than those she obtained in connection with these 

cases, and she has produced those documents to everyone. If the Receiver’s responses cited to 

information beyond Madison Timber’s or Trustmark’s own records, it is because that information 

might contain additional responsive information that corroborates the Receiver’s allegations. In 

those instances, and as required by Rule 33(d), she identified the documents by Bates range and 

made them available in the virtual data room. 

 “Rule 33(d) gives the party on whom an interrogatory is served the option to make 

available its records from which an answer can be found in any case in which the burden of finding 

the answer is substantially the same for the party serving the interrogatory as for the party served.” 

20 Wright & Miller, Fed. Prac. & Proc. Deskbook § 92 (2d ed.). Trustmark says—without citing 

any legal authority—that “the burden is never the same when Plaintiff is asked to explain why she 

 
11 Trustmark asserts this argument with respect to Interrogatory Nos. 1, 5, 8, 10, 23, 24, 25. 
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sued Trustmark.” [Doc. 415 at 22]. Surely Trustmark does not suggest that the Receiver could 

more easily research Trustmark’s records than Trustmark itself.12 The same is true for records that 

are not Trustmark’s—the burden on the Receiver to research, for instance, Wayne Kelly’s emails 

is the same as Trustmark’s. See Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 33(d) (applying “if the burden of deriving or 

ascertaining the answer will be substantially the same for either party”). 

8. The Receiver’s objections based on work product are proper. 
 
Trustmark is entitled to propound contention interrogatories upon the Receiver to ascertain 

the facts that underly her claims. The Receiver agrees that the work product doctrine does not 

apply to those facts, and the Receiver has identified the bases of her contentions in her discovery 

responses. 

Many of Trustmark’s requests, however, go too far. They do not just ask the Receiver to 

state the basis of her claims against Trustmark. Malibu Consulting Corp. v. Funair Corp., No. SA-

06-CA-0735 XR, 2007 WL 3995913, at *1 (W.D. Tex. Nov. 14, 2007) (“Contention 

interrogatories may properly ask for the facts that support an allegation or defense as well as the 

identities of knowledgeable persons and supporting documents for the facts supporting an 

allegation or defense.”). Instead they ask the Receiver to, for instance, “explain, with specificity, 

every item of evidence” (Interrogatory No. 2); “explain all evidence, including witness knowledge 

and documents” (Interrogatory No. 6); and “explain all evidence and information” (Interrogatory 

No. 7).13  

 
12 To the extent Trustmark would insist that the Receiver can more readily identify the information in Trustmark’s 
own records, the Receiver notes that Trustmark has wholly refused to produce ESI in native format with metadata, 
necessitating the Receiver filing a motion to compel. See Doc. 414. Of course, the absence of metadata made searching 
and reviewing Trustmark’s records much more difficult for the Receiver.  
13 See also Interrogatory Nos. 12, 13, 20 (“explain all evidence”); No. 19 (“explanation of all evidence”). 
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The Receiver interpreted these parts of Trustmark’s requests as going beyond true 

contention interrogatories and instead asking the Receiver to explain to Trustmark her and her 

counsel’s conclusions and impressions about the documents that Trustmark asked her to identify. 

She objected on that basis.  

In any event, the Receiver is not withholding information from Trustmark based on this 

objection.  

9. The Receiver’s responses to specific requests are proper. 
 
The Receiver’s responses to Trustmark’s interrogatories provide detailed narrative 

responses that state the bases for the complaint’s allegations as currently known to her and point 

Trustmark to the exact documents that support the allegations. She also referenced by Bates 

number additional documents that may contain responsive information. The Receiver’s responses 

fairly allow Trustmark to discover the bases for the Receiver’s allegations. 

The Receiver’s responses to Trustmark’s request for production are also proper. She has 

made all documents available to Trustmark in the virtual data room. They are indexed and Bates-

labeled by custodian. She has produced them as she received them. The Receiver’s written 

discovery responses point Trustmark to the categories of documents that contain or might contain 

responsive information, fulfilling her obligations under Rule 34. 

Trustmark remains unsatisfied. The arguments above address the bulk of Trustmark’s 

complaints about the Receiver’s discovery responses. The Receiver incorporates those arguments 

here and addresses additional issues with specific responses. Where interrogatories directly 

correspond with document requests and the issues necessarily overlap, the Receiver addresses 

them together. 
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Request for Admissions Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
 

Trustmark served five requests for admissions on the Receiver and objects to her responses 

to each one. Trustmark’s requests demand that the Receiver admit as fact that someone (Trustmark 

does not say who) notified the FBI of Madison Timber’s activities by a date certain. As the 

Receiver’s responses state, she has no independent knowledge that the FBI was notified that Lamar 

Adams was running the Madison Timber Ponzi scheme before Adams turned himself in or that 

Adams was being investigated by a federal grand jury in 2017.  

The Receiver made a reasonable inquiry into these requests by reviewing the documents 

she obtained from Trustmark and the FBI. Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 36(a)(4) (“The answering party may 

assert lack of knowledge or information as a reason for failing to admit or deny only if the party 

states that it has made reasonable inquiry and that the information it knows or can readily obtain 

is insufficient to enable it to admit or deny.”). Trustmark, however, says the Receiver’s inquiry is 

not “sufficient” because the Receiver did not demand that the FBI answer Trustmark’s questions. 

The federal rules do not require the Receiver to make such inquiry.  

The Receiver’s responses state that she has made a reasonable inquiry and the information 

known or available to her is insufficient to enable her to admit or deny the requests. This is 

sufficient under Rule 36. VeroBlue Farms USA Inc. v. Wulf, No. 3:19-CV-764-X, 2021 WL 

5176839, at *20 (N.D. Tex. Nov. 8, 2021) (“[W]hen an answering party asserts lack of knowledge 

or information as a reason for failing to admit or deny, and states that it has made a reasonable 

inquiry and that the information known or readily available to it is insufficient to enable it to admit 

or deny, it has stated in sufficient detail why it cannot truthfully admit or deny the matter. . 

. . And nothing in Rule 36 requires an answering party to . . . further state in detail the efforts made 
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in conducting its reasonable inquiry.”) (emphasis added and internal citation and quotation marks 

omitted). The Receiver’s responses to Trustmark’s requests for admission are proper. 

Interrogatory Nos. 1, 2 – Trustmark’s “breaches of duty” 
Request for Production Nos. 3, 5  

 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to “provide a specific explanation of every act or omission by 

Trustmark that you contend was a breach of duty, and that you contend proximately caused any 

damages that you seek to recover” (Interrogatory No. 1) and to “produce every document and thing 

that you contend is evidence of any breach of duty by Trustmark (RFP No. 3). 

Relatedly, Trustmark asks the Receiver to “identify and explain, with specificity, every 

item of evidence supporting your assertion that ‘for years Trustmark suspected that Madison 

Timber was a Ponzi scheme but did nothing’” (Interrogatory No. 2) and to “produce every 

document and thing” supporting that assertion (RFP No. 5). 

 To start, Trustmark’s interrogatories are overbroad because they require the Receiver to 

explain “every act or omission” and, “with specificity, every item of evidence” supporting her 

allegations. See Wright & Miller § 2167 (“Contention interrogatories may be held unduly broad if 

they ask in an undifferentiated way for “all” facts or witnesses that support an opposing party’s 

case.”). 

 Interrogatory No. 1 also contains impermissible subparts. It asks the Receiver to (1) 

identify “every act or omission” that she contends was a breach of Trustmark’s duty; (2) identify 

“every act or omission” that she contends caused the Receivership Estate’s damages; (3) explain 

for “each alleged act or omission” “exactly what” Trustmark should have done differently; and (4) 

describe, for “each alleged act or omission,” “all evidence” that the act or omission caused 

damages.  
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Trustmark cannot “evade the numerical limitation on interrogatories through the device of 

joining as ‘subparts’ questions that seek information about discrete separate subjects,” Moore, 

2021 WL 6804214, at *1. This Court follow the “related question” approach to determining 

whether subparts of an interrogatory seek information about separate subjects. Id. (quoting 

Superior Sales West, Inc. v. Gonzalez, 335 F.R.D. 98, 104 (W.D. Tex. 2020)). “One articulation 

of the inquiry is that where one interrogatory can be separated into multiple questions, subparts 

that are logically or factually subsumed within and necessarily related to the primary question 

should not be treated as separate interrogatories.” Superior Sales West, Inc, 335 F.R.D. at 104. 

Here, Trustmark’s own recitation of Interrogatory No. 1 separates it into three distinct questions. 

[Doc. 414-1 at 3]. 

The Receiver’s response to Interrogatory No. 1 (which she incorporates into Interrogatory 

No. 2) provides a detailed narrative response with citations to specific documents that support her 

contentions based on the information available to her at the time. The Receiver uses Trustmark’s 

own records (and its employees’ own words) to describe Trustmark’s relationship with Adams and 

detail the numerous red flags apparent to Trustmark. See the Receiver’s discussion in Part 2, above, 

which she incorporates here. The Receiver’s response is clear: 

Through these actions, Trustmark and its employees breached their duty of care to 
Madison Timber. They breached their duty of care to Madison Timber with each 
instance that they ignored red flags: large and highly suspicious transfers of money; 
routine and large overdrafts; implausibly high and consistent guaranteed returns; 
no purchases of timber; and no money received from any mills. Trustmark’s own 
documents show that it and its employees, including Bennie Butts and Jud Watkins, 
had unique information from which they knew that Madison Timber was a fraud, 
but stayed silent, lending legitimacy and cover to Adams and Madison Timber 
while they collected fees for facilitating the Ponzi scheme.  
 
Trustmark enabled and sustained the Madison Timber Ponzi scheme by facilitating 
the financial transactions on which Madison Timber relied—payments to and from 
its investors; payments to and from its recruiters; and transfers, or “loans,” to and 
from Adams and Madison Timber that masked Madison Timber’s insolvency. 
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Trustmark’s actions increased Madison Timber’s liabilities, and therefore the 
Receivership Estate’s liabilities to investors today. 
 
That Trustmark says the Receiver “did not identify specific acts or omissions that she 

contends were breaches of duty that proximately caused damages” is puzzling. [Doc. 414-1 at 4]. 

The Receiver’s responses are “rife” with facts currently known to the Receiver upon which she 

contends Trustmark failed to use ordinary care as to their customers and non-customers.14 The 

Receiver’s responses to Interrogatory Nos. 1 and 2 are proper. 

The Receiver has produced the documents requested by Request for Production Nos. 3 and 

5, has organized and identified the documents that are or may be responsive to the requests, and is 

not withholding responsive information. 

Interrogatory No. 3 – Trustmark employees’ knowledge 
 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver whether she contends that any Trustmark employee had actual 

knowledge that Madison Timber was a fraud.  

 First, the Receiver need not prove actual knowledge for the purposes of her civil conspiracy 

or aiding and abetting claims. For the Receiver’s civil conspiracy claim, it is enough that Trustmark 

or its employees “agreed to and participated in [Adams’s] course of action.” Rex Distrib. Co., Inc. 

v. Anheuser-Busch, LLC, 271 So. 3d 445, 455 (Miss. 2019). For aiding and abetting, it is enough 

that Trustmark or its employees knew that Lamar Adams was the manager of Madison Timber, 

and therefore knew that Adams owed Madison Timber a fiduciary duty of care, and should have 

known through its facilitating financial transactions and in the face of indicia of fraud that Adams 

was breaching his duties to Madison Timber. 

 
14 See Docs. 67 at 15, Mills v. Trustmark Nat’l Bank, et al., No. 3:19-cv-941 (S.D. Miss.) (“The complaint is rife with 
allegations of [Trustmark] failing to use ordinary care as to their customers and non-customers.”). 
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Even so, the Receiver’s response (by incorporating her response to Interrogatory No. 1) 

details the acts and omissions of Trustmark and its employees presently known to the Receiver 

and states that “before she has been allowed to conduct any depositions, she can only infer the 

extent of any Trustmark employee’s knowledge based upon [Trustmark’s] documents and 

communications.” Wright & Miller § 2167 (“[Rule 33] itself provides that the court may order that 

an interrogatory relating to opinion or contentions need not be answered until after designated 

discovery has been completed or until a pretrial conference or other later time.”). 

Trustmark then seeks to dictate what it wants to see in the Receiver’s discovery response. 

[See Doc. 414-1 at 8]. The Receiver is not aware of any legal authority giving Trustmark the power 

to dictate the substance of the Receiver’s narrative interrogatory responses. Thomason v. Metro. 

Life Ins. Co., No. 3:14-CV-00086-P-BF, 2015 WL 1914557, at *3 (N.D. Tex. Apr. 27, 2015) (party 

“not entitled to dictate the contents of his adversary’s interrogatory answers”). Trustmark does not 

point to any. The Receiver’s interrogatory response is proper. 

Interrogatory No. 4 – “all persons believed to have knowledge of any discoverable 
matter” 

 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to identify “all persons believed to have knowledge of any 

discoverable matter with respect to the facts and allegations of your complaints or answers and 

defenses asserted by any party, and describe the subject matter and facts that you believe to be 

within that person’s knowledge.” 

 Trustmark’s interrogatory is overbroad. It seeks information about “all persons” “believed 

to have knowledge” of “any discoverable matter” not just with respect to the Receiver’s claims 

against Trustmark or Trustmark’s defenses, but of “the answers and defenses asserted by any 

party.” Because of the request’s overbreadth, it encompasses individuals who have may have 
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knowledge of Madison Timber that is not in any way relevant to the Receiver’s claim against 

Trustmark or Trustmark’s defenses.  

Trustmark seems to read Rule 26 to entitle it to information relevant to the defense of any 

defendant in any of the consolidated cases. It says such information is “important to the issues at 

stake in this case,” but does not identify what those issues are. [Doc. 414-1 at 9]. Trustmark is 

entitled to relevant information about the Receiver’s claims against it and its defenses to those 

claims. See Fed. R. Civ. Proc. 26. 

Nonetheless, the Receiver has provided to Trustmark in her initial disclosures the identities 

of those persons she believes have knowledge of discoverable information about Madison Timber 

generally and about each defendant specifically. Trustmark also has each of the consolidated 

defendant’s initial disclosures, which identify the individuals who they believe have discoverable 

information about their defenses.  

Interrogatory Nos. 5, 6 – allegations in the complaint’s paragraph 57 
 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to “identify and provide all facts and evidence regarding the 

actual value of Adams’ interest in each LLC, and information that was in Trustmark’s possession 

regarding the actual value of those interests” (Interrogatory No. 5) and to “identify and explain all 

evidence” supporting her contention that Trustmark would have known that independent appraisals 

of Adams’s LLCs’ assets would not have supported the values he provided (Interrogatory No. 6). 

 Trustmark’s requests for “all facts and evidence” is overbroad. Wright & Miller § 2167 

(“Contention interrogatories may be held unduly broad if they ask in an undifferentiated way for 

“all” facts or witnesses that support an opposing party’s case.”); Velasquez, 2020 WL 5604046, at 

*2 (“Contention interrogatories, in turn, should not require a party to provide the equivalent of a 
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narrative account of its case, including every evidentiary fact, details of testimony of supporting 

witnesses, and the contents of supporting documents.”). 

 The Receiver’s responses quote directly from Trustmark’s documents indicating Adams’s 

personal financial statement “dated 9/23/15 stated a net worth of $4.7MM on total assets of 

$8.1MM. Liquid assets of $512M are made up of cash and CVLI. All his non-liquid assets are 

mostly made of other real estate of $7.4MM.” In 2015, Trustmark was Adams’s primary personal 

bank, the primary bank he used for his various LLC’s land “deals,” and the only bank he used for 

Madison Timber for years. Trustmark necessarily had access to the real estate as part of those 

“deals.” The Receiver based her allegations on the documents that Trustmark has provided to her. 

Trustmark, however, has refused to produce its ESI, and many of the emails it has produced are 

missing attachments.  

The Receiver provided narrative responses to both interrogatories and pointed Trustmark 

to the specific documents (its own), by Bates number, that formed the basis of her allegation, as 

required by Rule 33. 

Interrogatory No. 7 – allegations in the complaint’s paragraph 57 
 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to “identify and explain all evidence” supporting her 

allegation that Madison Timber’s 13% return was better than other asset-backed investments. The 

Receiver provided a narrative response to the interrogatory, as required by Rule 33. That Trustmark 

might disagree with the Receiver’s allegation or explanation does not render the response 

improper. See James v. Lee, No. 16-cv-01592, 2020 WL 5203373, at *3 (S.D. Cal. Sept. 1, 2020) 

(“[The Receiver’s] response substantively addresses [Trustmark’s] interrogatory, and as [the 

Receiver] asserts, the fact that [Trustmark] may not agree with the response does not render it 

deficient.”). 
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Interrogatory Nos. 8, 9 – what Trustmark “should have done” 
 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to “explain, with specificity, exactly what actions you contend 

Trustmark could have and should have done to stop the fraud” (Interrogatory No. 8), including 

whether Trustmark should have reported its suspicions to law enforcement (Interrogatory No. 9). 

Trustmark says the Receiver’s responses are deficient because they do not tell Trustmark “exactly 

what Trustmark did wrong.”  

 Trustmark demands more of the Receiver than does Rule 33. The Receiver incorporates 

her argument in Part 2, above. 

 The Receiver’s response to Interrogatory No. 8 is express about what the Receiver contends 

Trustmark “could have and should have done to stop the fraud”: At any time after 2013 when 

Trustmark suspected that Madison Timber was a fraud, Trustmark could have ceased facilitating 

the financial transactions on which Madison Timber relied. It did not do so until October 2016. 

The Receiver’s response to Interrogatory No. 9 properly objects on many bases, but 

ultimately states that, based on the information available to her to date and until she is able to 

depose Trustmark’s employees, she cannot know what they knew such that she can fully answer 

the interrogatory. That is not a “hedge,” but a recognition that the Receiver cannot possibly know 

the exact date on which Trustmark should have reported Adams to government authorities and the 

“exact facts or information” that Trustmark should have reported based on the information 

currently available to her. See Areizaga v. ADW Corp., 314 F.R.D. 428, 437 (N.D. Tex. 2016) 

(citing 8B Wright & Miller, Fed. Prac. & Proc. § 2174 (3d ed. 2013) (“Plaintiff is not required to 

make an extensive investigation in responding to an interrogatory, but he must pull together a 

verified answer by reviewing all sources of responsive information reasonably available to him 

and providing the responsive, relevant facts reasonably available to him.”). Even then, she is 
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unlikely to ever be able to respond to the requests to Trustmark’s satisfaction. What Trustmark 

should have done and when is undoubtedly the subject of expert discovery. Goldstein, 2013 WL 

1663177, at *3 (“it is reasonable to ask Plaintiff to provide, in general, an explanation of the acts 

that he believes Defendants should have taken” but not the “specific dates that such actions should 

have been taken and the anticipated results of those actions, because those subjects are proper for 

expert testimony”). 

Interrogatory Nos. 10, 11, 35 – reports to government agencies 
Request for Production Nos. 7, 13 

 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver “when and how” 10 government agencies were notified about 

Madison Timber (Interrogatory No. 10); to identify SARs filed by anyone and describe their 

contents (Interrogatory No. 11); and to “explain in detail exactly how the Adams/Madison Timber 

scheme was uncovered and stopped” (Interrogatory No. 35). It also asks the Receiver to produce 

any SAR relating to Madison Timber (RFP No. 7) and “every report and communication about 

Madison Timber” provided to government entities before Madison Timber’s collapse (RFP No. 

13). 

 The Receiver has no personal knowledge of when various government agencies were 

notified about Madison Timber or “exactly how” Madison Timber was uncovered. She is 

prohibited by federal law from knowing whether banks filed SARs. What the Receiver knows is 

that Lamar Adams turned himself into the FBI on April 19, 2018. She otherwise must rely on the 

documents she has obtained since she was appointed. Kaplan, 2017 WL 9802760, at *1 (“[A 

receiver] has no independent personal knowledge of the factual basis for the claims against the 

Defendant. He had no knowledge or involvement with [the receivership entity] prior to his 

appointment as the Receiver. Indeed, he has no knowledge of the facts underlying claims against 

Defendant beyond what he has learned in the documents already provided to Defendant in 
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discovery and communicated to Defendant via interrogatories.”). How Madison Timber collapsed 

in 2018 does not change that Trustmark sustained it from 2009 until 2016. But she cannot tell 

Trustmark what she does not herself know based on the information made available to her to date. 

Jabil Inc., 2020 WL 708140, at *3 (“[A] party cannot be compelled to provide information that it 

does not have in its possession, custody, or control.”). 

 The Receiver does not have the documents Request for Production Nos. 7 or 13 seek, but 

nonetheless has produced any documents in her possession that she obtained from any of Madison 

Timber’s banks and from government agencies. 

 The Receiver incorporates her arguments in Part 4 above. 

Interrogatory Nos. 12, 13, 14, 15, 19, 20, 21, 22, 24 –support for the Receiver’s claims 
Request for Production Nos. 15, 22 

 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to “identify and explain all evidence” supporting her claims 

against Trustmark for civil conspiracy (Interrogatory Nos. 12–13), aiding and abetting 

(Interrogatory No. 15), negligence and negligent supervision (Interrogatory Nos. 19–20), and 

fraudulent transfer (Interrogatory Nos. 21–22), and her allegation that Trustmark committed actual 

fraud (Interrogatory Nos. 14, 25).  

 Trustmark’s interrogatories are overbroad because they ask the Receiver to “identify and 

explain all evidence” or to identify “each and every act” forming the basis her allegations. See 

Wright & Miller § 2167 (“Contention interrogatories may be held unduly broad if they ask in an 

undifferentiated way for ‘all’ facts or witnesses that support an opposing party’s case.”).  

Nonetheless, the Receiver responded to each interrogatory by detailing the facts upon 

which she bases her allegations known to date (by incorporating her response to Interrogatory No. 

1) and by pointing Trustmark to the specific documents (Trustmark’s own) that support those 

allegations, in compliance with Rule 33. That is enough for the federal rules, but it is not enough 
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for Trustmark. Wright & Miller § 2174 (“As a general rule a party in answering interrogatories 

must furnish information that is available to it and that can be given without undue labor and 

expense. But a party cannot ordinarily be forced to prepare its opponent’s case.”). Trustmark takes 

the position that it can dictate the content of the Receiver’s interrogatory responses, but the law 

does not give Trustmark that power. Thomason, 2015 WL 1914557, at *3 (party “not entitled 

to dictate the contents of his adversary’s interrogatory answers”). Each of the Receiver’s responses 

is proper under the federal rules. 

 The Receiver briefly addresses the requests related to each claim— 

 civil conspiracy (Interrogatory Nos. 12–13; RFP No. 15): Trustmark demands that the 

Receiver identify the “exact agreement” it entered into with Lamar Adams, and, separately, “all 

evidence” of Trustmark’s knowledge of Adams’s wrongdoing.  

“Under Mississippi law, the elements of a civil conspiracy are: ‘(1) an agreement between 

two or more persons, (2) to accomplish an unlawful purpose or a lawful purpose unlawfully, (3) 

an overt act in furtherance of the conspiracy, (4) and damages to the plaintiff as a proximate 

result.’” Rex Distrib. Co., Inc., 271 So. 3d at 455 (quoting Bradley v. Kelley Bros. Contractors, 

117 So.3d 331, 339 (Miss. Ct. App. 2013)). An agreement “may be express, implied, or based on 

evidence of a course of conduct.” Bradley, 117 So. 3d 339; see also Rex Distrib. Co., Inc., 271 So. 

3d at 455 (defendant “agreed to and participated in [co-conspirator’s] course of action”). The 

Receiver “has to show an unlawful overt act and it has to show damages,” but “the overt act need 

not be by [Trustmark].” Mills v. Trustmark Nat’l Bank, No. 3:19-CV-941-CWR-FKB, 2021 WL 

785328, at *5 (S.D. Miss. Mar. 1, 2021) (quoting Rex Distrib. Co., Inc., 271 So. 3d at 455) (“the 

overt act need not be the bank’s for the bank to be liable”). 
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The Receiver’s responses to Interrogatory Nos. 12 and 13 address each element of her civil 

conspiracy claim. She states that “Trustmark agreed to and participated in Adams’s ‘course of 

action’” by committing the litany of tortious acts detailed in the Receiver’s response to 

Interrogatory No. 1, and that, based on Trustmark’s own records that it produced to the Receiver 

so far, Trustmark knew Madison Timber was a fraud but continued to facilitate the banking 

transactions upon which Madison Timber relied. These responses are proper. 

The Receiver has also produced the documents upon which she bases her civil conspiracy 

claim as requested by Request for Production No. 15 and is not withholding documents. 

aiding and abetting (Interrogatory No. 15): Trustmark complains that the Receiver’s 

response does not provide “with specificity, the details of whatever acts by Trustmark the Receiver 

contends support her claims for aiding and abetting.” The Receiver’s responses identified the 

specific acts and omissions upon which she based her aiding and abetting claim by incorporating 

her response to Interrogatory No. 1, including the documents showing that Trustmark knew that 

Madison Timber was a fraud but continued to facilitate its investments. The Receiver’s response 

more than fairly states the basis for her aiding and abetting claim against Trustmark. 

 negligence and negligent supervision (Interrogatory Nos. 19–20; RFP No. 22): 

Trustmark demands that the Receiver’s response say “exactly what Trustmark should have done 

differently.” [Doc. 414-1 at 24]. The Receiver incorporates her argument in part 2 above.  

Trustmark then complains that the Receiver did not specifically identify which employees 

Trustmark negligently supervised, when they were negligently supervised, and how Trustmark’s 

supervision was deficient. The Receiver’s response to Interrogatory No. 20 lists 13 Trustmark 

employees who were involved with Madison Timber and details (by incorporating Interrogatory 

No. 1) Trustmark’s employees’ actions known to her based on the records Trustmark has produced. 
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Until the Receiver is able to depose Trustmark’s employees and management, her allegations are 

based on what she can glean from Trustmark’s records. See Wright & Miller § 2167 (“[Rule 33] 

itself provides that the court may order that an interrogatory relating to opinion or contentions need 

not be answered until after designated discovery has been completed or until a pretrial conference 

or other later time.”); Kaplan, 2017 WL 9802760, at *1. The Receiver’s responses are proper. 

The Receiver has also produced the documents upon which she bases her negligent 

supervision claim as requested by Request for Production No. 22 and is not withholding 

documents. 

 Mississippi Fraudulent Transfer Act (Interrogatory Nos. 21–22): Trustmark does not 

deny that it received fees from Lamar Adams and Madison Timber. The Receiver calculated the 

amount of those fees herself at Trustmark’s request and produced that calculation to Trustmark 

long ago. Trustmark said in its responses to the Receiver’s discovery requests: “Trustmark believes 

that the Plaintiff’s list of fees paid in connection with the Madison Timber Properties, LLC account 

‘0033 from September 1, 2012 through May 1, 2018, MTR_00353461-67, is accurate, except that 

the $500.33 transaction on September 28, 2016 was an adjustment, not a fee.” 

The Receiver’s responses explain the basis for her fraudulent transfer claim against 

Trustmark and point Trustmark to the documents supporting that claim. That Trustmark “does not 

agree” with the Receiver’s legal position on her MUFTA claim does not render her responses 

improper. See James, 2020 WL 5203373, at *3 (“[The Receiver’s] response substantively 

addresses [Trustmark’s] interrogatory, and as [the Receiver] asserts, the fact that [Trustmark] may 

not agree with the response does not render it deficient.”); Thomason, 2015 WL 1914557, at *3 

(party “not entitled to dictate the contents of his adversary’s interrogatory answers”). 
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“actual fraud” (Interrogatory Nos. 14, 25): The Receiver does not allege a fraud claim 

against Trustmark. In connection with her civil conspiracy and aiding and abetting claims, the 

complaint states the damages available to her under Mississippi law: (1) “Defendants are jointly 

and severally liable for the debts of the Receivership Estate, which their and Adams’s civil 

conspiracy [or substantial assistance and encouragement] proximately caused.”; and (2) “Because 

Defendants acted with reckless disregard of the wellbeing of others, and in specific instances 

described in this complaint committed actual fraud, punitive damages are appropriate.” 

The “specific acts” upon which the Receiver based her allegations are the same as those 

underlying her civil conspiracy and aiding and abetting claims, discussed above. As the Receiver 

explains in her responses, those allegations are based on the documents available to her at the time. 

Until she receives additional information from Trustmark and until she is finally able to depose 

Trustmark’s employees, she cannot know the extent of their knowledge or mental states. Wright 

& Miller § 2167 (“[Rule 33] itself provides that the court may order that an interrogatory relating 

to opinion or contentions need not be answered until after designated discovery has been 

completed or until a pretrial conference or other later time.”); Kaplan, 2017 WL 9802760, at *1. 

Interrogatory No. 16 – persons who caused the Receivership Estate’s damages 
Request for Production Nos. 17, 18 

 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to “provide a list of every person or entity whose conduct you 

contend or have contended, at any time, was a proximate cause of any losses incurred by Madison 

Timber investors.” The Receiver answered the interrogatory by identifying the persons she has 

sued for their roles in Madison Timber, including defendants in these consolidated cases, and 

persons or entities with whom the Receiver has settled. 

 Trustmark also demands “the summary of [each person’s] act or omission” that the 

Receiver contends contributed to the Receivership Estate’s liabilities. Trustmark cannot credibly 
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contend it does not know the basis for the Receiver’s claims against the defendants in these 

consolidated cases. Trustmark is also well aware of the Receiver’s actions against Madison Timber 

recruiters. (Trustmark’s counsel has even attended court proceedings for recruiter Bill McHenry.) 

The Receiver is required to obtain the Court’s approval before settling with third parties. 

She is also required to report the status of her actions against third parties to the Court and 

investors. Those actions—including their bases and any recovery—are detailed in the Receiver’s 

reports, which are publicly available on PACER and on the Receiver’s website. Adams Cnty. Water 

Ass’n, Inc. v. City of Natchez, Miss., No. 5:10CV199-DCB-RHW, 2012 WL 12829684, at *5 (S.D. 

Miss. Apr. 11, 2012) (granting motion to compel only “to the extent that Defendants are 

to produce any responsive non-public documents in their possession or control”).  

Trustmark also asks the Receiver to produce “every document and thing” showing that 

“any person or party other than Trustmark is liable for Madison Timber’s damages” (RFP No. 17) 

and showing the basis of the Receiver’s claims “against anyone for damages incurred by Madison 

Timber” (RFP No. 18). The Receiver has produced the documents responsive to these requests. 

Her statement that she has produced “nearly” everything in her possession is meant to signal that 

she has not yet produced, but will produce, Alexander Seawright’s documents once their criminal 

proceedings have ended. Request for Production No. 18, however, encompasses communications 

that the Receiver and her counsel might have had with settling parties and their counsel. Those 

communications are irrelevant to the Receiver’s claims and Trustmark’s’ defenses and are 

otherwise not discoverable. Surely Trustmark would not want the Receiver to disclose any 

confidential correspondence that it and the Receiver might exchange. 

Interrogatory No. 17 – banks who “refused to do business” with Madison Timber 
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 Trustmark asks the Receiver whether “any bank or financial institution refuse[d] to do 

business with Adams/Madison Timber, or terminate[d] accounts of Adams/Madison Timber, other 

than Trustmark.” Trustmark asks this question in attempt to show that, if no other bank “refused 

to do business” with Adams, then Trustmark somehow acted more reasonably than those banks 

and is not liable for its role in the Madison Timber Ponzi scheme. What another bank did or did 

not do has no bearing on whether Trustmark conspired with or aided and abetted Adams in 

maintaining Madison Timber. Trustmark was the sole bank through which Adams ran the Madison 

Timber Ponzi scheme for years. It is apparent by Trustmark’s own records that Trustmark had the 

longest and apparently closest personal relationship with Adams. No other bank (nor any entity 

named as a defendant) had the sort of relationship with Adams that Trustmark did. 

 The Receiver responded to Trustmark’s request with the information she knows based on 

the documents available to her at the time. Kaplan, 2017 WL 9802760, at *1 (“[A receiver] has no 

independent personal knowledge of the factual basis for the claims against the Defendant. He had 

no knowledge or involvement with [the receivership entity] prior to his appointment as the 

Receiver. Indeed, he has no knowledge of the facts underlying claims against Defendant beyond 

what he has learned in the documents already provided to Defendant in discovery and 

communicated to Defendant via interrogatories.”). The Receiver produced to Trustmark any 

records she has from Adams’s other banks. Those records show the dates that Adams’s or Madison 

Timber’s accounts were open. Otherwise, the Receiver has learned through BankPlus’s, Southern 

Bancorp’s, and RiverHills Bank’s discovery responses that Adams had accounts open at those 

banks on April 19, 2018. 

 The Receiver otherwise does not know “the details of the interactions” between Adams 

and his banks, and has responded to the interrogatory with the information presently known to her. 
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Wright & Miller § 2174 (“As a general rule a party in answering interrogatories must furnish 

information that is available to it and that can be given without undue labor and expense. But a 

party cannot ordinarily be forced to prepare its opponent’s case. . . . A party should provide relevant 

facts reasonably available to it but should not be required to enter upon independent research in 

order to acquire information merely to answer interrogatories.”); Jabil Inc., 2020 WL 708140, at 

*3 (“[A] party cannot be compelled to provide information that it does not have in its possession, 

custody, or control.”). 

Interrogatory No. 18 – the Receiver’s settlements with third parties 
Request for Production No. 21 

 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to “identify every settlement you have reached and every deal 

you have made with anyone you have contended was responsible for losses or damages in 

connection with Madison Timber. 

 Interrogatory No. 18 is overbroad and contains subparts that improperly “evade the 

numerical limitation on interrogatories through the device of joining as ‘subparts’ questions that 

seek information about discrete separate subjects.” Moore, 2021 WL 6804214, at *1. It asks the 

Receiver to identify: 

1. every settlement she has reached; 
2. every deal she has made with anyone she contends was responsible for losses or 

damages in connection with Madison Timber; 
3. every “deal, settlement, and arrangement with Lamar Adams, Wayne Kelly, William 

McHenry, and all other accused promotors of or contributors to activities of Madison 
Timber”; 

4. every “deal, settlement, and arrangement” for settlement or dismissal of claims; 
5. every “deal, settlement, and arrangement” for non-filing or non-prosecution of claims 

or non-pursuit of criminal charges; 
6. “all cooperative arrangements”; 
7. “all assignments of claims or entitlements”; 
8. “all agreements to provide evidence or to acquiesce or cooperate with respect to 

litigation”; and 
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9. for each of the above the terms of the settlements or deals, the consideration 
exchanged, funds paid, and “all details” of the deal. This includes all oral agreements 
and informal exchanges of promises as well as formal agreements. 

 
Trustmark’s overbroad requests include the Receiver’s counsel’s communications with 

counsel for the third parties with whom she has settled, which are not discoverable and are in no 

way relevant to the Receiver’s claims against Trustmark and Trustmark’s defenses. 

Without any support, Trustmark accuses the Receiver of making and failing to disclose 

“side deals.” [Doc. 414-1 at 23]. The Receiver makes no “side deals” or deals “outside of the public 

record.” The Receiver’s powers and duties derive from the Court’s appointment order, which the 

allow the Receiver to take certain actions, including settling with third parties, as approved by the 

Court.15  

The Receiver’s response directed Trustmark to her motions and the Court’s orders 

approving her settlements, which detail the terms of any settlement and attach the settlement 

agreements themselves. The Receiver also discloses this information in her 60- or 90-day status 

reports. All of these documents are publicly available on PACER and on the Receiver’s website. 

Adams Cnty. Water Ass’n, Inc., 2012 WL 12829684, at *5 (granting motion to compel only “to 

the extent that Defendants are to produce any responsive non-public documents in their possession 

or control”).  

Despite that the terms of all her settlements are matters of public record, Trustmark 

demands that the Receiver produce “every document and thing, including every agreement and 

every note, email, letter or text message, reflecting or relating to any deals you have entered with 

anyone you contended was responsible for losses or damages to Madison Timber” (RFP No. 21). 

This request is impossibly broad and seeks information that is not even arguably relevant to the 

 
15 Doc. 33, S.E.C. v. Adams, et al., No. 18-cv-252 (S.D. Miss.). 
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Receiver’s claims or Trustmark’s defenses. To the extent that Trustmark demands that the 

Receiver produce “every note, email, letter or text message” between her and her counsel or her 

counsel and a settling defendant’s counsel reflecting “deals,” that information is privileged. 

Interrogatory No. 23 – investor discovery 
Request for Production No. 23, 29, 34, 35 

 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to, with respect to “every investor who ever invested sums 

with Madison Timber,” provide the investor’s name, contact information, members if an entity, 

date and amount of every payment the investor received from Madison Timber, and the amount 

currently owed to the investor (Interrogatory No. 23). 

Trustmark separately asks the Receiver to produce “every document and thing that contains 

information relevant to your calculation of damages allegedly owed by Trustmark” (RFP No. 23); 

the “most detailed and up-to-date versions of spreadsheets and accountings” reflecting the 

identities of Madison Timber investors, the amounts invested by them, amounts paid to them, and 

the dates of the investments and payments (RFP No. 29); “every document and thing reflecting or 

evidencing investments of funds into Madison Timber” (RFP No. 34); and “every document and 

thing reflecting or evidencing payments by Madison Timber to investors” (RFP No. 35). 

Trustmark’s requests for information about investors other than those holding outstanding 

promissory notes seek irrelevant information because the Receiver’s damages are the Receivership 

Estate’s, not individual investors’. The issue of investor discovery is currently pending before 

Court in Mills v. BankPlus, et al.16 and in the consolidated action In re Consolidated Discovery in 

Cases Filed by Alysson Mills,17 and the Receiver incorporates those arguments here. 

 
16 Docs. 184, 190, 199, Mills v. BankPlus, et al., No. 19-cv-196 (S.D. Miss.). 
17 Docs. 83, 184, In re Consolidated Discovery in Cases Filed by Alysson Mills, No. 22-cv-36 (S.D. Miss.). 
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Despite Trustmark’s requests being so overbroad that they encompass irrelevant 

information, the Receiver has provided all the information they seek. She has produced the names 

and contact information of all Madison Timber investors holding promissory notes with amounts 

still due. The Receiver does not have personal knowledge of all persons who invested in Madison 

Timber who do not hold outstanding notes as of April 19, 2018, but provided to Trustmark any 

documents in her possession from which that information can be ascertained. Neither does the 

Receiver have the names and contact information of every individual with an ownership interest 

in an LLC or other entity. Jabil Inc., 2020 WL 708140, at *3 (“[A] party cannot be compelled to 

provide information that it does not have in its possession, custody, or control.”); Wright & Miller 

§ 2174 (“A party should provide relevant facts reasonably available to it but should not be required 

to enter upon independent research in order to acquire information merely to answer 

interrogatories.”). 

 The Receiver has produced the documents underlying her calculation of the Receivership 

Estate’s damages and the investments into and payments out of Madison Timber. The Madison 

Timber virtual data room houses all of Madison Timber’s record, including its Quickbooks files 

that the Receiver obtained from Madison Timber’s CPA and the records that the Receiver obtained 

from Madison Timber’s banks. See Exhibits A, B, C. The Receiver is not hiding anything. 

The Receiver has provided a note-by-note accounting of the Receivership Estate’s damages 

with supporting documentation. Trustmark can see the transactions in each of Madison Timber’s 

accounts. It can see, for each investor, principal amounts invested over time and, for each 

investment, corresponding monthly payments. It can then calculate, for itself, any amounts still 

due, whether principal or interest. To the extent that Trustmark wants to create what it calls a “full 
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accounting of amounts paid to anyone, at any time,” [Doc. 414-1 at 51] it has all the information 

it needs to do so. 

That Trustmark may disagree with the Receiver’s damages model does not render her 

discovery responses improper. [Doc. 414-1 at 50]. James, 2020 WL 5203373, at *3 (“[The 

Receiver’s] response substantively addresses [Trustmark’s] interrogatory, and as [the Receiver] 

asserts, the fact that [Trustmark] may not agree with the response does not render it deficient.”). 

The Receiver has produced the requested documents and is not withholding responsive documents. 

Interrogatory No. 29 – documents withheld from production 
 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to “list and describe each document that you have withheld 

from production on the grounds of privilege or pursuant to other objection.” As the Receiver 

explained in her response to Interrogatory No. 29 and throughout this memorandum, she has 

produced, with few exceptions, documents she has obtained from any source, whether they are 

relevant to Trustmark or not. See Exhibits A, B, C. 

The Receiver has not produced the records she obtained from Brent Alexander and Jon 

Seawright, but will do so once their criminal proceedings conclude. In any event, Baker Donelson 

has produced most, if not all, of Alexander’s & Seawright’s emails. 

Otherwise, the Receiver has not produced her post-appointment communications with 

individual investors. The Court recently ruled “[d]iscovery of postappointment communications 

between the Receiver and investor-victims, however, will shed no light on the claims or defenses 

between the actual parties.”18 Because the Court’s ruling was based on those communications’ 

relevancy, the Receiver need not provide a privilege log.  

 
18 Doc. 338 at 3, Mills v. The UPS Store, Inc., No. 3:19-cv-364 (S.D. Miss.). 
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Interrogatory No. 32 – “potential investors” 
 

 Trustmark asks the Receiver to identify “every potential investor who refused to invest in 

Madison Timber.” Trustmark curiously complains that the Receiver “acknowledges she is aware 

of one non-investor” but “avoided saying that is the extent of her knowledge.” 

The Receiver’s response states that she was aware of only one such investor, who was 

pitched by Brent Alexander and Jon Seawright. The Receiver then pointed Trustmark to other 

categories of documents, including those she obtained from Madison Timber’s recruiters 

(identified by Bates range) that might contain additional responsive information. 

Whether someone decided not to invest in Madison Timber is irrelevant to whether 

Trustmark is liable for the Receivership Estate’s damages for facilitating the banking transactions 

that sustained Madison Timber. Trustmark shows its real reason for wanting this information—to 

place blame on Madison Timber investors, or, incredibly, those potential investors who chose not 

to invest. [Doc. 414-1 at 31 (“If an investor heard the sales pitch and then decided to invest in 

Madison Timber, despite the fact that Trustmark was Adams/Madison Timber’s bank at the time, 

that evidence serves to demonstrate that non-negligent people did not fall for Adams’s scheme. . . 

. In fact, those non-investors may be just as much to blame, under the Plaintiff’s theory of the case, 

for ‘looking the other way.’”].  

Investor due diligence is not an element of the Receiver’s claims and is irrelevant.19 It takes 

cheek for a sophisticated financial institution such as Trustmark, who from its advantageous 

position saw all the indicia of fraud, to insist that it had no knowledge of the Ponzi scheme—but 

investors or potential investors surely did. Cf. Levinson v. Westport Nat’l Bank, No. 3:09-cv-269, 

2011 WL 13237887, *2–3 (D. Conn. 2011) (“WNB also argues that the requested discovery is 

 
19 See the Receiver’s arguments in Mills v. BankPlus, et al., which she incorporates here. Docs. 184, 190, 199, Mills 
v. BankPlus, et al., No. 19-cv-196 (S.D. Miss.). 
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necessary to resolve the merits and, in particular, whether WNB is liable to class members for 

ignoring ‘red flags’ indicative of a Ponzi scheme. The extent to which class members should have 

detected the same ‘red flags,’ WNB asserts, is relevant to issues such as proximate cause and 

comparative negligence . . . WNB asserts that it has reason to believe that several of the subpoenaed 

individuals may have had access to information about BLMIS [Bernard L. Madoff Investment 

Services] . . . . WNB’s suggestion that [the subpoenaed individuals’] knowledge of BLMIS is 

commensurate with its own . . . is far-fetched.”).  

Interrogatory No. 33 – documents provided to or received from the government 
Request for Production Nos. 6, 27  

 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to identify “every document and set of documents that has 

been made available to you by any law enforcement or regulatory agency” (Interrogatory No. 33). 

Trustmark separately asks the Receiver to produce “every document and thing related to Adams, 

Madison Timber, or Madison Timber investors” that was either received by her or is available to 

her upon request from any of 10 government agencies (RFP No. 6) and “all documents” that she 

“received from or provided to or exchanged with” any federal or state authority (RFP No. 27). 

Trustmark’s requests are overbroad to the extent they seek documents “available upon 

request,” given Trustmark’s position that the Receiver must demand of the government the 

documents Trustmark wants. The Receiver incorporates her arguments in Part 4 above. 

The Receiver has produced responsive documents to all defendants, and has been anything 

but “sly” in telling everyone how she obtained them. See Exhibit B. The virtual data room is 

organized by custodian. See Exhibit A. The Receiver’s response to Interrogatory No. 33 identifies 

those documents by Bates range. Had she been withholding documents, she would have said so. 

As the Receiver has told Trustmark and everyone, although she produced documents she 

obtained from the government, she did not concede their relevance to every defendant. For 
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example, the Receiver obtained Lamar Adams’s emails from the FBI. Even though many of those 

emails have nothing to do with Trustmark (BankPlus has said many of them are just “pictures of 

dead deer and turkeys”) and are therefore irrelevant, they are responsive to Trustmark’s requests 

and the Receiver produced them. 

Knowing that the Receiver has produced all responsive documents, Trustmark focuses on 

a spreadsheet the Receiver created in anticipation of her lawsuit against Bill McHenry that 

calculates the amount of his commissions. The Receiver provided this spreadsheet to the S.E.C. to 

aid it in its separate action against McHenry. That information is likely work product, but most 

importantly, it is irrelevant. The total amount of commissions that McHenry received are no secret; 

they are referenced in countless pleadings in the Receiver’s action against McHenry and 

McHenry’s bankruptcy proceedings.  

Interrogatory No. 34 – witness interviews and statements 
 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to “describe every witness interview or statement of which 

you are aware related to Madison Timber.” The Receiver’s response detailed each interview or 

statement of which she is aware, identifying them by Bates number. Trustmark complains anyway, 

saying “presumably” the Receiver is withholding information. The Receiver is not withholding 

information. She has produced all these documents, including those that are completely irrelevant 

to her claims against Trustmark or Trustmark’s defenses.20  

Interrogatory No. 36 – statutes, regulations, and the like 
Request for Production No. 14  

 
Trustmark asks the Receiver to “identify every statute, regulation, advisory opinion, 

standard of care, regulatory pronouncement, learned treatise, and publication” that she contends 

 
20 For example, the Receiver produced the transcript of her judgment debtor examination of Bill McHenry. 
Trustmark’s counsel for some reason attended that examination and so knows it is useless to Trustmark.  
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“establishes or identifies or defines or informs any duty of care owed by Trustmark to anyone with 

respect to Adams and Madison Timber or the investors” (Interrogatory No. 36) and to produce any 

such documents (RFP No. 14). 

Trustmark’s requests are wildly overbroad. Wright & Miller § 2167 (“Contention 

interrogatories may be held unduly broad if they ask in an undifferentiated way for “all” facts or 

witnesses that support an opposing party’s case.”). Because of the requests’ overbreadth, they 

encompass irrelevant information. Indeed, Trustmark itself says that such documents are only 

“sometimes considered relevant” to establishing a negligence claim. [Doc. 414-1 at 34]. 

Trustmark says it needs these documents to know which duties the Receiver alleges it 

breached. Mississippi law provides the basis for Trustmark’s duties: banks have a statutory duty 

of ordinary care, which is defined as “observance of reasonable commercial standards, prevailing 

in the area in which the person is located, with respect to the business in which the person is 

engaged.” MISS. CODE ANN. § 75-3-103(a)(9); see also Delta Chem. & Petroleum, Inc. v. Citizens 

Bank of Byhalia, Miss., 790 So. 2d 862 (Miss. Ct. App. 2001) (considering whether bank was 

negligent for failing to apply “reasonable commercial standards”). 

In Mississippi, “a bank may owe such a duty to a non-customer where a fiduciary 

relationship exists between the customer and the noncustomer, the bank knows or ought to know 

of the fiduciary relationship, and the bank has actual knowledge of its customer’s 

misappropriation.” Mills v. Trustmark Nat’l Bank, et al., No. 3:19-cv-931, 2021 WL 785328, at 

*7 (S.D. Miss.) (quoting Midwest Feeders, Inc. v. Bank of Franklin, 886 F.3d 507, 519 (5th Cir. 

2018)).  

Trustmark points to no authority requiring the Receiver to detail every document that 

“establishes or identifies or defines or informs any duty of care owed by Trustmark to anyone.” 
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The Receiver is not aware of any. The Receiver’s responses to Interrogatory No. 36 and RFP No. 

14 are proper. Wright & Miller § 2174 (“A party should provide relevant facts reasonably available 

to it but should not be required to enter upon independent research in order to acquire information 

merely to answer interrogatories.”). 

Request for Production No. 1 – investor assignments 
 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to produce assignments executed by an investor in her favor. 

The Receiver produced those assignments subject to a relevancy objection. Trustmark still 

complains. The Receiver is unsure how Trustmark can ask the Court to compel the Receiver to 

produce what she has already produced. 

Request for Production Nos. 2, 9 – investor communications 
 

Trustmark asks the Receiver to produce “every communication between you and investors” 

(RFP No. 2) and “every document and thing” she has received from a Madison Timber investor 

(RFP No. 9). 

 These requests for “every” communication, document, and thing are overbroad. 

Nonetheless, the Receiver produced to Trustmark any promissory notes and timber deeds that 

investors provided to her and her several letters to investors relating to the Receiver’s accounting 

of investors’ losses. 

 Trustmark says the Receiver’s communications with individual investors “are undoubtedly 

relevant to the issues of investor reliance and due diligence.” [Doc. 414-1 at 36]. But Judge Reeves 

recently ruled in the UPS case that post-appointment communications between the Receiver and 

investor-victims are irrelevant to causation, comparative fault, and damages. To the extent that 

such information is responsive to Request for Production Nos. 2 or 9, that information is irrelevant 

and not discoverable. Only the following communications are “fair game”: “those between 
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Adams/Madison Timber and investors, and those between Adams/Madison Timber and [a 

defendant].”21 

Further, the issue of investor due diligence is currently pending before Judge Reeves in 

Mills v. BankPlus, et al. The Receiver incorporated the arguments made in her pending briefing in 

her interrogatory responses and incorporates them here.22 At least until Judge Reeves rules on the 

Receiver’s motions, the Receiver’s discovery responses appropriately respond to Trustmark’s 

interrogatories. 

Request for Production No. 4 – Madison Timber promissory notes 
 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to produce “every promissory note issued by Madison Timber 

to investors” including notes “issued to anyone at any time.” The Receiver produced all promissory 

notes that she obtained from any source subject to a relevancy objection.  

“It is undisputed that the damages belong to the Receivership estate, not the individual 

investors.” Doc. 338 at 3, Mills v. The UPS Store, Inc., No. 3:19-cv-364 (S.D. Miss.) (citing 

Rotstain v. Mendez, 986 F.3d 931, 941 (5th Cir. 2021)). The Receivership Estate’s damages are 

“the unsustainable liabilities inflicted by the Ponzi scheme,” Zacarias v. Stanford Int’l Bank, Ltd., 

945 F.3d 883, 896–97 (5th Cir. 2019), meaning the outstanding amounts due on the 485 promissory 

notes held by 184 investors.  

To the extent Trustmark wants to argue the merits of the Receivership Estate’s damages, a 

motion to compel is not the forum. The Receiver has produced the documents she has that are 

responsive to the request and is not withholding documents. 

Request for Production No. 12 – promotion materials 
 

 
21 Doc. 338 at 3, Mills v. The UPS Store, Inc., No. 3:19-cv-364 (S.D. Miss.). 
22 Doc. 184, 190, 199, Mills v. BankPlus, et al., No. 19-cv-196 (S.D. Miss.). 
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 Trustmark asks the Receiver to produce “every document and thing through which anyone 

promoted investments in Madison Timber.” The Receiver maintains that Trustmark’s request is 

vague and asks the Receiver to speculate what might constitute responsive information. The 

Receiver also maintains that the request seeks information that is irrelevant to her claims or 

Trustmark’s defenses. Trustmark says the materials used to promote Madison Timber will help 

explain the facts that gave rise to “the lawsuits.” [Doc. 414-1 at 41]. The lawsuit that matters here 

is the Receiver’s against Trustmark. Fed. R. Civ. P. 26(b)(1) (“Parties may obtain discovery 

regarding any nonprivileged matter that is relevant to any party’s claim or defense.”). 

Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the responsive documents in her possession, 

including any documents she obtained from Madison Timber recruiters, and is not withholding 

documents. 

Request for Production No. 16 – communications between Trustmark and Adams 
 

Trustmark asks the Receiver to produce “every communication” between its own 

employees’ and Lamar Adams or any other Madison Timber representative or agent. Trustmark 

admits this request is overbroad. [Doc. 414-1 at 44]. Clearly such communications would be in 

Trustmark’s own records. 

Nonetheless, the Receiver produced the responsive documents in her possession, including 

Trustmark’s emails, Lamar Adams’s emails, and any documents (including emails) that she 

obtained from any Madison Timber recruiter. She is not withholding any documents. 

Request for Production Nos. 19, 20, 37 – investor due diligence 
 

Trustmark asks the Receiver to produce “every document and thing reflecting failed 

solicitations by Madison Timber” (RFP No. 19); “every document and thing in which any investor, 

or anyone representing an investor’s interests questioned or challenged the viability, validity, or 
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legitimacy of Madison Timber” (RFP No. 20); and “every document and thing evidencing each 

Madison Timber investor’s due diligence, or lack thereof, with respect to the decision to invest in 

Madison Timber” (RFP No. 37). 

Trustmark’s requests are overbroad because they seek “every document and thing” 

reflecting, for instance, “failed solicitations.” A “failed solicitation” could mean that someone 

decided not to invest after a recruiter gave a full pitch, or it could mean that a recruiter walked up 

to someone at church to ask them to invest in Madison Timber, but the person simply walked 

away. 

The requests also seek irrelevant documents, because investor due diligence is not an 

element of the Receiver’s claims. That issue is currently pending before Judge Reeves in Mills v. 

BankPlus, et al. The Receiver incorporated the arguments made in her pending briefing in her 

interrogatory responses and incorporates them here.23 At least until Judge Reeves rules on the 

Receiver’s motions, the Receiver’s discovery responses appropriately respond to Trustmark’s 

interrogatories. 

Finally, as discussed above, Judge Reeves has recently sustained the Receiver’s objection 

to producing her communications with individual investors: “Discovery of postappointment 

communications between the Receiver and investor-victims, however, will shed no light on the 

claims or defenses between the actual parties.”24 

Except for her communications with individual investors not related to the accounting of 

the Receivership Estate’s damages, the Receiver has produced all responsive documents in her 

possession.  

 
 

23 Doc. 184, 190, 199, Mills v. BankPlus, et al., No. 19-cv-196 (S.D. Miss.). 
24 Doc. 338 at 3, Mills v. The UPS Store, Inc., No. 3:19-cv-364 (S.D. Miss.). 
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Request for Production No. 28 – documents “used by” Adams 
 

Trustmark asks the Receiver to produce “all documents used by Adams or Madison Timber 

in connection with the Ponzi scheme. The Receiver maintains that this request is overbroad 

because it seeks “all” documents “used by” Adams or Madison Timber “in connection with” the 

Ponzi scheme. 

Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced the documents the requests ask for and is not 

withholding responsive information. 

Request for Production No. 33 – documents at judicial proceedings 
 
Trustmark asks the Receiver to produce “every document and thing offered into the record 

or referenced at any hearing, deposition, witness statement, guilty plea hearing, arraignment, 

sentencing hearing, grand jury proceeding, arbitration, status conference, and trial related to 

Madison Timber or Adams.” 

Trustmark’s request is grossly overbroad because it demands that the Receiver produce 

“every document and thing” “offered into the record” “or referenced” at any one of 10 different 

judicial proceedings. Due to the request’s overbreadth, it encompasses irrelevant documents. Does 

Trustmark really contend that “every document and thing” “referenced at,” for instance, each status 

conference in Bill McHenry’s bankruptcy proceedings is relevant to this case? That cannot be so. 

Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced to all defendants virtually everything in her 

possession, whether relevant to them or not, and is not withholding responsive information. 

Request for Production No. 36 – Madison Timber’s recruiters 
 
 Trustmark asks the Receiver to produce “every document and thing reflecting the activities 

of promoters of or recruiters for Madison Timber.” The request is overbroad to the extent that it 
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asks the Receiver to produce “every document and thing” “reflecting the activities” of every 

Madison Timber recruiter. 

Nonetheless, the Receiver has produced to all defendants virtually everything in her 

possession, whether relevant to them or not, including documents she obtained from Madison 

Timber recruiters. She is withholding only the documents she obtained from Alexander and 

Seawright, which she will produce once after their criminal proceedings, and her individual 

communications with investors per Judge Reeves’s recent order.25  

      

September 7, 2022 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Lilli Evans Bass 

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

 

/s/ Kristen Amond 

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

 
25 Doc. 338 at 3, Mills v. The UPS Store, Inc., No. 3:19-cv-364 (S.D. Miss.) (“Discovery of postappointment 
communications between the Receiver and investor-victims, however, will shed no light on the claims or defenses 
between the actual parties. We should move on.”). 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

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

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

 
Date: September 7, 2022    /s/ Kristen Amond 
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Alysson Mi l ls  
ami l ls@mil lsamond.com 

t/ f :  504-586-5253 

July 23, 2021 

Re: Madison Timber Receivership virtual data room 
Securities & Exchange Commission vs. Adams, et al., No. 3:18-cv-252 (S.D. Miss.) 
Mills vs. Butler Snow, et al., No. 3:18-cv-866 (S.D. Miss.) 
Mills vs. BankPlus, et al., No. 3:19-cv-196 (S.D. Miss.)  
Mills vs. The UPS Store, Inc., et al., No. 3:19-cv-364 (S.D. Miss.) 
Mills vs. Trustmark, et al., No. 3:19-cv-941 (S.D. Miss.) 

Dear Reader: 

I write to summarize, and explain the origins of, records in the Madison Timber Receivership’s virtual 
data room.  These records are being made available to defendants in the Receivership Estate’s lawsuits subject, 
of course, to their agreement to separate terms of access. 

Some defendants may already have some records.  Until now, no defendant has had all records.  In 
the spirit of facilitating discovery for all parties, we have made all records available in one place.  It goes 
without saying that all records are not relevant to all cases therefore I reserve the right to object to any record’s 
use for any purpose by any party.   

Origins of records 

On June 22, 2018, the Court appointed me receiver of the estates of Arthur Lamar Adams and 
Madison Timber Properties, LLC.  The order of appointment instructed me to take custody, control, and 
possession of any assets and records of Adams and Madison Timber. 

Shortly after my appointment, I personally visited Madison Timber’s office with the intention of 
collecting records, but not much was there.  The FBI had already searched the office and seized its records.  
Much later I obtained an electronic copy of those records from the FBI, pursuant to court order.  I am 
attaching the FBI receipts that accompanied those records here. 

The FBI made a forensic image of Adams’s computer and then returned it to Adams so that he could 
use his files to prepare for his sentencing hearing.  I later personally obtained the computer from Adams’s 
lawyer John Colette.  I am attaching my letter to Mr. Colette here.  I still have the computer; it’s in my office.  
The FBI’s forensic image of the computer is among the records that I later obtained from the FBI.   

I personally obtained Madison Timber’s QuickBooks files from Grace Fuller, Madison Timber’s CPA, 
by going to her office. 
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Mil ls  & Amond LLP Mi l ls  & Amond LLP  

 
 

I personally obtained other records of Adams and Madison Timber by making formal requests of third 
parties.  For most of those requests, I mailed the third party a letter and copy of the order of appointment.  I 
am attaching those letters, and any follow-up letters that I retained, here. 
 

Finally, my counsel obtained, via subpoenas duces tecum, records from notaries who notarized fake 
timber deeds for Adams and Madison Timber.   
 

Virtual data room 
 

I have no desire to withhold from any defendant any of the aforementioned records. The virtual data 
room contains all the aforementioned records.  The sole exception is the FBI’s forensic image of Adams’s 
computer.  We entrusted that to a qualified third party who on request will make a copy for any defendant. 
 

In addition to the aforementioned records, the virtual data room contains my letters to Madison 
Timber’s victims (although I am making these letters available, I strongly dispute their relevancy to the 
Receivership Estate’s lawsuits and reserve all objections to their use for any purpose by any party) as well as 
my accounting of Madison Timber’s victims’ promissory notes, as described in my motion for first 
distribution. 

 
Persons with access to the virtual data room will have immediate access to all these records—with a 

few exceptions, which I explain here. 
 
Internal emails of BankPlus, Trustmark, and RiverHills 

 
Most of the records that I have obtained are Adams’s or Madison Timber’s own records: records 

seized from Madison Timber’s office, records obtained from Adams and his agents, and attorney-client files, 
bank statements, and QuickBooks files.  

 
But certain of the records that I have obtained arguably are not.  These records include internal emails 

that I obtained, pre-lawsuit, from now-defendants BankPlus, Trustmark, and RiverHills. 
 

I am aware that defendants, including UPS, believe they are entitled to these internal emails.  I am 
prepared to give them access, but believe it appropriate to give BankPlus, Trustmark, and RiverHills an 
opportunity to object.  If they do not object within 14 days, I will make these internal emails available to 
everyone. 

 
Alexander Seawright records 

 
Given the criminal indictments of Brent Alexander and Jon Seawright, and the stay of all civil 

proceedings against them, I believe it appropriate to confer with their counsel prior to making records that I 
obtained from them available to everyone. 
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Respectfully, 

 
Alysson Mills 

 
 
Attachments: 
Index of records in virtual data room 
Letters and receipts reflecting records requested or obtained 
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Index of records in virtual data room: 

FBI (records obtained from) 

Billings, Mike (records obtained from) 

Kelly, Wayne (records obtained from) 

McHenry, Bill (records obtained from) 

Shell, Randy (records obtained from) 

Alexander Seawright (records obtained from) 

Butler Snow (records obtained from) 

Rawlings & MacInnis (records obtained from) 

Madison Trust Company (records obtained from) 

Notaries (records obtained from) 

BankPlus (internal emails) 

Trustmark National Bank (internal emails) 

RiverHills Bank (internal emails) 

Madison Timber financial records 

Receiver’s accounting 

QuickBooks files 

Trustmark bank statements 

First National Bank of Clarksdale bank statements 

RiverHills bank statements 

Southern Bancorp bank statements 

Promissory notes (miscellaneous) 

Receiver’s letters to investors 
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Letters and receipts reflecting records requested or obtained (attached) 
to/from beginning 

Billings, Mike 2018-07-06 

Kelly, Wayne 2018-07-06 

McHenry, Bill 2018-07-06 

First National Bank of Clarksdale 2018-07-06 

RiverHills Bank 2018-07-06 

Butler Snow LLP 2018-07-06 

Rawlings & MacInnis, P.A. 2018-08-01 

Trustmark National Bank 2018-08-07 

Madison Trust Company 2018-08-07 

BankPlus 2018-08-20 

Alexander, Brent 

Seawright, Jon 

2018-10-02 

Baker Donelson 2018-10-02 

FBI 2019-03-06 

John Colette 2019-05-28 

Southern Bancorp Bank 2019-09-10 
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MEMO 
 

Date: May 11, 2022 

 

Re: Madison Timber Receivership virtual data room 

Securities & Exchange Commission vs. Adams, et al., No. 3:18-cv-252 (S.D. Miss.) 

 In re Consolidated Discovery, 3:22-cv-00036 (S.D. Miss) 
Mills vs. Butler Snow, et al., No. 3:18-cv-866 (S.D. Miss.) 

Mills vs. BankPlus, et al., No. 3:19-cv-196 (S.D. Miss.)  

Mills vs. The UPS Store, Inc., et al., No. 3:19-cv-364 (S.D. Miss.) 

Mills vs. Trustmark, et al., No. 3:19-cv-941 (S.D. Miss.) 

 

 

The Receiver has uploaded the following records: 

 

Exhibits from Lamar Adams’s sentencing [MTR_00391924 – MTR_00392046 (Confidential)] 

 

These documents are being produced subject to the attached April 22, 2022 order entered in In re 
Consolidated Discovery, 3:22-cv-00036 (S.D. Miss), which expressly provides that the documents are 

subject to the Protective Order governing these cases. The Receiver is producing these documents 

as she received them from the Clerk of Court.  
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Index of records in Madison Timber virtual data room: 

 

Terms of Access 
Index of records 
 
In re Consolidated Discovery, 3:22-cv-00036 (S.D. Miss.) 
Mills v. Baker Donelson, et al., No. 3:18-cv-866 

Mills v. BankPlus, et al., No. 3:19-cv-196 

Mills v. The UPS Store, Inc., et al., No. 3:19-cv-364 

Mills v. Trustmark National Bank, et al., No. 3:19-cv-941 

 

FBI (records obtained from) 

SEC (records obtained from) 

Exhibits from Lamar Adams’s sentencing 

Mississippi Secretary of State (records obtained from) 

Transcripts 

Billings, Mike (records obtained from) 

Kelly, Wayne (records obtained from) 

McHenry, Bill (records obtained from) 

Shell, Randy (records obtained from) 

Alexander Seawright (records obtained from) 

Butler Snow (records obtained from) 

Rawlings & MacInnis (records obtained from) 

Madison Trust Company (records obtained from) 

Pinnacle Trust Company (records obtained from) 

Notaries (records obtained from) 

Trustmark National Bank (records obtained from) 

RiverHills Bank (records obtained from) 

Southern Bancorp (records obtained from) 

Community Bank (records obtained from) 

First National Bank of Clarksdale (records obtained from) 

Southern Ag Credit (records obtained from) 

Jefferson Bank (records obtained from) 

BankPlus (internal emails) 

Trustmark National Bank (internal emails) 

RiverHills Bank (internal emails) 

Madison Trust Company (internal emails) 

Lott Fuller CPA (records obtained from) 

Lamar Adams’s LLCs’ records 
Lamar Adams’s financial records 
 

Madison Timber financial records 
Receiver’s accounting 

QuickBooks files 

Investors’ responses to February 19, 2021 letter from Receiver 

Applications for equitable advance 

Trustmark bank statements 

RiverHills bank statements 
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First National Bank of Clarksdale bank statements 

Southern Bancorp bank statements 

Promissory notes (miscellaneous) 

Receiver’s letters to investors 

Investors 
Assignments 
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