
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

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

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

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

Oral Argument Requested

GEE GEE PATRIDGE’S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL

For the reasons discussed below and  in Gee Gee Patridge’s Motion to Compel [Doc.

417], Gee Gee Patridge respectfully requests the Court enter an order compelling the Receiver to

respond to Gee Gee Patridge’s Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents.

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

Interrogatories 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 22, 23

The Receiver states in her Response that, “The Receiver’s responses are properly based

on the records available to her and her knowledge at this time…” Receiver’s Resp. at 4 [Doc.

449]. If the Receiver has fully answered with information known to her at this time, then why do

her responses have “premature” objections and “catchall” answers that refer to 100,000+

documents? The Receiver’s refusal to remove this from her responses suggests that she is trying

to hide behind her objections and catchall responses.

The Receiver makes other statements in her Response [Doc. 449] that indicate she does

not believe she is required to further identify specific documents. The Receiver claims that Gee
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Gee Patridge “has everything she needs” because the Receiver produced “nearly every”

document in the virtual data room and “organized” these hundreds of thousands of documents

into folders. Receiver’s Resp. at 74 [Doc. 449].

The Receiver claims that “ambushing Patridge on summary judgment or at trial would be

impossible- Patridge has what the Receiver has.” Receiver’s Resp. at 10 [Doc. 449]. This

statement further shows that the Receiver thinks it is sufficient that she has placed “almost”

everything she has in the virtual data room. It is certainly possible for the Receiver to try to

ambush a defendant by attempting to use unspecified documents at a later stage in litigation

when the documents should have been specifically identified now.

The Receiver tries to distinguish this case from Fu stating that she has “provided detailed

narrative responses to Patridge’s written discovery requests and has produced nearly every

document in her possession in the virtual data room.” Receiver’s Resp. at 11 [Doc. 449].

Although the Receiver has produced voluminous documents, the references to the large sets of

documents are unresponsive to the discovery requests. The Receiver claims, “That her

interrogatory responses say additional responsive information may be found in documents

obtained from sources like other defendants does not render her responses deficient.” Receiver’s

Resp. at 11 [Doc. 449]. She says she included this in her response because the documents “might

contain additional responsive information.” Receiver’s Resp. at 12 [Doc. 449]. Under Rule 33(d)

the Receiver’s responses are deficient, as she is required to specify records in sufficient detail.

Telling the defendant to go through 100,000+ documents only to guess what the Receiver’s

answer would be is not a sufficient response.

The Receiver tells Gee Gee Patridge that the answers to interrogatories “are uniquely

within Gee Gee Patridge’s knowledge and ability to ascertain.” Receiver’s Supplemental Resp.
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to Gee Gee Patridge’s Int. 3. If the Receiver is relying on Gee Gee Patridge to identify the claims

and evidence against her, then Gee Gee Patridge should be dismissed from the lawsuit now! Gee

Gee Patridge did not know of the fraud, she did not conspire or aid and abet the fraudster, and

she did not breach any duties. Gee Gee Patridge’s understanding of Madison Timber’s business

was only what was presented to her as an investor/potential investor by Lamar Adams. Gee Gee

Patridge, like other investors, did not independently confirm whether the underlying investments

were real. Gee Gee Patridge never sold any Madison Timber investments and was never paid any

commissions. The Receiver filed this lawsuit claiming Gee Gee Patridge helped Wayne Kelly

recruit investors and that she “knew or should have known” Madison Timber was a fraud. If the

Receiver thinks she has evidence to support these claims, then she must timely identify this in

her discovery responses. While the Receiver says she has identified what is known to her at this

time, she asserts “premature” objections; she gives catchall responses referring to 100,000+

documents; she claims Gee Gee Patridge “has everything she needs, and more” in the virtual data

room; she claims an ambush “would be impossible;” and there are still some documents she has

not produced, “With few exceptions, the Receiver is not withholding documents from Patridge.”

Receiver’s Resp. at 7, 10, 19 (emphasis added) [Doc. 449].

The Receiver’s “Irrelevant” Objections

Interrogatories 19, 24

      Interrogatories 19 and 24 to the Receiver ask the Receiver to identify any investor who

confirmed that the underlying investments were real, and identify any investor who investigated

the “red flags” in the Amended Complaint. The Receiver objects to these questions as

“irrelevant.” However, the Receiver asks Gee Gee Patridge for the same information. The

Receiver asks Gee Gee Patridge to describe any due diligence or investigation she performed,
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and  to  describe  her  efforts  to  confirm  the  investments  were  real.  The  Receiver  thinks  this

information is relevant as to investor Gee Gee Patridge but not relevant as to other investors.

Receiver’s  Resp.  at  5-6  [Doc.  449].  Yet,  The  Receiver  states  that  “she treats all investors

equally.” Receiver’s Resp. at 4 (emphasis added) [Doc. 449]. Gee Gee Patridge is not seeking

“expansive, invasive discovery.” Receiver’s Resp. at 2 [Doc. 449]. Gee Gee Patridge is asking

the Receiver for the same information the Receiver asked of Gee Gee Patridge.

The Receiver has asserted a negligence claim against Gee Gee Patridge. Therefore, the

Receiver must prove duty, breach, causation, and damages. Regarding duty and breach, the

Receiver has to prove that Gee Gee Patridge owed a duty and failed to act as a reasonable

person would under the same or similar circumstances. The Receiver agrees that this is the

standard for her negligence claim. In Count III of the Amended Complaint the Receiver alleges,

“In view of the numerous red flags described in this complaint, a reasonable person in the same

or similar circumstances would have discovered that Madison Timber was a fraud.” Am.

Compl. ¶109. Yet, the Receiver claims it is irrelevant what every other investors did under the

same or similar circumstances.

Under Mississippi law, the ordinary practice of people under similar circumstances is

competent evidence as to the reasonable person standard of care. In Catholic Diocese, the

Supreme Court of Mississippi quotes the law as follows:

The degree of care which is required of a person either to prevent
injury to another or to protect himself is reasonable care under the
circumstances. Although subject to certain qualifications, the rule
is that upon the issue of negligence or contributory negligence,
evidence of the ordinary practice or of the uniform custom, if any,
of persons in the performance under similar circumstances of acts
like those which are alleged to have been done negligently is
generally competent evidence. 38 Am.Jur. Negligence section 317
(1955).
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Evidence of custom and usage in any event is not the ultimate test
of negligence, but is admissible solely for the purpose of assisting
the jury, along with other evidence, in determining whether the
conduct of a party was that of a reasonably prudent man. See 65A
C.J.S. Negligence § 232 (1966).

Catholic Diocese of Natchez-Jackson v. Jaquith, 224 So. 2d 216, 222 (Miss. 1969).

Mississippi law is clear that the circumstances of other investors and the actions of other

investors are relevant to the elements of a negligence claim against investor Gee Gee Patridge.

The Receiver argues that an investor’s “good faith,” “justifiable reliance” and personal

investment decisions are “irrelevant.” Receiver’s Resp. at 6 [Doc. 449]. For purposes of Gee

Gee Patridge’s argument, even if you assume other investors’ good faith, the due diligence that

those investors did or did not undertake is relevant to a negligence claim against another

investor.

The Receiver claims that Gee Gee Patridge “was no ordinary investor.” How do we

know what is an “ordinary investor” without looking at the circumstances of other investors?

Are we supposed to take the Receiver’s word for it? By making this statement the Receiver is

admitting that an investor’s circumstances are relevant. There is actually evidence showing that

other investors may have had more information about Madison Timber than Gee Gee Patridge

had. There are investors who invest money for a living. Other investors had family members

and friends who invested. Why is Gee Gee Patridge the one investor who was “negligent” or

“should have known” ?

In Michael Billings’ deposition, he testifies that one investor’s company did a year and a

half worth of due diligence work. Exhibit 2, Billings’ Depo. at 74:3-25. Billings testified that

this investor’s company had outside counsel in Mississippi and Texas and an in-house analyst

who made several trips to Mississippi. Id. This is just one an example of investor “due
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diligence” that presumably did not detect the fraud. Billings testified that other investors also

had access to “fairly sophisticated analytical teams.” Exhibit 2, Billings Depo. at 108:10-21.

Gee Gee Patridge, does not have a team investigating her personal investments, yet the

Receiver alleges Gee Gee Patridge “should have known.”

To be clear, Gee Gee Patridge is not suggesting that the other investors were negligent,

were in bad faith, or should be sued. Even if you assume the other investors’ good faith and

due care, their due diligence is relevant to the reasonable person standard of care. Lamar

Adams defrauded many people, and the Receiver cannot cherry pick an investor claiming she

“should have known” while ignoring the actions and knowledge of other investors.  [The

plaintiff] cannot bring the incident to court and expect to present only part of the picture.

Justice requires a total view.” Daniels by Glass v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 634 So. 2d 88, 93

(Miss. 1993).

For example, if an investor conducted “due diligence,” yet did not detect the fraud, then

why would other investors be expected to detect the fraud? If no investor conducted specific

“due diligence” that the Receiver alleges should have been conducted (such as calling a lumber

mill), how can you select one investor and say they were the only investor who was negligent

for not doing so? If no reasonable person took a certain action, then how does that action define

the reasonable person standard of care? On the flip side, if failure of an investor to conduct

certain due diligence was negligent (which it was not) then there would be contributory

negligence by other investors who also did not conduct due diligence.

The Receiver has been communicating with investors, and she may have information

about due diligence that was or was not conducted.
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The Receiver alleges Gee Gee Patridge “recruited” one investor, who is Gee Gee

Patridge’s sister. The Receiver claims the fact that Investor No. 36 is Gee Gee Patridge’s sister

does not “lessen her culpability.” Receiver’s Resp. at 5 [Doc. 449]. Gee Gee Patridge did not

sell investments or receive commissions, and the Receiver does not allege otherwise. Other

investors had family members who also invested. For example, see attached Exhibit 1, email

MTR 264946 dated July 12, 2013, from Investor No. 86 sending to Wayne Kelly the contact

information of his aunt and his mother who are Investor No. 82 and Investor No. 97. Michael

Billings testified in his deposition that 43% of his clients, or about 30 investors, were referred

to him by other investors. Exhibit 2, Billings Depo. 50:9-13; 51:9-12.  Bill McHenry testified

that numerous investors were introduced to Madison Timber by other investors and “evidently

it’s been swept under the rug.” Exhibit 3, Bill McHenry Depo. at 41:23-25; 42: 5-24; 43:23-25;

44:1-25; 45:22-25; 46:1-15. The Receiver has not sued all of these other investors claiming

they have liability for acting as a “referral.” Gee Gee Patridge is not suggesting that the

Receiver should sue these other investors. The point is that having a family member invest in

Madison Timber does not mean Gee Gee Patridge was a “recruiter” or “was not a typical

investor.” Receiver’s Resp. at 2 [Doc. 449].

The Receiver argues that Rotstain applies here because Gee Gee Patridge, who is an

individual, should be treated as a bank. The Receiver claims that “Patridge knew what

BankPlus knew” and “Gee Gee Patridge and BankPlus go hand-in-hand.” Receiver’s Resp. at 5

[Doc. 449]. If “Patridge knew what BankPlus knew,” this would require imputing the

knowledge of other individual employees to Gee Gee Patridge. The Receiver cites no authority

for this.1

1 Rotstain does not apply to the banks in this litigation for the reasons argued in the briefing by
BankPlus in BankPlus’ Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings, [Docs. 194-195, 203] and
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Rotstain is even more inapplicable to Gee Gee Patridge because she is not a bank; she is

not an employer; she was an individual investor. The extent of her knowledge of Madison

Timber’s business was what was presented to her as an investor/potential investor by Lamar

Adams. The Receiver cites no authority for imputing knowledge of other employees to Gee

Gee Patridge so that she “knew what BankPlus knew.”

The Receiver incorrectly states that “Gee Gee Patridge’s employees” sold Madison

Timber Investments. Receiver’s Resp. at 5 [Doc. 449]. Gee Gee Patridge is an individual, and

she is not an employer.

Interrogatory 20 and Request for Production 14

In the Receiver’s Response [Doc. 449] she contradicts herself multiple times by claiming

that Gee Gee Patridge had knowledge that other investors did not have, while making an

“irrelevant” objection to Gee Gee Patridge’s Interrogatory 20 which asks for what information

the Receiver alleges that Gee Gee Patridge knew that others did not know.

The Receiver alleges “Gee Gee Patridge was not just an investor. She could see what

other investors could not.” Receiver’s Resp. at 5 [Doc. 449].

The Receiver claims that Gee Gee Patridge knew “as early as 2009, but by no later than

2015, that Madison Timber was a fraud.” Receiver’s Resp. at 5 [Doc. 449]. This is the

BankPlus’ opposition to the Receiver’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings [Doc. 189] in
Mills v. BankPlus, et al, No. 19-cv-196 (S.D. Miss). Gee Gee Patridge is not a bank and her
arguments regarding why Rotstain does not apply differ from the defendant banks’ arguments.
In her Response [Doc. 449] the Receiver incorporates her arguments in the briefing with
BankPlus [Docs.184, 190, 199]. Therefore, out of an abundance of caution, Gee Gee Patridge
incorporates the arguments made by BankPlus to the extent they would apply to Gee Gee
Patridge in [Docs. 189, 194-195, 203]. The Receiver also incorporates her arguments in her
opposition to investor subpoenas [Docs. 83, 184] filed in In re Consolidated Discovery in
Cases Filed by Alysson Mills, No. 22-cv-36 (S.D. Miss.). Gee Gee Patridge joined in
Defendants’ Opposition to the Receiver’s Objection to Subpoenas, and incorporates the
arguments therein to the extent they are applicable here. [Doc. 100].
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same claim the Receiver makes against BankPlus in the Amended Complaint. Am.

Compl. ¶61.

The Receiver states “What is relevant to this case is what Gee Gee Patridge knew and

when she knew it and what due diligence she took in her role as a senior BankPlus

executive.” Receiver’s Resp. at 6 [Doc. 449].

The Receiver claims that Gee Gee Patridge “has unique access to information that

established the investment was fraudulent…” Receiver’s Resp. at 6 [Doc. 449].

The Receiver has no support for these claims above, so she resorts to arguing that

“Patridge knew what BankPlus knew,” and “Gee Gee Patridge and BankPlus go hand-in-hand.”

Receiver’s Resp. at 5 [Doc. 449]. The Receiver does not cite any authority for the nonsensical

argument that the knowledge of BankPlus (meaning other employees at BankPlus) is imputed to

Gee Gee Patridge. Under this erroneous theory, the knowledge of any officer/employee of

BankPlus could be imputed to any other officer/employee, regardless of what the person actually

knew. The Receiver’s claim that Gee Gee Patridge knew Madison Timber was a fraud is not in

good faith if the Receiver does not have any information to support that claim. The Receiver is

only hoping to find support for those allegations throughout discovery.

Initially, the Receiver alleged that “red flags” should have alerted Gee Gee Patridge to

the fraud. In the Amended Complaint the Receiver alleges that Gee Gee Patridge “fail[ed] to

conduct any reasonable due diligence” and “recklessly ignored numerous red flags” that “taken

together clearly evidence fraud.” Am. Compl. at ¶¶59-60. However, none of the “red flags” in

Paragraph 60 are secret, private, or confidential information. The “red flags” in Paragraph 60 are

characteristics of the fraudulent investments that describe how the scheme operated. Each of

these “red flags” would have been information available to the investors to whom the Receiver is
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distributing money. Yet, the Receiver does not claim that the other investors should have known

of the fraudulent scheme.

The “red flags” in Paragraph 60, in summary, are: (a) The timber deeds were fake with

forged signatures and no one called the landowners or did a title check; (b) There were no mill

contracts and no one called the mills to check this; (c) Investors agreed not to record the deeds;

(d) Adams promised a suspicious 300%-400% rate of return; (e) The lumber mills had an

insatiable demand for timber at uniform process. However, the price of timber fluctuates, and

this information is “readily available from multiple sources”; (f) A 12 month payoff became a 13

month payoff when Adams decided he did not want to work in December; (g) Madison Timber

changed banks and had to collect pre-dated checks from investors and issue new checks from a

different bank. Am. Compl. ¶60 a-g.

In subparagraphs (a), (b) and (e) the Receiver states no one called landowners and mills

and no one checked timber prices. The Receiver does not explain why she believes Gee Gee

Patridge, and not other investors, had a duty to do this. Subparagraphs (c) and (d) relate to

Adams’ communications with the investors regarding what he promised and what the investors

agreed to do. Subparagraphs (f) and (g) are facts that would have been known to each investor

who was receiving checks at the time.

The Receiver obviously believes that it is important whether a defendant had information

that other investors did not have and it is important what due diligence was or was not

conducted. However, the Receiver only wants to show part of the picture. She wants to claim

Gee Gee Patridge had inside knowledge without having to identify such knowledge. She wants

to prevent discovery into the circumstances and knowledge of any investor who she decided not

to sue, while asking for the same information from an investor who she did sue. The Receiver
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repeats the argument that “good faith” and “justifiable reliance” are not elements to her claim.

However, the Receiver has asserted a negligence claim against an investor. Even if all investors

were in good faith and used due care, the requested information is relevant to duty, breach,

causation and contributory negligence.

Respectfully submitted this, the 21st day of September, 2022.

GEE GEE PATRIDGE

  /s/ Laura W. Givens
LAURA W. GIVENS

OF COUNSEL:

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

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

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

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

record.

This the 21st day of September, 2022.

  /s/ Laura W. Givens
LAURA W. GIVENS
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From:
Sent: Friday, July 12, 2013 8:11:25 PM
To: Wkelly@srwchemical.com (Wkelly@srwchemical.com)
Cc:
Bcc:
Subject:  
Hi Wayne, 
        Iwanted to go ahead and give you contact info for my mom , and my aunt  for Madison Timber investments. 

 
 

I will have a few questions when wetalk. 
Thanks, 

    

 MTR_  00264946 (Confidential)
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A-03801

BILLINGS_MICHAEL_20190613

6/13/2019 9:45 AM

Condensed Transcript

Prepared by:

A-03801

Thursday, August 1, 2019

**CONFIDENTIAL**

**CONFIDENTIAL**

  MTR_ 00354520
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Page 49

     

     

     

     

     

     

          

     

Page 50

     

8           BY MR. DELFINO:

9      Q    So how did you find clients?

10      A    Well, we went through this exercise a few weeks

11 ago just to see about -- as I counted them, about 43

12 percent of them actually found me.  They were referred by

13 other participants.

     

     

     

     

     

     

Page 51

          

9      Q    How did you find investors?
10      A    Oh, about -- I did the math -- 43 percent of
11 the investors from about a total of about 30 were
12 referrals from other investors.

     

     

     
     

Page 52

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

[6/13/2019 9:45 AM] BILLINGS_MICHAEL_20190613 Pages 49 - 52

**CONFIDENTIAL**

**CONFIDENTIAL**

  MTR_ 00354533
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Page 73

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

Page 74

3      Q    And then 

.  What does  do?

5      A     runs , which

6 is where -- this was the first place that I took Mr.

7 Adams that all of this year and a half worth of due

8 diligence work was done by their in-house counsel,

9 associated outside counsel in Texas and Mississippi, as I

10 understand it, their in-house analyst who made several

11 trips to Mississippi.

12           This was an ongoing -- we can have a whole

13 conversation about this, but this was where a lot of the

14 things that were said that validated Mr. Adams to me took

15 place during the due diligence that was done from the --

16 this was our first stop in September of '12 when I took

17 Mr. Adams to meet with .  And , they

18 never could get to a point where the vehicle would meet

19 the criteria for a  investment, but 

20 was comfortable with it and liked it to the point

21 obviously that he referred  and tried to refer

22 other people.  He put his wife's separate property and

23 their family foundation and so forth.

24      Q    Did you ever pay anyone like  a

25 referral fee?

Page 75

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

Page 76

          

          

     

     

[6/13/2019 9:45 AM] BILLINGS_MICHAEL_20190613 Pages 73 - 76

**CONFIDENTIAL**

**CONFIDENTIAL**

  MTR_ 00354539
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Page 105

          

     

     

     

     

     

     

Page 106

          

     

     

Page 107

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

Page 108

     

     

     

     

10      Q    On the last page of Exhibit 46 at the top, the

11 first full sentence you say -- you're discussing other

12 investors and then you say, many of them have access to

13 fairly sophisticated analytical teams.  Who is that

14 you're referring to, the sophisticated analytical teams?

15      A    That would include the   That

16 would include .  That would include

17 , his own company.  Those are the ones right

18 off the top of my head.

19      Q    What is ?

20      A     was 's family

21 company down in New Orleans.

     

     

[6/13/2019 9:45 AM] BILLINGS_MICHAEL_20190613 Pages 105 - 108

**CONFIDENTIAL**

**CONFIDENTIAL**

  MTR_ 00354547
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A-03801

McHenry_William_20200820

8/20/2020 11:34 AM

Condensed Transcript

Prepared by:

A-03801

Wednesday, September 9, 2020

  MTR_ 00354596
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Page 41

     

     

     

     

     

23      A    I think it is the sister that was a brother

24 and sister -- a brother and a sister was introduced to

25 me by another investor.  

Page 42

5      Q    What about ?

6      A    That's .  He was introduced by

7 another investor.  There were numerous other investors

8 that got paid fees for bringing other people in that

9 evidently it's been swept under the rug.  But there were

10 other people that got paid.  I know that for a fact.

11      Q    So who got paid --

12      A    --  was introduced by one of the

13 investors.

14      Q    And who was that?

15      A    That introduced?

16      Q    Yes.

17      A    .

18      Q    And so you still were paid though for on

19  deal as well, though.  Right?

20      A    That's correct.

21      Q    What about ?

22 ?

23      A    .  He's a retired Delta pilot.

24 He was introduced by .

     

Page 43

     
     

     

     

     

     
     

     

     

23      Q    So  came on after his father ?
24      A    Yes.  Uh-huh.
25      Q    What about  and ?

Page 44

1      A    Those were two dear friends of mine.  They
2 were introduced to me by .  He's a retired
3 marine colonel.  He and I had a very, very good -- like
4 a father/son relationship.  And  is his wife,
5 second wife I guess, and the  is 90-something
6 years old.  He's probably about 98 now.  But yes, I --
7 they were introduced by  and I told them
8 about the timber.
9      Q    What about ?

10      A     is a retired radiologist --
11 excuse me, anesthesiologist, I believe.  One of the two.
12 He was a brother-in-law to a friend of mine that I've
13 known since the '80s who also was an investor.  And he
14 invested in the timber deal.
15      Q    And who was his brother-in-law?
16      A    .
17      Q    And who -- what about ?
18      A    Say that again?
19      Q    .
20      A    I don't know 
21      Q    No,  as in --
22      A    ?
23      Q    Correct.
24      A    Oh, that might be the Adams girl's brother.
25 I think it is.  

[8/20/2020 11:34 AM] McHenry_William_20200820 Pages 41 - 44

  MTR_ 00354607
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Page 45

     
     

     
     

     

     
     
     

     

     

     
22      A     mother.  She was
23 introduced by 
24      Q    And ?
25      A    Introduced by .  All

Page 46

1 of these people that were introduced got paid.  I want

2 that to be known.  They don't want it to be known.  But

3 I want it to be known.

4      Q    So all these people, you're saying, got

5 introduced by ?  

6  received points on the deal?

7      A    They did.  Finder's fee.

8      Q    Do you know how much --

9      A    Finder's fee.  It varied.  I don't know

10 what Lamar was paying them.

11      Q    If they were bringing people in, why were

12 you still getting paid on the deals?

13      A    They weren't getting paid out of the

14 profit.  They were just getting paid by Lamar a finder's

15 fee.
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