
 
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. 

 

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 
 
 
 
 

 

RECEIVER’S RESPONSE TO TRUSTMARK’S  
MOTION TO EXTEND PHASE I DISCOVERY DEADLINE  

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

Properties, LLC, respectfully responds to Trustmark National Bank’s “Motion to Extend Phase I 

Discovery Deadline and for Status Conference.” [Doc. 429]. 

These cases were consolidated for the purpose of streamlining discovery—which in theory 

should make discovery more efficient and, in turn, permit the parties to get to trial sooner rather 

than later.  

The Receiver opposes the continued delay of trial of these cases.  The Receiver filed the 

first of these cases in December 2018.  Two cases (against UPS and Trustmark) had trial dates (in 

April 2022 and October 2022, respectively) that have come and gone or will soon.  Four years will 

have passed without a single deposition in a single case.   

To the extent any cases were stayed, they were stayed to permit related criminal 

proceedings against Jon Seawright and Brent Alexander to conclude.  The Receiver understood 

the Court’s existing case management order, which restricts all parties to written discovery only 
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during “Phase I,” to attempt to address those concerns.  But Seawright has now pleaded guilty, and 

Alexander’s trial will commence November 1, 2022.  There is no justification for staying any case 

or restricting any discovery in any case after November 2022. 

Trustmark asks the Court to continue to restrict all parties to written discovery, i.e., to 

extend “Phase I,” because 1) the Court has not yet ruled on the Receiver’s objections to defendants’ 

proposed subpoenas to victims; 2) government agencies have rejected defendants’ Touhy requests 

and subpoenas of them; and 3) the parties have filed, and anticipate filing, motions to compel.  

None of these reasons justify further delay. 

1. The prospect of unprecedented and broad, invasive victim discovery cannot justify 

further delay.  Defendants are not entitled to the unprecedented and broad, invasive victim 

discovery that they seek.  The Court might have reasonably expected defendants to use the ample 

time allotted to tailor their requests of victims to essentials.  They did not.  The Receiver will not 

re-argue her objections to defendants’ proposed subpoenas to victims here.  Whatever the merits 

of the Receiver’s objections, there is no reason that they should impede the progress of discovery 

in these cases.  There is no reason why the Receiver or any defendant should not be permitted to 

depose the cases’ actual named parties and their agents.   

2. Government agencies’ rejection of defendants’ Touhy requests and subpoenas cannot 

justify further delay.  Trustmark alone issued at least eleven subpoenas to nine government 

agencies (including the U.S. Postal Service and the U.S. Secret Service, government agencies 

appearing to have no relation whatsoever to these cases).  Trustmark seeks, among other things, 

suspicious activity reports (“SARs”) pertaining to Madison Timber filed by any banks—things for 

which the law affirmatively prohibits disclosure, see 31 U.S.C. § 5318, including, expressly, “for 

use in a private legal proceeding,” see 31 C.F.R. § 1020.320(e)(2).  Now Trustmark says it needs 
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time to “evaluat[e] avenues for seeking review of the agencies’ rejections.”  Enough is enough.  

The Receiver long ago made available to all defendants any documents given to her by any 

government agency, including the FBI and the SEC.  The Receiver understands that at least one 

defendant has articulated an arguable basis for its asserted need to review the originals of 

documents seized by the FBI.  Excepting that instance, defendants’ Touhy requests and subpoenas 

of government agencies are not calculated to obtain relevant discoverable information but instead 

to delay indefinitely the trial of these cases.  The Court cannot allow defendants to use their Touhy 

requests and subpoenas of government agencies as tools for delay. 

3. Motions to compel, pending or otherwise, cannot justify further delay.  Every defendant 

already has substantially all documents pertaining to Madison Timber in the Receiver’s possession.  

The only documents that defendants do not have are communications between the Receiver and 

victims, communications to which defendants are not entitled.  See Doc. 338, Mills v. The UPS 

Store, Inc., No. 3:19-cv-364 (S.D. Miss.).  The Receiver is still waiting on defendants to produce 

documents, but she does not believe her outstanding requests should delay the progress of 

discovery in these cases. 

The Receiver agrees with Trustmark that a status conference would be useful.  Under the 

current case management order, “Phase 1” discovery concluded on August 31, 2022.  The parties 

await the Court’s instruction to proceed to the next phase.  The Receiver respectfully requests a 

status conference before November 1, 2022, to avoid any unnecessary delay. 
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September 13, 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  

 

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 13, 2022   /s/ Kristen Amond 
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