
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF BRYAN COUNTY

STATE OF GEORGIA

City of Richmond Hill, Georgia; ) 

Plaintiff, ) 

VS. } 

Bryan County, Georgia; Bryan County } 

Board of Commissioners: Chairman Carter

Infinger, personally and in his official capacity, ) 

Commissioner Noah Covington, personally and ) 

in his official capacity, Commissioner Wade } 

Price, personally and in his official capacity, } 

Commissioner Steve Myers, personally and in ) 

his official capacity, Commissioner Brad ) 

Brookshire, personally and in his official ) 

Capacity, and Commissioner Rick Gardner, ) 

personally and in his official capacity. ) 

Defendants. 

TO THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANTS: 

TIME

21"i2
Rebeoca G. Crowe

Clerk f Courts
anrarl r^„.,i,r Georgia

Civil Action File No.. rvf

SUMMONS

You are hereby summoned and required to file with the clerk of said court and serve upon the
Plaintiff' s attorney, whose name an address is: 

J. Raymond Dickey, Esq. 
P. O. Box 1099

Rincon, Georgia 31326

An answer to the complaint which is herewith served upon you, within 30 days after service of this

summons upon you, exclusive of the day of service. If you fail to do so, judgment by default will be taken
against you for the relief demanded in the complaint. 

Thi day of August, 2018. 

Clerk of Supert`' urt

t

D' pQ



IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF BRYAN COUNTY

STATE OF GEORGIA

City of Richmond Hill, Georgia; 

Plaintiff, 

VS. 

Bryan County, Georgia; Bryan County ) 

Board of Commissioners: Chairman Carter } 

Infinger, personally and in his official capacity, ) 

Commissioner Noah Covington, personally and ) 

in his official capacity, Commissioner Wade ) 

Price, personally and in his official capacity, ) 

Commissioner Steve Myers, personally and in ) 

his official capacity, Commissioner Brad ) 

Brookshire, personally and in his official ) 

Capacity, and Commissioner Rick Gardner, ) 

personally and in his official capacity. ) 

Defendants. 

IMEI

I1

Civil Action File No.: 

Crowe

Clerkof Courts
Brvan rn+int., mirAnmiP

VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR MANDATORY MEDIATION OF SERVICE DELIVERY STRATEGY

BREACH OF CONTRACT PECIFIC PERFORMANCE AND OTHER RELIEF

COMES NOW Plaintiff, City of Richmond Hill, Georgia, and files this, its Verified Complaint

For Mandatory Mediation Of Service Delivery Strategy, Breach of Contract, Specific Performance, 

Mandamus, and Other Relief. In support thereof, Plaintiff shows the court as follows: 

THE PARTIES:., JURISDICTI ON,.AND,.,,VENUE

Plaintiff, City of Richmond Hill, Georgia (" Richmond Hill"), is a municipal corporation duly

authorized and existing under the laws of the State of Georgia. Richmond Hill is one of two ( 2) cities

located in Bryan County, Georgia. 

2. 



Defendant Bryan County, Georgia (" County"), is a county in the State of Georgia. It may be

served by service on the Chairman of its governing authority, Chairman Carter infinger, of the Bryan

County Board of Commissioners, at 51 North Courthouse Street, Pembroke, Georgia 31321. 

3. 

Defendants, Chairman Carter Infinger, Commissioner Noah Covington, Commissioner Wade

Price, Commissioner Steve Myers, Commissioner Brad Brookshire, and Commissioner Rick Gardner, 

are duty -elected members of the Bryan County, Commission. (" Commissioners") They are sued in their

official capacities and personally, and may be served at 51 North Courthouse Street, Pembroke, Georgia

3132I. 

4. 

Jurisdiction and venue are proper in this court. 

FACTS

5. 

Richmond Hill hereby incorporates all paragraphs contained above as if the same were reprinted

verbatim here. 

6. 

Richmond Hill and the County implemented a Service Delivery Strategy (" SDS") comprised of a

series of agreements related to the provision of governmental services. The SDS was last updated in

September, 2013. 

7. 

Richmond Hill has identified areas in the existing Service Delivery Strategy Agreements

SDS Agreements") with the County that result in funding inequities and City property taxpayers



paying for County services the City property taxpayers do not receive, all of which results in double

taxation of City residents, businesses, and property located inside the corporate limits of Richmond

Hill. 

8. 

Richmond Hill desires to review, revise, and reach an agreement on new SDS Agreements

with the County that eliminates any and all areas of funding inequities and taxation of Richmond Hill

residents, businesses, and taxpayers by the County for services that the County does not provide to

the property taxpayers located within the corporate limits of Richmond Hill. These areas include but

are not limited to the following: public works, road construction and maintenance, bridge construction

and maintenance, curbside solid waste collection and disposal, landfill, mosquito control, Planning & 

Zoning, engineering, building inspection, Economic Development, Fire Protection, general government

administration and costs, building maintenance, employee health reimbursement, water distribution, 

sewer collection and treatment, soil erosion control, street lighting, storm water control (drainage), 

surveyor, traffic control, yard -debris removal, jail and other services. 

Q

Richmond Hill further wishes to coordinate with its fellow City, Pembroke, of Bryan County to

negotiate with the County so that the Cities and County can implement a new SDS agreement comprised

of revised Agreements that meet the requirements of Georgia law. 

10. 

The " Cities of Bryan County" include the following: 

A. CityofRichmond Hill

B. City of Pembroke

11. 

The total population ofthe County is 30, 233 people according to the most recent U. S. 



decennial Census. The total population is split as follows: 

A. Unincorporated area of the County: 18,756 people or Cat percent of the total county population. 

B. City of Richmond Hill: 9,281 people or 30.7 percent ofthe total county population. 

C. City of Pembroke: 2, 196 people or 073 percent of the total county population. 

12. 

The current service delivery agreement was required to be reviewed and revised prior to June 30, 

2018. If reviewed and revised agreement was not provided to the Georgia Department of Community

Affairs by that date, sanctions would be placed upon the county and all municipal governments, including

the loss of local government status. Despite the City of Richmond Hill' s request to begin the required

process of negotiation in the fall of 2017, the county did not move forward in a timely manner, so that an

extension of time to complete the renegotiation of SDS had to be filled with the Georgia Department of

Community Affair. The extension withholds the sanctions imposed by law for not completing the SDS, 

and is valid through October, 2018. The cities and county did eventually meet on at least three occasions

to negotiate the SDS. However, the parties were unable to reach an agreement to resolve the service

delivery issues. 

13. 

The county and the cities agreed to enter into alternative dispute resolution ( ADR) in hopes of

settling the continued concerns of tax inequity against the incorporated residents of the City of Richmond

Hill and all incorporated residents of the county. However, rather than let the ADR process resolve

concerns by cooperation, negotiation and agreement, the Defendants, without first notifying Richmond

Hill, called for a public hearing in order to remove the 1 mill tax reduction to the property owners of the

incorporated residents of the City of Richmond Hill. Property within the incorporated limits of the City of

Richmond Hill has received a l mill reduction in county wide assessed millage since 2003. This millage

reduction was a part of the 2003 service delivery strategy agreement that the county and cities approved. 

The millage reduction was based on an independent study of tax inequities presented by `Government



Solutions, Ltd', employed by the cities and county, which calculated 2. 33 mills of inequity by the county

against the incorporated property owners of the City of Richmond Hill at that time. In a spirit of

cooperation and compromise the city council agreed to a 1 mill reduction rather than 2. 33 mills as

recommended. All subsequent service delivery agreements and amendments ( approximately nine) have

not challenged this funding item of the service delivery strategy and in fact have continued the Imill

reduction for properties located in the City of Richmond Hill. The bad faith unilateral removal by the

Defendants of the 1 mill tax reduction is a breach of the current service delivery strategy agreement and

forced the City of Richmond Hill to litigate to protect the financial interest of its citizens. 

14. 

The Defendants held the public hearing for the purpose of amending its 2018 Budget to remove

the I mill tax reduction. The Defendants are improperly using revenues not allowed under Georgia law

for payment of services for special service districts. For instance, Mobile home tax, alcohol beverage tax, 

cable fees, alcohol licenses and occupational tax totaling $528,000 dollars are not funding mechanisms

allowed under Georgia law to pay for special service district expenditures. 

15. 

In addition, the Defendants made transfers and loans of county wide tax dollars to the special

service district' s fund for fire and water and sewer of $2, 101, 222, in violation of the SDS agreements. 

Approximately 46% or $958, 788 dollars ( 1. 8 mills) of these funds were received from the incorporated

property owners. Hence, city property owners paid for county services provided only in the

unincorporated area and received no benefit for the taxes that were paid. 

16. 

The Defendants illegally failed to budget and expend the insurance premium tax as required by

O.C.G.A. § 33- 8- 83, from 2010 to 2016. The Defendants failure to comply with O.C.G.A. § 33- 8- 83 has

resulted in the insurance premium tax not accurately being applied to reduce service cost and fees prior to



the reduction of special service district taxes being rolled back for the amount of insurance premium tax

receipts. The Defendants identified fire and sanitation service as unincorporated services for which the

insurance premium tax revenues must be used to reduce cost and fees for services. However, the

Defendants' failure to comply with the requirements of O.C. G.A. § 33- 8- 83 resulted in excess fire and

sanitation fees being charged in the amount of $4,011, 625 dollars. 

17. 

The Defendants have over budgeted expenditures and under budgeted revenues of the county for

all years of operation from 2010 to 2017, based on County' s approved audits. This improper budget

practice of the Defendants has generated $ 12, 211, 312 dollars in property taxes more than necessary to

pay for the cost of services actually provided. This amounts to more than 10 mills in excess property tax

collection. The general fund currently has a reserve of $19, 852, 785. Richmond Hill believes and has

documented its belief that the Defendants have collected $ 12, 218, 365 dollars from incorporated property

owners, over this same time period. Some of these funds have been used to provide services to the

unincorporated area of Bryan county. The Defendants have used these excess tax collections to inflate

the fund reserves of the county in order to have funds to transfer to or borrow from for expected cost over

runs in special service district services. ( Unincorporated area of Bryan county) 

18. 

The Defendants have refused to correct their violations of the SDS agreements and Georgia

law. As a result, Richmond Hill has no choice but to seen the assistance of the judicial system to

compel compliance with the provisions of Georgia law applicable to Service Delivery Strategy and

other applicable Georgia laws. 

LEGAL PROVISIONS AND THEIR APPLICATION

TO THE INSTANT CASE



19. 

Richmond Hill hereby incorporates all paragraphs contained above as if the same were

reprinted verbatim here. 

THE SERVICE DELIVERY STRATEGY ACT

20. 

O.C. G. A. § 36- 70- 20. Legislative intent. 

The intent of this article is to provide a flexible framework within which local governments in each

county can develop a service delivery system that is both efficient and resp2nsive to citizens in their

county. The General Assembly recognizes that the unique characteristics of each county throughout the

state preclude a mandated legislative outcome for the delivery of services in every county. The process

provided by this article is intended to minimize inefficiencies resulting from duplication of services and

competition between local governments and to provide a mechanism to resolve disputes over local

government service delive funding equity , and land use. The local government service delivery process

should result in the minimization of non -compatible municipal and county land use plans and in a simple, 

concise agreement describing which local governments will provide which service in specified areas

within a county and how provision of such services will be funded." 

21. 

The Service Delivery Strategy Act (" SDS Act") requires local governments to implement

agreements that specify the manner and nature to which all governmental services will be provided

for between and among a particular Georgia county and any municipality located wholly or

partially within that county' s geographical boundary. O. C, G.A. § 36- 7 0- 21. 

22. 

The core of most disputes regarding service delivery is a disagreement between county and

municipalities regarding the method of funding for a service provided primarily for the benefit of the



unincorporated area, i. e. Special Service District, hereafter referred to as SSD. To this dispute Georgia

code § 36- 70- 24( 3)( A) & ( B) specifically addresses the appropriate funding available: 

3)( A) The strategy shall ensure that the cost of any service which a county provides primarily for

the benefit of the uninco1porated area of the coua shall be borne by the unincoM2rated area residents

individuals, and property owners who receive the service. Further, when the county and one or more

municipalities jointly fund a countywide service, the county share of such funding shall be borne by the

unincorporated residents, individuals, and property owners that receive the service. 

B) Such funding shall be derived from special service districts created by the county in which

property taxes, insurance premium taxes, assessments, or user fees are levied or imposed, or through such

other mechanism agreed upon by the affected parties which complies with the intent of sub ara h A

of this paragraph. 

SDS Services " shall be derived from special service districts created by the county in which

property taxes, insurance premium taxes, assessments, or user fees are levied or imposed..." 4.C.G.A. § 

36- 70- 24( 3)( b). When the legislature uses the word " shall" in a statue,, the general rule is to interpret it as

a command that is mandatory. Hardwick v. State. 264 Ga. 161, 163- 64; 442 S. E.2d 236 ( 1994). The use

of "property taxes, insurance premium taxes, user fees" and the limited version of the word " assessments" 

to fund SDS Services in special service districts are not optional. Such are the only means. 

Further, "... For a special district to be applied constitutionally,, there must be " a link between the

service provided and the method of financing the service." Martin v Ellis 242 Ga. At 340-41. A revenue

source lacking an essential link with the service may not be applied to fully fund the service in the special

district. 

23. 

The SDS Act requires the following local governments to adopt a resolution approving said

Strategy: 

The County governing authority



A. The governing authority ofmunicipalities located within the county which has a population of

9,000 or greater within the county. 

B. By the municipality which serves as the county site ifnot included in paragraph ( B); and, 

C. By no less than 50 percent of the remaining municipalities within the county which contain at least

500 persons within the county ifnot included in paragraph ( B) or (C). O.C. G.A. § 36-70-25( b). Asa

result, approval must be accomplished by the County governing authority and the governing authority of

Richmond Hill and Pembroke. Pembroke is the county " site" and Richmond Hill is the only city in the

County with a population greater than 9,000. Further, there are no other municipalities located either

wholly or partially in the county. Consequently, a valid SDS must be accompanied by approval from

Richmond Hill, Pembroke, and the County. 

24. 

O.C.G.A. § 36- 70- 28(b) requires the review of and revision, ifnecessary, ofexisting SDS

Agreements. Specifically, O.C. G.A. § 36- 70- 28( b)( 2) provides that each government shall review

and revise its SDS agreement "[ w]henever necessary to change service delivery or revenue

distribution arrangements[.]"( brackets added). 

COUNT I

MANDATORY MEDIATION OF SERVICE DELIVERY STRATEGY

25. 

Richmond Hill hereby incorporates all paragraphs contained above as if the same were reprinted

verbatim here. 

26. 

O.C.G.A. § 36- 70-28( c) provides that: 

In the event that a county or an affected municipality located within the county refuses to review and



revise, if necessary a strategy in accordance with paragraphs ( 2) and ( 3) of subsection ( b) of this Code

section, then any of the parties may use the alternative dispute resolution and appeal procedures set

forth in subsection ( d) ofCode section 36- 70- 25. 1. 

27. 

O.C. G.A. § 36- 70- 25. l( d)( I) provides that: 

When a county and affected municipalities fail to reach an agreement on Service Delivery

Strategy, then a County or any affected municipality may file a Complaint in Superior Court seeking

mandatory mediation in accordance with the procedure set forth in that Code Section. 

28. 

Richmond Hill is left with no alternative but to seek mandatory mediation through the

Superior Court pursuant to O.C.G. A. § 36- 70- 25. 1( d)( 1) because the County has refused stop its

current actions of removing the 1 mill reduction to Richmond Hill property owners in violation of

the SDS agreements. As a result, the City files the instant Complaint. 

29. 

Since the County has refused to review the SDS Agreements and revise them in accordance

with the provisions of O. C. G. A. § 36- 70- 28( b), Richmond Hill is now proceeding under the

provisions of O. C. G. A. § 36- 70- 25. 1( d)( 1) that provide the ability to file a Complaint with the court

for an order compelling Mandatory Mediation. This action is authorized by O.C.G.A. § 36- 70- 28( c). 

30. 

O. C. G. A. § 36- 70- 25. 1( d)( 1)( A) provides that: 

A Complaint seeking mandatory mediation shall be assigned pursuant to O. C.G.A. §§ 15- 1- 

9. 1 or 15- 6- 13 to a judge who is not a judge of the circuit and further provides that the judge

selected may be a senior judge pursuant to O.C. G. A. § 15- 1- 9.2 who resides in another circuit. 

31. 

The assigned judge shall appoint a mediator and mandatory mediation of service delivery



strategy shall follow the procedures set forth in that Code Section. The assigned judge also has the

authority to withhold sanctions during the pendency of the mediation. 

32. 

Ifmandatory mediation fails, Richmond Hill will Complaint the court to resolve all remaining

items in dispute pursuant to the provisions of O.C. G.A. § 36- 70- 25. 1( d)( 2). 

COUNT 1I. BREACH OF CONTRACT

33. 

Richmond Hill hereby incorporates and restates all paragraphs contained above as if the same

were reprinted verbatim here. 

34. 

Richmond Hill has performed and continues to perform its obligations under the current SDS

Agreements. 

35. 

Under the terms and provisions of the SDS agreements, the Defendants have knowingly and

intentionally removed the 1 mill tax reduction to the property owners of the incorporated residents of

the City of Richmond Hill in violation of the agreements. The property within the incorporated limits of

the City of Richmond Hili has received a I mill reduction in county wide assessed millage since 2003. 

This millage reduction was a part of the 2003 service delivery strategy agreement that the county and

cities approved, and has continued until August of 2018. The Defendants should be ordered to

reinstate the I mill tax reduction to the property owners of the incorporated residents of the City of

Richmond Hill until such time as the millage is renegotiated. 

36. 

The Defendants, acting in bad faith, made transfers and loans of county wide tax dollars to



the special service district' s fund for fire and water and sewer of $2, 101, 222, in violation of the

terms and provisions of the SDS agreements and Georgia law. Forty Six percent (46%) or $958,788

dollars of these improper transferred funds were received from the incorporated property

owners. City property owners paid for county services provided only in the unincorporated area

and received no benefit for the taxes that were paid in violation of Georgia law and the SDS

agreements. The Defendants should be ordered to repay the $ 2, 101, 222 dollars to the general

fund or Richmond Hill should be awarded damages in the amount of $958, 788 dollars for these

intentional violations by the Defendants. 

37. 

The Defendants are improperly using revenues not allowed under Georgia law for payment of

services for special service districts. Mobile home tax, alcohol beverage tax, cable fees, alcohol licenses

and occupational tax totaling $ 528, 000 dollars are not funding mechanisms allowed under Georgia law to

pay for special service district expenditures. These funding mechanisms violate Georgia law and the SDS

agreements. The Defendants should be ordered to repay the $ 528, 000 dollars to the general fund. 

38. 

Defendant' s obligations under the SDS Agreements have not been completed, waived, satisfied or

excused. 

39. 

To the extent possible, Richmond Hill has sought to mitigate the breaches. 

40. 

Defendants have breached and continue to breach their duties imposed by the SDS agreements as

well as the Service Delivery Act. 

41. 

Richmond Hill has suffered general damages, special damages, compensatory damages, and



consequential damages as a result of the Defendants breach of contract and violations of Georgia law. 

COUNT II. MANDAMUS

42. 

Richmond Hill hereby incorporates and restates all paragraphs contained above as if the same

were reprinted verbatim here. 

43. 

Mandamus is an available remedy to the City where the evidence shows that actions of

Defendants are arbitrary, capricious and unreasonable. 

44. 

The Defendant' s official actions in illegally transferring general fund money to pay for special

service district expenditures resulted in City property owners paying for county services provided

only in the unincorporated area, and the City property owners received no benefit for the taxes

that were paid. All of this being in violation of Georgia law, the SDS agreements, and being

arbitrary, capricious and unreasonable. 

45. 

The Defendants illegally failed to budget, failed to record in their minutes, and expend the

insurance premium tax as required by O.C.G.A. § 33- 8- 83, from 2010 to 2016. The Defendants

failure to comply with O.C. G.A. § 33- 8- 83 has resulted in the insurance premium tax not

accurately being applied to reduce service cost and fees prior to the reduction of special service

district taxes being rolled back for the amount of insurance premium tax receipts. The

Defendants identified fire and sanitation service as unincorporated services for which the

insurance premium tax revenues must be used to reduce cost and fees for services. However, the

Defendants' failure to comply with the requirements of O.C. G.A. § 33- 8- 83 resulted in excess

fire and sanitation fees being charged in the amount of $4,011, 625 dollars. 

46. 



The duty which a mandamus complainant seeks to have enforced must be a duty arising by law, either

expressly or by necessary implication; and the law must not only authorize the act be done, but must

require its performance. 

47. 

Such duties exist here, both contractually and per the statutes cited herein. 

48. 

By contract the City, its residents and property owners have a clear right to receive the services they

pay for as contemplated under the SDS Agreements and the Georgia Service Delivery Act. 

49. 

The contravention of a legal duty by public officials or public entities is by definition arbitrary and

capricious and unreasonable for which mandamus is required. 

COUNT III: PETITION TO ENFORCE 1 SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE

50. 

Richmond Hill hereby incorporates and restates all paragraphs contained above as if the same

were reprinted verbatim here. 

51. 

City has the right to commence an action to compel enforcement and for specific

performance since County breached its obligations under the SDS Agreement and Georgia law. 

52. 

Under the terms and provisions of the SDS agreements, the Defendants have knowingly and

intentionally removed the 1 mill tax reduction to the property owners of the incorporated residents of the

City of Richmond Hill in violation of the agreements. The property within the incorporated limits of the

City of Richmond Hill has received a 1 mill reduction in county wide assessed millage since 2003. This

millage reduction was a part of the 2003 service delivery strategy agreement that the county and cities

approved, and has continued until August of 2018. The Defendants should be ordered to reinstate the 1

mill tax reduction to the property owners of the incorporated residents of the City of Richmond Hill until



such time as the millage is renegotiated. 

53. 

The Defendants, acting in bad faith, made transfers and loans of county wide tax dollars to the

special service district' s fund for fire and water and sewer of $2, 101, 222, in violation of the terms and

provisions of the SDS agreements and Georgia law. Forty Six percent ( 46%) or $958, 788 dollars of these

improper transferred funds were received from the incorporated property owners. City property owners

paid for county services provided only in the unincorporated area and received no benefit for the taxes

that were paid in violation of Georgia law and the SDS agreements. The Defendants should be ordered to

repay the $ 2, 101, 222 dollars to the general fund. 

54. 

The Defendants are improperly using revenues not allowed under Georgia law for payment of

services for special service districts. Mobile home tax, alcohol beverage tax, cable fees, alcohol licenses

and occupational tax totaling $ 528, 000 dollars are not funding mechanisms allowed under Georgia law to

pay for special service district expenditures. These funding mechanisms violate Georgia law and the

SDS agreements. The Defendants should be ordered to repay the $528,000 dollars to the general fund. 

55. 

City will be harmed if the Defendants are not ordered to perform its obligations under the SDS

Agreement until such time as it is modified in accordance with the O.C.O.A. § 36- 70- 28( b). 

56. 

City is entitled as a matter of law to specific performance by order of this Court compelling the

Defendants to fulfill its obligations under the SDS Agreement and state law. 

COUNT 1V: ATTORNEY' S FEES

57. 

Richmond Hill hereby incorporates and restates all paragraphs contained above as if the same

were reprinted verbatim here. 



58. 

Defendants have acted in bad faith, been stubbornly litigious and caused Plaintiff unnecessary

trouble and expense. 

59. 

Per O.C.G.A. § 9- 15- 14, 13- 6- 11, and 13- 11- 8, Plaintiff is entitled to recover its expenses of

litigation, including reasonable attorneys' fees from Defendants. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests the following: 

A) That this Court order the parties to undergo mandatory mediation of service delivery

strategy in accordance with the procedure established by O.C.G.A. § 36- 70- 25. 1( d)( 1); 

B) That this Complaint be assigned pursuant to O.C. G. A. § 15- 1- 9. 1 or 15- 6- 13 to a judge

who is not a judge of the circuit or to a senior judge pursuant to O.C. G.A. § 15- 1- 9. 2 who

resides in another circuit; 

C) That the assigned visiting or senior judge appoint a mediator and that mediation

commence, proceed, and be completed as soon as possible, but in any event no later than

the time frame set forth in O. C. G. A. § 36- 70- 25. 1( d)( 1)( B); 

D) That this Court find that the Defer acted without substantial justification; 

E) That this Court imposes reasonable attorney's fees and expenses of litigation upon the

DeferAarits in favor ofRichmond Hill based on their actions. 

F) That this Court enter a judgment, a mandamus absolute order, mandating

compliance with both contractual and state law duties pursuant to the allegations contained

in this Complaint; 

G) That this Court enforce the County' s performance of its obligations under the SDS Act and

per the SDS Agreements; 

H) That this Court enter a general verdict and judgment for all damages for breach of contract, 

costs and expenses associated with having to bring this action. 



1) That the assigned judge hold in abeyance the SDS sanctions until this action is resolved; 

J) That Plaintiff(s) have such other and further relief as to the Court may deem proper. 

This Pqllay of August, 2018. A

P. O. Box 1099

Rincon, GA. 31326

912) 826- 2500 telephone

912) 826- 5936 facsimile

strew m. et
J . .. 

nd!. 1-.---.— 

State Bar No. 221070



Filed in ! ' 
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF BRYAN COON

STATE OF GEORGIA AUG 2 1 2018

City of Richmond Hill, Georgia; } 
Robe= G. Crow

Plaintiff, } ICourts

VS. ) Civil Action File No.: L< , 
Bryan County, Georgia; Bryan County ) 

Board of Comissioners: Chairman Carter } 

Infmger, personally and in his official capacity, ) 

Commissioner Noah Covington, personally and ) 

in his official capacity, Commissioner Wade ) 

Price, personally and in his official capacity, } 

Commissioner Steve Myers, personally and in } 

his official capacity, Commissioner Brad ) 

Brookshire, personally and in his official ) 

Capacity, and Commissioner Rick Gardner, ) 

personally and in his official capacity. ) 

Defendants. 

Personally appeared before the undersigned authority, Russ Carpenter, Mayor, City of

Richmond Hill, Georgia, who after first being duly sworn, on oath, says that the statements

contained in the foregoing City of Richmond Hill, Georgia' s VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR
MANDATORY MEDITION OF SERVICE DELIVERY STRATEGY, BREACH OF CONTRACT, 

SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE, MANDAMUS, AND OTHER RELIEF are true and correct based on

personal knowledge at this time. 

This ofAugust, 2418

Sworn to aan'' subscribed before me

1 14. of AA A u qA- 2018. 

Russ Carpenter, Affiant


