
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF DEKALB COUNTY 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

SOUTH RIVER WATERSHED ALLIANCE, 
SOUTH RIVER FOREST COALITION, 
MARGARET S. BRADY, ALLEN P. DOYLE, 
JOEL FINEGOLD, JOSEPHS. PEERY, and 
JOHN AND JANE DOES, 

Plaintiffs, 

V. 

DEKALB COUNTY, GEORGIA, by and 
through its Board of Commissioners, and 
BLACKHALL REAL EST ATE PHASE II, LLC 

CIVIL FILE ACTION NO. 
21CV1931 

Defendants 

PLAINTIFFS' RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO BLACKHALL REAL EST ATE 
PHASE II, LLC'S MOTION TO COMPEL AND MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 

COME NOW Plaintiffs South River Watershed Alliance ("SRWA"), South River 

Forest Coalition ("SRFC"), Margaret S. Brady, Allen P. Doyle, Joel Finegold, Joseph S. 

Perry and John and Jane Does (collectively the "Plaintiffs") and by and through their 

undersigned counsel, file this, their Response in Opposition to Blackhall Real Estate 

Phase II, LLC's ("Blackhall") Motion to Compel and Memorandum in Support (the 

"Motion to Compel") and state as follows: 

I. Introduction 

This case involves certain dedicated public park land commonly known as 

Intrenchment Creek Park ("ICP"), which land was conveyed to and held in trust by 

DeKalb County as public park land for the benefit and use of the public. ICP was 
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originally conveyed to Defendant DeKalb County, Georgia (the "County") on January 

15, 2003 with the express requirement that the land be held and used for public park 

purposes in perpetuity, as more specifically expressed in the Limited Warranty Deed 

recorded at Deed Book 14082, Page 22, DeKalb County, Georgia records ("Intrenchment 

Creek Park Deed" or the "Park Deed"). Pursuant to the explicit language of the Park 

Deed, "[t]he Property is conveyed subject to the covenant and use restriction that it 

shall be used in perpetuity as park property ("Park Property Restriction") .... The 

foregoing Park Property Restriction and covenant is imposed with the consent and 

acquiescence of the (County), and is imposed in favor of and for the benefit of the 

Property so held by the (County) for the use of the public ... Both (i) the Arthur M. Blank 

Foundation, .... , as well as (ii) any member of the general public who utilizes the 

Property, shall have the right to take any action necessary at law or in equity to 

enforce the Park Property Restriction contained herein." 

Plaintiffs filed this action to protect said public park land and their rights and 

interests in the same (along with the public's), including their right to enforce the Park 

Property Restriction, following the County's exchange of certain portions of the 

dedicated park land for certain private property owned by Defendant Blackhall Real 

Estate Phase II, LLC ("Blackhall"). While the land exchange itself was executed on 

January 29, 2021, it now appears that Blackhall was engaged in discussions with the 

County about the exchange as early as 2017 and well before the public got any wind of 

the matter. This lawsuit was filed on February 12, 2021, shortly after the execution of 

the land exchange. Plaintiffs' lawsuit challenges the exchange by the County as being 

2 



ultra vires - invalid, void, and of no force or effect. See Verified Complaint. Despite 

their express interests and rights in the property, as stated in the Park Deed, Plaintiffs 

were not a party to the transaction. Accordingly, Plaintiffs are learning much of the 

facts and circumstances of the transaction in the discovery process. 

II. Blackhall's Motion to Compel Misconstrues Actual Circumstances 

Blackhall' s Motion to Compel contains 31 pages of brief and with exhibits 

consists of approximately 785 pages. Boiled down, the Motion to Compel is filled with 

inaccuracies, exaggerations, and hypocrisy. Throughout its motion, Blackhall attempts 

to paint Plaintiffs as obstinate and unwilling to participate in discovery, when nothing 

could be further from the truth. 

1. As an initial matter, this case involves an important public issue. Plaintiffs 

filed this lawsuit to protect and preserve dedicated public park land which is held in 

trust by the County for the benefit of the public and for which Plaintiffs and the public 

have been granted express rights to enforce. Plaintiffs have no interest in tying up the 

land or delaying the enforcement of their rights (and the rights of the public) to have, 

protect, and use and enjoy the dedicated park land.1 

2. In its motion, Blackhall suggests that discovery has been carrying on for 

nearly two years. That is simply NOT true. While the case was initiated on February 

12, 2021, shortly after the land exchange occurred, discovery did not commence until 

1 It should also be noted that Blackhall makes broad and unsubstantiated claims that the lawsuit is costing it 
millions and has delayed the development of public amenities on the park land. However, testimony by 
County representatives to date does not support the same. 
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June 3, 2022, less than a year ago.2 As the joint discovery motions in this case 

demonstrate, Plaintiffs have been diligently engaged in discovery during this time. 

Notably, Defendant Blackhall, who has opposed discovery in this case at every corner, 

did not even seek to engage in conducting any discovery until August 16, 2022, not 

even affording sufficient time for responses within the then existing discovery period. 

As demonstrated more fully below, Plaintiffs have and continue to diligently engage in 

good faith discovery. 

3. Ironically and perhaps more hypocritically, Blackhall cries foul over discovery 

objections lodged by Plaintiffs while at the same time vigorously asserting the same 

type of objections to avoid responding to discovery itself. Similarly, Blackhall lodges 

objections to Plaintiffs, claiming the withholding of information associated with 

Plaintiffs' publicly accessible websites and social media sites while at the same time 

admitting that Blackhall has publicly accessed and obtained the information and then 

scoffing when Plaintiffs supplement their productions with the requested information, 

much of which is entirely irrelevant to the ultimate issues in the case. Nevertheless, at 

the insistence of Defendant, Plaintiffs, all but one of whom are first time litigants 

unfamiliar with the discovery process, have spent an inordinate amount of time and 

2 Defendant DeKalb County filed its Answer and a Motion to Dismiss on March 22, 2021. Defendant Blackhall 
filed its Answer and a "me too" on the County's Motion to Dismiss on April 1, 2021. The motions to dismiss 
stayed the discovery period for a period of time in accordance with the Georgia Civil Practice Act. The Court held a 
hearing on the motions to dismiss on December 16, 2021. To preserve the resources of the parties, the parties 
waited on the Court to hear and rule on the motions to dismiss prior to engaging in discovery. The Court issued its 
ruling denying DeKalb County's motion to dismiss and granting in part and denying in part Blackhall's motion to 
dismiss on March 19, 2022. Because Plaintiffs and Defendant County desired to engage in discovery, the parties 
sought to establish a discovery scheduling, culminating in their joint request for the Court to open and extend the 
discovery period via motion on May 24, 2022. 
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frustration trying to download and produce website pages and social media posts, all of 

which are publicly accessible and available and for which direct links were provided 

Defendants. The same is true of news articles requested by Defendant. Nevertheless, 

Plaintiffs have endeavored to accommodate the requests of Defendant. In doing so, 

Plaintiffs and plaintiffs' counsel have run into technical difficulties in trying to produce 

the types of records requested and had to hire an outside technology firm to assist with 

productions. 

4. As of today, there are currently over 57,000 pages of documents that have 

been produced in this case, the majority of which come from the County. Plaintiffs 

have produced over 3,300 pages of documents. The individual plaintiffs along with Ms. 

Jaqueline Echols, Board President of Plaintiff South River Watershed Alliance, have 

been deposed, with each deposition consisting of a full day of testimony. Including the 

depositions of Plaintiffs, the parties have already taken at least ten (10) depositions, 

with four (4) to five (5) more already anticipated and in some stage of scheduling. 

5. Blackhall seeks to focus on everything but what is actually at issue in this 

case. This case involves the exchange of forty (40) acres of dedicated public park land - 

40 aces of Intrenchment Creek Park - for 52.943 acres of private land that was owned by 

Blackhall, 8.871 acres of which was previously part of ICP and still subject to the park 

property restriction requiring its continued use as public park land. At the heart of the 

3 In its motion, Blackball incorrectly refers to the exchange of 40 acres of ICP land for 55 .6 acres of Blackball land. 
It is unclear at this time whether the Blackball tracts ever even consisted of 55.6 acres. Nevertheless, the land 
exchange agreement and deeds associated with the same reflect only 52.914 acres ofBlackhall land involved in the 
exchange. 
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case is the legal question whether the County possesses and had the requisite legal 

authority to exchange the dedicated public park land. Plaintiffs contend they did not. 

Central to the question is the legitimacy of the County's action to exchange dedicated 

public park land, which in this case includes an express right of the public to enforce the 

public park use of the property in perpetuity, with a private entity. Plaintiffs were not a 

party to the land exchange and possess limited information on how the matter was 

initiated, discussed, transpired, and ultimately culminated in the exchange of deeds, 

including a quitclaim deed to dedicated portions of public park land. Defendant 

Blackhall and Defendant DeKalb County were parties to the transaction. It makes 

sense that the overwhelming amount of information in this case is not in the hands of 

Plaintiffs. Despite such, and perhaps telling is the fact that Blackhall has propounded 

NO discovery on Defendant DeKalb County to date and has produced little in terms of 

its own documents and communications. Instead, Blackhall seeks to focus on issues 

unrelated to the actual transaction being challenged. The majority of the information 

sought by Blackhall has nothing to do with the whether the County's land exchange 

was lawful. It is merely intended to draw attention away from the central question - is 

the exchange ultra vires? 

III. Relevant Procedural History on the Discovery Period in this Case 

Despite Blackhall' s suggestions otherwise, the discovery period in this case is 

less than half the time the case has been pending. Plaintiffs filed this lawsuit on 

February 12, 2021 challenging the land exchange as ultra vires - invalid, void, and of no 

force or effect. The County answered and filed a Motion to Dismiss followed by 
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Blackhall's Answer and a "me too" motion to dismiss. Following the Court's ruling on 

the motions to dismiss, which order was entered on March 19, 2021, the County and 

Plaintiffs moved to open discovery. The request was granted, and discovery 

commenced in this case on June 3, 2022. Despite the breadth of discovery anticipated, 

including volume of documents likely to be possessed by the parties to the transaction 

and specifically the County, as well as the complexity of issues, the initial discovery 

period only afforded the parties a little over three months to complete discovery. 

Accordingly, discovery was initially opened June 3, 2022 and set to expire on September 

15, 2022. 

Defendant DeKalb County and Plaintiffs engaged in extensive written discovery 

during this period, with Plaintiffs first serving discovery upon Defendants, including 

Blackhall, and other non-parties on June 6, 2022, immediately upon the opening of the 

discovery period. On July '12, 2022, again recognizing the breadth of discovery needed 

and the inability to complete the same in the time-period allotted, Defendant DeKalb 

County and Plaintiffs jointly approached the Court for an extension of the discovery 

period. See Joint Motion to Extent Discovery Period, filed July 12, 2022. Notably at 

this time, Blackhall had not propounded any discovery. Defendant Blackhall opposed 

the discovery extension despite the fact it had served zero discovery and had offered 

only the barest of responses to Plaintiffs' discovery requests.4 

4 Attached as Exhibit A are Blackhall's responses to Plaintiffs' written discovery requests. 
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Defendant Blackhall first served discovery in this case on August 16, 2022, which 

place responsive answers outside the original discovery period while at the same time it 

actively opposed any extension to the same. A few weeks later, on August 30, 2022, the 

Court, after a hearing, granted the joint motion by the County and Plaintiffs, extending 

discovery through November 30, 2022. At the hearing, counsel for both Defendant 

DeKalb County and Plaintiffs expressed concern that the November 30, 2022 deadline 

may be too short but would attempt to complete discovery by that time. See Second 

Joint Motion to Extend Discovery Period filed November 30, 2022. 

Despite diligent efforts to pursue and complete discovery, on November 30, 

2022, DeKalb County and Plaintiffs filed a Second Joint Motion to Extend Discovery 

Period. Id. At the time, Plaintiffs had produced over 2,000 pages of documents to 

Defendants. Defendant Blackhall had produced almost 2,000 pages of documents to 

Plaintiffs and Defendant DeKalb County had produced almost 32,000 pages of 

documents to Plaintiffs. Id. Notably, Defendant Blackhall fired off its second discovery 

requests as the 30-day window of this discovery period was closing, serving thirteen 

(13) separate non-party requests for production of documents as well as individual 

requests for admission on Plaintiffs5, the responses to which in most instances again 

would fall outside the current allotted discovery period. Ultimately, the Court granted 

the joint request to extend discovery on December 23, 2022, establishing the current 

discovery schedule, with fact discovery expiring at the end of February and expert 

5 The Requests for Admission included between 66 and 74 individual requests served on each Plaintiff separately. 
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discovery expiring at the end of March, 2023. As of today, discovery remains ongoing 

in this matter. 

IV. Blackball's Discovery Requests 

On August 16, 2022, Blackhall sent its first discovery requests to Plaintiffs. Had 

Plaintiffs and the County not obtained a discovery extension, responses to the requests 

would not have fallen within the discovery period. After obtaining an extension of 

time to respond to the same due to issues associated with Hurricane Fiona, Plaintiffs 

timely responded on October 4, 2022. On October 21, 2022, Blackhall sent Plaintiffs a 

12-page purported discovery dispute letter, demanding additional information and 

documents from Plaintiffs. The discovery dispute letter did not identify individual 

responses by individual Plaintiffs. Instead, it broadly categorized what it claimed the 

responses to be. Counsel made no effort to call or confer with counsel prior to sending 

its 12-page letter. On November 1, 2022, Plaintiffs sent a response letter to Blackhall 

along with supplemental discovery (the "First Response Letter"), and on November 4, 

2022 sent a second letter along with additional documents (the "Second Response 

Letter"). A true and correct copy of the First and Second Supplement Letters is 

attached hereto as Exhibits A and B, respectively. 

On November 11, 2022, Blackhall sent a second 6.4 letter to Plaintiffs, in what 

appeared to be nothing more than an effort to engage in a letter writing campaign. At 

the time, Plaintiffs' counsel had acknowledged being "under-water" so to say on a 

variety of matters, as the Covid-backlog was aggressively being addressed by a number 

of courts and counsel was involved in a series of hearings before the Georgia Public 
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Service Commission related to Georgia Power's rate case. Knowing the same, Blackhall 

continued to barrage Plaintiffs' counsel with its purported discovery dispute requests, 

much of which was focused on protected and irrelevant documents. In an effort to 

address what appeared to be the biggest concern, Plaintiffs continued to work to 

identify and produce documents responsive to the requests. Supplemental 

productions were again made on November 23, 2022 and November 30, 2022. A true 

and correct copy of the letters accompanying those productions is attached hereto as 

Exhibits C and D, respectively. On December 21, 2022, following the deposition of Mr. 

Bell, Plaintiffs' counsel did confer with counsel for Blackhall, again advising counsel 

that Plaintiffs were making every effort to address the allegations and that the focus 

would be on the production of documents first. At the time, Plaintiffs' counsel was 

unaware of the fact that apparently Defendant Blackhall was engaged in the destruction 

of public park amenities at ICP. This unnecessary destruction of ICP forced Plaintiffs 

to have to redirect resources from discovery matters to attempt to address the same. 

While Plaintiffs' efforts before this Court were ultimately not successful, a Stop Work 

Order was issued by the County related to the same. 

On January 3, 2023, Plaintiffs' counsel responded to Blackhall's 6.4 letters in one 

letter, pointing out Plaintiffs' valid objections that Blackhall' s counsel ignored (the 

"Third Response Letter"). A true and correct copy of the Third Response Letter is 

attached hereto as Exhibit E. That same day Plaintiffs also produced additional 

documents. A true and correct copy of the letter accompanying the supplemental 

productions is attached hereto as Exhibit F. Blackhall counsel did not call or seek to 

10 



discuss the matter further or the letters with Plaintiffs' counsel. On January 4, 2023, 

Blackhall filed this Motion to Compel. 

As demonstrated, during the course of this alleged discovery dispute which 

Blackhall contends Plaintiffs simply ignored (and even after the filing of Blackhall's 

motion), Plaintiffs continued to diligently seek to address alleged deficiencies as well as 

continued its discovery obligations, producing supplemental document productions as 

follows: 

November 4, 2022 

November30,2022 

- January 3, 2023 

Two separate productions on January 13, 2023 (A true and correct copy of the 

letters accompanying those productions is attached hereto as Exhibit G) 

- January 30, 2023. A true and correct copy of the correspondence accompany 

the supplemental production is attached hereto as Exhibit H. 

On January 27, 2023, Plaintiffs also submitted supplemental interrogatory responses 

from Plaintiff Joel Finegold6 ("Finegold Supplemental Response"). A true and correct 

copy of the Finegold Supplemental Response is attached hereto as Exhibit I. 

Surprisingly, Defendant, in its motion, now takes issue with Plaintiffs' 

production on January 3, 2023 providing 46 pages of supplemental documents, 

6 Mr. Finegold has suffered significant health issues during the course of this litigation, including a fall that landed 
him in the hospital and caused some serious vision issues, including preventing him for being able to read and 
impacting his balance. While Mr. Finegold reports that he is doing much better, there are still signs that he has not 
yet made a full recovery and continues to suffer from some vision difficulties. 
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including pdfs of websites and social media posts, yet it was Defendants that demanded 

Plaintiffs pdf and produce the pages as opposed to simply accessing the same via the 

live links to the pages and posts. Plaintiffs spent a great deal of time and energy 

capturing and producing the websites and posts to meet the demands of Defendants 

only to have Defendant now acknowledge and admit said request was unnecessary, as 

full access could already be obtained by Defendant via live navigation. 

V. ARGUMENT AND CITATION OF AUTHORITY 

A. Standard of Review 

Under O.C.G.A. § 9-11-33(a), a party served with interrogatories shall provide an 

answer unless the interrogatory is objected to, "in which event the reasons for objection 

shall be stated in lieu of an answer." O.C.G.A. § 9-11-33(a)(2). For requests for 

production, a party may serve on any other party a request to produce documents 

"within the scope of subsection (b) of Code Section 9-11-26 and which are in the 

possession, custody, or control of the party upon whom the request is served." O.C.G.A. 

§ 9-11-34(a)(1). Moreover," discovery questions should be sufficiently specific to require 

specific responses, and in so responding the party to whom they are directed is required 

to go no further than is required in responding fully to the questions asked." Murphy v. 

Concrete Placement Sys., 215 Ga. App. 284,285 (1994). 

A trial court may only impose sanctions under O.C.G.A. § 9-11-37(d) after a 

motion has been filed, notice has been sent, and a hearing has been held, and the failure 

to do so is a reversible error. Asap Healthcare Network, Inc. v. Southwest Hospital & Medical 

Center, Inc., 270 Ga. App. 76, 77-79 (2004). "As a general rule, a trial court should ... 
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reserv[e] the sanctions of dismissal and default for the most flagrant cases - where the 

failure to comply is wilful[sic], in bad faith or in conscious disregard of an order." Miller 

v. Lynch, 351 Ga. App. 361,367 (2019), citing Motani v. Wallace Enterprises, 251 Ga. App. 

384,385 (1) (2001). That simply is not the case here. As demonstrated more fully 

below, Defendant Blackhall has unnecessarily drawn the Court into an alleged 

discovery dispute, of which Defendant Blackhall does not enter with clean hands. 

Plaintiffs have not sought to ignore or avoid discovery. 

B. Plaintiffs properly objected to Blackhall's vague, unintelligible, and 
irrelevant interrogatories. 

Blackhall' s first contention is that Plaintiffs prefaced their responses to the 

Interrogatories and request for production with "boilerplate" objections, in order to 

evade responding to Interrogatories squarely within the scope of discovery under 

O.C.G.A. § 9-11-26 (Motion to Compel, p. 8). These accusations are false, however. 

Many of the interrogatories and requests by Blackhall were poorly worded thus 

requiring objections. Likewise, Blackhall' s interrogatories and requests for production 

often sought information that was protected on various grounds, and thus Plaintiffs' 

objections were warranted and should be sustained. Notably, as the actual responses 

demonstrate, the objections were followed by substantive responses. (Motion to 

Compel, Exhibit 2). 

First, many of Blackhall' s Interrogatories were vague, unintelligible, or requested 

information that was not in Plaintiffs' possession, necessitating objections. For example, 

Interrogatory No. 13 requests the Plaintiffs identify and describe all exchange 
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conditions conceived of by TPL and references Paragraph 44 of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 

(Motion to Compel, Exhibit 1).7 Paragraph 44 of Plaintiffs' Complaint states "[u]pon 

information and belief, TPL also informed the County of certain conditions that must be 

met along the lines of those articulated by the Blank Foundation, specifically including 

the need for robust public engagement and involvement." By way of example, here is 

the request as propounded and response from Plaintiff Doyle: 

INTERROGATORY NO. 13: 

Identify and describe in detail each and every of the exchange conditions conceived 
of by the TPL, as purported in Paragraph 44 of the Complaint, and identify all persons you 
contend had any knowledge of each such condition. Identify all documents and 
communications that support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request as it appears to misconstrue the allegations in 

Plaintiffs complaint and asks Plaintiff to render a determination as to what conditions a 

third-party may have conceived. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it asks 

Plaintiff to speculate or provide information that is not within the knowledge of this 

Plaintiff and squarely within the unique knowledge of a third party. Subject to said 

objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff responds as follows: 

Plaintiff directs Defendant to the allegations of Paragraph 44, which indicate 

conditions similar to those articulated by the Blank Foundation and again directs Defendant 

to the Blank Foundation letter dated February 12, 2019. Upon information and belief, TPL 

was aware and the County was aware of such conditions. Plaintiff further notes that 

7 While only Exhibit 1 is cited, the discovery sent virtually identical discovery requests to all Plaintiffs. For 
the sake of efficiency, only the first set will be addressed, but the arguments contained in this Response 
apply to all Plaintiffs. 
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discovery is ongoing in this matter and additional information may come to light. 

TPL is not a Plaintiff in this matter, and Plaintiffs are not in concert with TPL. 

Plaintiffs have neither the knowledge nor authority to answer the question on behalf of 

TPL nor can Plaintiffs speculate as to all conditions TPL may have conceived of in this 

matter and presented to the County and/ or Blackhall. Much of Plaintiffs knowledge 

about TPL conditions comes from presentations by the County or information acquired 

in the discovery process in this matter. Notably, discovery reveals that Defendant 

Blackhall was comm unicating directly with TPL about said conditions. Testimony 

from County witnesses also suggests that the conditions set forth in the Blank 

Foundation letter were derived by TPL or in conjunction with TPL. In fact , as 

Plaintiffs continue to review the volumes of documents produced in this case, Plaintiffs 

are still learning more about conditions TPL may have suggested and its 

comm unications with the County and Blackhall related to the same. Accordingly, 

Plaintiffs' objections to the request are warranted and valid. 

By way of further example, Blackhall considers Plaintiffs' objections on the basis 

of seeking a legal conclusion or work product doctrine inapplicable, while at the same 

time directly asking Plaintiffs to provide legal authority for their contentions. (See 

Motion to Compel Exhibit 1, Interrogatories Nos. 28-33). For example, Interrogatory 

No. 28 directly asks one Plaintiff if he believes Dekalb County can legally exchange any 

public park land without a referendum, and to identify all legal authority supporting 

his answer. Interrogator ies 15, 18-20 and 29-33 all similarly request Plaintiffs state the 

legal theories and conclusions underlying their claims in their Complaint. Wh ile the 
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determination of whether a question calls for a legal conclusion is within the discretion 

of the trial court, it is worth noting that courts have sustained "legal conclusion" 

objections on less egregious grounds. See Shaw v. Ruiz, 207 Ga. App. 299,303 (1993) 

(sustaining trial courts determination that question regarding whether defendant had a 

responsibility to pay for a portion of the cost of the equipment at issue). 

As noted, Blackhall's Interrogatories are far more flagrant than those in Shaw. 

Blackhall expressly asks about his legal stance on public land swap referendums and 

asks the Plaintiffs to provide legal authority in several interrogatories. There is no way 

to understand these requests as anything other than a demand for legal conclusions. In 

fact, in its Motion to Compel, Blackhall again states it is seeking "the legal bases" for the 

claims contained in the Complaint. (Motion to Compel, Pg. 19). Additionally, none of 

the Plaintiffs are attorneys. In fact, almost all have testified that this is their first time 

involved in a legal action. Given these facts, a request for the Plaintiffs to provide legal 

authority inherently requests that Plaintiffs divulge the mental impressions of their 

counsel, which is outside the scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice act. 

With regard to boilerplate objections, Blackhall also takes issue with Plaintiffs' 

objections that the requests are overly burdensome and that the information is more 

readily available or equally if not more accessible to Blackhall via public availability. 

Not only has Blackhall asserted this same object and avoided production of documents 

based on the same, but it later takes issue with Plaintiffs supplemental production of 

documents contending the documents were already publicly available to Blackhall. See 

Blackhall Motion pp. 6-7. Blackhall cannot have it both ways. It cannot assert the 
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objection and contend it is a valid objection only when it asserts the same. Likewise, 

Blackhall cannot contest the objection, demand that Plaintiffs produce the publicly 

available information and then complain when Plaintiffs do produce the publicly 

available information, saying it was already publicly available. 

In addition, contrary to Blackhall' s assertions, Plaintiffs did respond to its third 

and fourth 6.4 letters. See Exhibit E. Plaintiffs pointed out that many of Blackhall' s 

requests sought protected or irrelevant information, and accordingly, were properly 

objected to. Given the Plaintiffs' continued response to Blackhall' s letters and their 

ongoing efforts to provide any relevant, non-privileged documents requested by 

Blackhall, it is clear that Plaintiffs have not simply ignored Defendant. Plaintiffs have 

and continue to participate in discovery in good faith and should not be subjected to 

sanctions of any type, including the payment of Blackhall' s attorney's fees. 

As to Blackhall' s contention that Plaintiffs' social media pages undermine their 

objections, the same is entirely without merit. The fact that social media posts may tag 

a particular social media user or include a hashtag to a particular issue does not mean 

that one is aligned with the views espoused by the other user or by the hashtag. 

Likewise, deposition testimony has repeatedly belied Defendant's position. 

Further, it is important to note that Blackhall provided similar "boilerplate" 

objections to Plaintiffs' discovery requests.8 In its responses to Plaintiffs' Interrogatories, 

Blackhall routinely objects to the Interrogatories on the grounds that they are vague, 

8 See Exhibit J, containing requests propounded upon Blackhall and responses thereto for comparison purposes. 
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unduly, burdensome, and unlikely to lead to the discovery of admissible or relevant 

evidence. More tellingly, Blackhall objects to many of Plaintiffs' Interrogatories as 

overly broad, and especially hypocritical stance given its insistence on the "broad scope 

of discovery under O.C.G.A. § 9-11-26." (Motion to Compel, p. 8). An Order striking 

Plaintiffs' objections would require that Blackhall' s objections be stricken on the same 

grounds on a motion. 

Lastly, responding to Blackhall's contentions, Plaintiffs note that Plaintiffs never 

argued that Blackhall is not entitled to pursue discovery. Plaintiffs merely pointed out 

that Blackhall had actively sought to prevent discovery in this case and failed to take an 

active engagement in discovery until later. 

C. Plaintiffs use of O.C.G.A. § 9-11-33 is Consistent with Defendants' 
Discovery Responses 

Blackhall purports to take issue with Plaintiffs' use of OCGA § 9-11-33 to 

respond to discovery requests. In doing so, Blackhall fails to avail the Court of the fact 

that Blackhall has utilized OCGA § 9-11-33 in the same fashion as has Defendant 

County, as it now contends is a problem when utilized by Plaintiffs. There cannot be 

one set of rules applicable to Defendants and another applicable to Plaintiffs. To the 

extent Blackhall is complaining because Plaintiffs have failed to cite to the specific 

document, Blackhall itself needs to apply the same standard to its own responses as 

well as the County's responses. Nevertheless, Plaintiffs did provide substantive 

responses to the interrogatories, often followed by reference to documents produced by 

Plaintiffs and, because of the overly broad nature of the requests as well as ongoing 
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discovery, discovery documents produced in this case generally. Discovery is ongoing 

in this matter and the nature of Blackhall' s requests are such that potentially responsive 

information may very well be discovered over the course of the litigation. As 

previously stated, the lawsuit contests the land exchange between DeKalb County and 

Blackhall, to which Plaintiffs were not a party. Plaintiffs do not know what they do not 

know about that transaction, having not been a party thereto. Accordingly, it would be 

entirely reasonable to expect that information and documents will be discovered in this 

process that further support Plaintiffs' claims. As we sit here today, documents are still 

coming in and being produced by parties and non-parties. 

Blackhall goes on to contend that records from non-parties reveal instances of 

large groups of Plaintiffs emailing each other, which Plaintiffs have not produced. As 

an initial matter, Blackhall's assertion is not correct. Blackhall references a "Weekly 

Update & Planning" meeting. Testimony has revealed that this is a" standing" 

calendar item, so to say. Testimony has further revealed that many of the email 

addresses apparently included in the standing calendar item are not necessarily known 

and others have maybe attended one meeting or have not regularly attended or have 

fallen off all together. 

Plaintiffs have acknowledged that these entries may have been overlooked in 

document production. It was not intentional on Plaintiffs end; rather, it appears to 

have been an inadvertent oversight. Efforts to address the oversight have encountered 

a lack of sophistication from these first-time litigants on how to physically produce the 

records. During Mr. Doyle's deposition, which took place this past Tuesday, January 
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31, 2023, it was disclosed that Mr. Doyle had just forwarded counsel documents, 

believed to include these' same sort of records, during the wee hours of that morning. 

Given scheduling, including other depositions in this case, Plaintiffs' counsel has yet to 

have an opportunity to review the same, but expects a production of records next week 

not only from Mr. Doyle, but Ms. Spalding f /k/ a Ms. Brady. During the deposition of 

CEO Michael Thurmond, Plaintiffs' counsel disclosed to Ms. Leesa Guarnotta, counsel 

for Blackhall, that Plaintiffs' counsel's firm - Weissman - had retained a third-party 

discovery service to assist with production of documents from Ms. Spalding due to 

certain technological issues Plaintiff was experiencing in producing records - some of 

which relate to issues associated with efforts to download and produce website 

materials and/ or social media information; others which are believed to include 

challenges associated with the type of documents, including the type specifically cited 

by Defendant here - automatic calendar entries and the like. Ms. Spalding also 

reported trouble compiling certain responsive emails and then provided them to 

counsel in an unreadable format, also requiring additional technological services. 

Again, said documents were not intentionally withheld and an updated production of 

relevant, non-privileged, responsive information is expected to be ready for production 

next week. 

D. Plaintiffs properly objected to Blackball's interrogatories that violated their 
civil rights. 

Among its contentions in its Motion, Blackhall seeks to compel Plaintiffs to 

respond to Interrogatories Nos. 4, 6 and 38, claiming that this information must be 
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provided because Plaintiffs claims "we made on behalf of the public and involve 

allegations of alleged public dissatisfaction with the Land Swap." (Motion to Compel, 

pp. 14-15). These interrogatories were properly objected to because this information is 

irrelevant and violates Plaintiffs' fundamental right to freedom of association. 

Interrogatories Nos. 4, 6, and 38 require Plaintiffs to identify, by name, every 

person they have spoken with for various organizations against the land swap and to 

identify all persons to whom they sent a Zoom link of the proceedings. First, this 

information does not matter to the case at bar. This case concerns only whether Dekalb 

properly and lawfully agreed to and handled the Land Swap, not the groups that 

oppose it. Blackhall' s claim that this information is relevant based on Plaintiffs' claim of 

"alleged public dissatisfaction" is absurd. Plaintiffs oppose the Land Swap and are, by 

definition, members of the public. Blackhall needs no further proof of public 

dissatisfaction with this deal than this lawsuit. 

Second, requiring Plaintiffs to identify members of particular movements, civic 

organizations, advocacy groups, non-profit organizations, or the like, presuming 

Plaintiffs even known who such members, violates the First Amendment Right to 

freedom of association. The U.S. Supreme Court has held that compelled disclosure of 

members of an advocacy group constitutes a restraint on its members freedom of 

association, and that the burden is on the party seeking such information to provide a 

justification sufficient to overcome a plaintiff's constitutional objections. See N. A. A. C. 

P. v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449 (1958) (holding the state could not compel the advocacy 
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group to divulge its membership lists, and that any "action which may have the effect 

of curtailing the freedom to associate is subject to the closest scrutiny.") 

Notably the case cited by Blackhall in support of its attempt to obtain this 

protected information, Curling v. Raffesperger, 17-CV-2989-AT, 2021 WL 5162576, at *1 

(N.D. Ga. Nov. 5, 2021), expressly agrees with Plaintiffs that identities of members of 

their group is not discoverable, stating: 

... Defendants can still explore the Curling Plaintiffs' motivations for 
bringing suit without interfering with their associational rights by requiring 
them to disclose the identities of persons with whom they had private 
conversations. Accordingly, the Court finds that the State Defendants' 
interest in disclosure does not outweigh the potential First Amendment 
harm to the Curling Plaintiffs to the extent they seek to ask the Curling 
Plaintiffs about the identities of specific individuals or organizations with 
whom they spoke, or the particular offices with which any of those 
individuals may have been associated. The Curling Plaintiffs thus will not 
be required to answer any questions on these topics. The Curling Plaintiffs 
also will not be required to disclose any information that could potentially 
reveal the identities of individuals, organizations, or officeholders with 
whom they spoke, such as the county in which an individual was elected 
or the divisions of the state in which an individual was employed. 

Id. at *3 (emphasis in original). Blackhall further argues that it is not subject to these 

rules because it is not a governmental entity, but this excuse is unavailing. Blackhall 

has not demonstrated that the information sought in Interrogatories Nos. 4, 6, and 38 is 

relevant in this case, let alone that its interest in obtaining that information is so 

compelling that Plaintiffs' constitutional and civil rights should disregarded for 

Blackhall to obtain it. Plaintiffs properly objected to these requests, and their objections 

should be sustained. 
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E. Blackhall's claims regarding the appraisal are both erroneous and moot. 

In its Motion to Compel, Blackhall claims it is entitled to all property appraisals 

related to this case because "Plaintiffs' verified allegations about the values of the 

subject properties are evidently based on the appraisal(s)". (Motion to Compel p. 12). 

Blackhall' s claims are without merit because it was not entitled to Plaintiffs' appraisal at 

the time and because Plaintiffs have since provided that appraisal to Blackhall. 

Under O.C.G.A. § 9-11-26(b)(4)(B), a party may discover facts known by an 

expert who has been retained or specially employed by another party in anticipation of 

litigation who is not expected to testify only as provided in O.C.G.A. § 9-11-35(b) or 

upon a showing of exceptional circumstances under which it is impracticable for the 

party seeking discovery to obtain facts and opinions on the same subject by other means 

(emphasis added). Under the rule, Blackhall was not entitled to Plaintiffs' appraisal. At 

the time that Blackhall filed its motion, Plaintiffs had not designated any appraiser as its 

expert or determined whether or not they wanted the appraiser to testify at trial. 

Blackhall had not made a showing of exceptional circumstances that made it 

impracticable to obtain the appraisal by other means, and thus was not entitled to it, 

and O.C.G.A. § 9-11-35(b) is inapplicable because this matter does not concern medical 

records. Notably, at the same time Blackhall was calling for its release, it appears that 

Blackhall had obtained the document from a non-party, which Plaintiffs had not yet 

become aware. How that document came into the possession of the non-party is still 

not fully known. Further, since the filing of its Motion to Compel, Plaintiffs have 

formally designated the appraiser as their expert and provided Blackhall with a copy of 
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the appraisal and the expert's file. Thus, the matter is moot. It should also be noted 

that under the governing scheduling order, expert designations were due January 31, 

2023 and expert discovery closes at the end of March, 2023. 

F. Blackhall seeks to compel the production of documents that are protected, 
irrelevant, or not in Plaintiffs' possession. 

Blackhall asserts that Plaintiffs failed to provide documents in response to its 

Request, stating Plaintiffs' responses are "improper and blatantly violate the discovery 

rules." (Motion to Compel, p. 24). Unfortunately for Blackhall, it failed to realize that 

many of the requested documents are protected, are not relevant in this matter, or 

simply do not exist. 

First, several of Blackhall' s Requests are improper, as they request posts that 

were made in anticipation or after the beginning litigation had begun. Under O.C.G.A. § 

9-11-26, a party may obtain documents prepared in anticipation of litigation only upon 

a showing that party seeking discovery has substantial need of the materials and is 

unable without undue hardship to obtain substantial equivalent of the materials by 

other means. Many of the documents requested by Blackhall were made in anticipation 

of litigation, and Blackhall has failed to make any showing that it has substantial need 

of the materials and is unable to find equivalent information through other means. In 

fact, for some of the documents requested, such as Plaintiffs' posts on Facebook and 

other social media websites, Blackhall is able to obtain and review those posts without 

placing any burden on Plaintiffs but simply chooses not to do so. Without a showing of 

substantial need and undue hardship, Blackhall is not entitled to such information. 
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Second, of the documents sought in Blackhall' s Motion to Compel, the largest 

category of those documents not produced are simply not relevant in this matter. For 

example, Request No. 4 requests all submissions to any form of publication relating to 

numerous groups against the Land Swap or to media outlets. (Motion to Compel, p. 24). 

Such submissions simply are not relevant. This lawsuit concerns one matter- the 

legitimacy of Dekalb County's decision to swap valuable park land for less valuable 

land. Plaintiffs' social media posts are not likely to provide any information relevant to 

a determination of this central question. It is unclear the County even relied upon or 

utilized said social media posts in rendering any decision on the Land Swap. Setting 

the relevancy of said materials aside, the request is moot. Blackhall has already 

acknowledged that the information is publicly available and that it can and has 

obtained it. It has also already acknowledged and admitted that it was not necessary 

for Plaintiffs to spend the time to produce the same. Likewise, as it relates to news 

media stories, deposition testimony is clear that Plaintiffs simply do not recall with 

sufficient specificity which media outlets they may have talked with let alone which 

may have quoted them. Notably, this issue, as with the social media referenced above, 

would appear to be moot. Defendants have already demonstrated that they were more 

successful than Plaintiffs in googling and finding news-articles on the Land Swap, 

articles which they obtained through publicly available means. Indeed, it is clear that 

Blackhall does not seek such information in good faith, but as a way to distract the 

Court from the legality of Land Swap and to frustrate and annoy Plaintiffs. 
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Responding further to certain specific individual requests, Plaintiffs note that 

Defendant's alleged discovery deficiencies are exaggerated and simply do not bear 

merit and certainly not worth of Court intervention. By way of example, 

Interrogatory No. 1. Interrogatory No. 1 states "Identify all persons you contend have 

any knowledge relevant to the allegations in your Complaint, and/ or the Land Swap, 

and for each such person provide the person's name, address, phone number and a 

brief summary of the relevant facts known by him or her." Plaintiffs responded to this 

interrogatory identifying specific individuals and entities, including Defendants, that 

may have knowledge as well as providing that other individuals and entities may be 

identified through documents and materials produced in discovery. 

As an initial matter, Defendant takes issue with Plaintiffs responses when it 

responded to a similar inquiry propounded on Defendant in the same fashion. See 

Exhibit J. Defendant Blackhall' s responses to the same belie its arguments here, 

particularly since Defendant does not appear to be believe the same rules or standards 

it seeks to apply to Plaintiffs apply to Defendant. 

Defendant claims that Plaintiffs did not identify "Stop the Swap" or "Atlanta 

Community Press Collective" in responding to this interrogatory and the failure to do 

so shows that Plaintiffs are withholding information. As Plaintiffs already explained 

and Defendants are well aware neither "Stop the Swap" or" Atlanta Community Press 

Collective" are individuals or entities to Plaintiffs knowledge. As Plaintiffs have 

already stated "Stop the Swap" is an online movement. Plaintiffs provided a link to the 

website to Defendant - they did not withhold the same and have not sought to hide 
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information related to the same. As to Atlanta Community Press Collective, Plaintiffs 

are not withholding information; they don't have information about it and don't know 

how they could possibly opine about its knowledge or lack thereof related to this 

inquiry. Plaintiffs will also note though that their response specifically stated that this 

matter has received a lot of media attention and thus members of the public may have 

knowledge and information of the Land Swap and lawsuit as well as members of the 

press covering the same. Defendant also claim that Plaintiffs omit reference to any 

individual that actually spoke at, what it contends, are the "numerous" public hearings 

on the issue. Defendant then states that documents received from non-parties 

demonstrate that Plaintiffs are aware of others. The issue was already addressed supra 

- pages 17-18. In addition, deposition testimony has already been acquired related to 

the same, rendering this issue moot. In in the interest of uniformity, Plaintiffs will 

update the written responses to conform to the deposition testimony. Likewise, it 

should be noted that while deposition testimony revealed the identify of a few folks 

that might be added to Interrogatory No. 1, the testimony also acknowledged that it 

was not Plaintiffs belief that such folks had any significant substantive knowledge. 

Interrogatory No. 2. Blackhall mischaracterizes Plaintiffs' responses. By way 

of example, Interrogatory No. 2 as propounded on Plaintiff Allen Doyle states as 

follows: 

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: 

State the date, approximate time, and purpose for each instance where, since 
January 29, 2021, you have visited the Blackhall Property. Your response should include, 
but not be limited to, whether you have participated in any activities at such property 
organized by Defend the Forest, Defend the Atlanta Forest, the Welaunee Coalition, 
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Extinction Rebellion Atlanta, Extinction Rebellion, Survival Resistance, Stop Cop City, 
Stop Reeves Young, Stop Brasfield & Gorrie, stoptheswap.org, and/or Community 
Movement Builders, including but not limited to the at least four "Weeks of Action" (the 
last of which was from July 23 - 30, 2022); the "Defend the Forest Music Festival" from 
July 28 - 30, 2022; and/or the "Week of Beautification" from August 2 - 7, 2022. 

Mr. Doyle's response asserts proper objections followed by a substantive response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request, particularly with regard to the use of the term 

"Blackhall Property" to refer to portions of Intrenchment Creek Park (ICP) property, 

which is public park property. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the extent it 

seeks information that is not relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it contains multiple 

inquiries, thus constituting more than one interrogatory, and must be treated the same. 

Plaintiff objects to the request as vague. It is unclear what constitutes "activities" as set 

forth in the request. Subject to said objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff 

further responds as follows: 

Plaintiff does not recall the specific date and time of each visit to ICP. Plaintiff 

does not know what constitutes "activities" as set forth in the request and is not aware of 

the organization of each such alleged "activity" identified. Plaintiff has used the PA TH 

trailhead on a few occasions to ride his bike or skate. Plaintiff has also gone running 

through ICP on a number of occasions. On or around November 27, 2021, Plaintiff 

attended a publicly promoted event in the ICP parking lot, including the Muskogee 

Stomp. On or around April 22, 2022, Plaintiff attended and observed a publicly 

promoted event in the ICP parking lot pertaining to the history of Original People and 

enslaved Georgians who lived in the area. Upon information and belief, the history was 

documented by Dr. Mark Auslander and Pastor A vis Williams. 
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Mr. Doyle's subsequent deposition testimony has also substantiated the same. 

Interrogatory No. 9 and No. 10 (similarly 23). Blackhall similarly 

mischaracterizes Plaintiffs' responses to said interrogatories. By way of example, 

Interrogatory No. 9 and No. 10 as propounded on Plaintiff Allen Doyle along with his 

responses state as follows: 

INTERROGATORY NO. 9: 

Describe, in detail, and with specificity, all facts that support the allegations in 
Paragraph 42 of the Complaint that "the land exchange was conceived by Blackhall 
Studios" and identify all communications and documents that support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond 

on behalf of any other Plaintiff and/or to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff disclose 

information that is either protected or privileged, including under the attorney-client 

privilege, or not within the knowledge of this Plaintiff. Subject to and without waiving 

the foregoing objections, Plaintiff responds as follows: 

The Land Swap has consistently been presented to the public as being developed 

and initiated by Blackhall, including in presentations by DeKalb County. Upon 

information and belief, Blackhall previously acknowledged the same. Upon information 

and belief, correspondence from Jay Scott confirms the same. Documents which may be 

responsive to this request were previously produced in response to discovery requests from 

DeKalb County and may also be contained in documents produced by others, including 

Non-Party Jay Scott. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 10: 

Describe, in detail, and with specificity, all facts, that support the allegations in 
Paragraph 39 of the Complaint that "in 2018, the County was approached and courted" 
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by Blackhall Studios and identify all communications and documents that support your 
response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond 

on behalf of any other Plaintiff and/or to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff disclose 

information that is either protected or privileged, including under the attorney-client 

privilege, or not within the knowledge of this Plaintiff. Subject to and without waiving 

the foregoing objections, Plaintiff responds as follows: 

See response to Interrogatory No. 9. 

Plaintiff's objections are proper and are followed by substantive responses based on 

information known to Plaintiff. 

Interrogatories No 12-14. Again, Defendant Blackhall' s alleged discovery 

deficiency does not bear fruit. By way of example, Interrogatory No. 12 as propounded 

on Plaintiff Allen Doyle along with his responses state as follows: 

INTERROGATORY NO. 12: 

Is it your contention that any of the conditions proposed by the Blank Foundation 
in February 2019 for the Land Swap have not been satisfied by the Land Swap? If so, 
identify each such condition and explain how each such condition has not been satisfied 
by the Land Swap. Identify and documents and/or communications that support your 
response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request as it is vague as to the conditions proposed by the 

Blank Foundation. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this 

Plaintiff respond on behalf of any other Plaintiff and/or to the extent it seeks to have this 

Plaintiff disclose information that is either protected or privileged, including under the 

attorney-client privilege, or not within the knowledge of this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to 
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this request to the extent the interrogatory contains multiple inquiries or subparts, each of 

which constitutes its own separate interrogatory and should be treated as the same. Subject 

to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Plaintiff responds as follows: 

With regard to the conditions set forth in the February 12, 2019 letter (attached to 

Plaintiffs Complaint), Plaintiff contends the conditions have not been satisfied. By way 

of example, the ecological study by Woods states that the land received by the County is 

oflesser ecological value. Meaningful public notice and comment was not afforded. The 

valuation of the property requested by Blackhall was not met. Plaintiff further notes that 

discovery is ongoing in this matter and additional information may come to light. 

Again, Plaintiffs were not a party to the transactions. Plaintiffs were not privy to all the 

discussions between the County, Blackhall, and other non-parties. Plaintiff' s response 

identifies the information within Plaintiff' s knowledge while also recognizing that with 

discovery, additional information may become known. Blackhall's argument that the 

conditions imposed in the February 12, 2019 letter are allegedly inconsistent with actions 

subsequently taken by TPL and/ or the Blank Foundation is certainly an argument 

Blackhall can make, but it does not render Plaintiff' s response deficient. Blackhall and 

the County obviously know more about the issue than Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs will see 

what discovery bears out. 

Similarly, the other individual enumerated interrogatories as well as requests for 

production of documents show the same thing- Plaintiffs properly responded to the 

requests. Plaintiffs direct the Court to Plaintiffs actual responses as opposed to 

Defendants' mischaracterizations of the same. The fact that Defendant merely does not 
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like the responses, is not grounds for a motion to compel. Likewise, Plaintiffs find it 

curious that Defendant protests about Plaintiffs' responses but does not believe 

Defendant should be held to the same standing in replying to discovery. (See 

Defendant's responses at Exhibit J). Defendant's apparent contention that Plaintiffs 

are required to specify the specific documents responses to Defendant's individual 

requests for production of documents remains curious when Defendant does not 

believe it applies to its own responses to requests for production propounded upon it. 

(Id). Likewise, to the extent the Court feels that such a standard should apply, it would 

need to apply equally to all parties, including Blackhall and the County, both of whom 

responded to requests in the same fashion. 

Plaintiffs acknowledge that some additional documents will be forthcoming and 

are working to get those produced. Notably, Defendant County has also indicated that 

it anticipates additional productions as well. There simply is not what Defendant 

Blackhall contends to be a complete obfuscation of the discovery process. Plaintiffs 

find it unfortunate that the Court has been dragged into ongoing discovery. 

CONCLUSION 

Plaintiffs have properly asserted objections to discovery requests where 

applicable, while also providing substantive responses. Many of the alleged 

deficiencies claimed by Defendants simply don't exist, are without merit, or are now 

moot, including the identification of expert information. Defendant Blackhall has 

caused unnecessary trouble and burden by demanding that Plaintiffs produce publicly 

available information and then scoffed at Plaintiffs after demanding they produce the 
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same, saying the information was already available to Defendant. While Plaintiffs 

acknowledge that they inadvertently overlooked certain records, those records are 

currently being processed for production. Plaintiffs do not believe they are likely to 

reveal information that Defendants are not already aware. Plaintiffs are not 

intentionally withholding information from Defendant Blackhall nor are they ignoring 

discovery requests. Plaintiffs have and continue to supplement their discovery 

productions. Plaintiffs have and continue to engage in good faith discovery. 

For the reasons stated herein, respectfully ask this Court to deny Defendant's motion to 

compel as well as request for fees and expenses. 

Respectfully submitted this 3rd day of February 2023. 

!?/Kasey Sturm _ 

Kimberly [Kasey] A. Sturm 
Georgia Bar No. 690615 

Weissman PC 
One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 
3500 Lenox Road 
Atlanta, Georgia 30326 
Office: 404. 926.4600 
Direct: 404. 926.4630 
kaseys@weissman.la w 
Attorney for Plaintiffs 
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WEISSMAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 
3500 Lenox Rd 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 
Kasey A. Sturm 
Direct: (404) 926-4630 
Email: kaseys@weissman.law 

November 1, 2022 

VIA EMAIL 

Leesa M. Guarnotta 
Burr & Forman LLP 
171 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30363 
lguarnotta@burr.com 

RE: South River Watershed Alliance, et al., v. DeKalb County, GA et al, 
Superior Court of DeKalb County, Civil Action No. 2021-CV-1931 
USCR 6.4 LTR TO ADDRESS DISCOVERY ABUSES AND DEFICIENCIES 

Dear Ms. Guarnotta: 

I am in receipt of your correspondence dated October 21, 2022 raising alleged 
deficiencies in Plaintiffs' responses to Blackhalls' discovery requests. This letter responds to 
and addresses those alleged deficiencies and constitutes a good faith effort to resolve the 
alleged discovery dispute pursuant to Uniform Superior Court 6.4. 

As an initial matter, Plaintiffs dispute your blanket characterization of their objections as 
improper. While I understand that your Firm was recently retained as supplemental counsel 
for Defendant Blackhall, Blackhall' s involvement in this litigation prior thereto was primarily as 
a non-active participant. In that regard, Blackhall first served discovery in this matter on 
August 16, 2022, the responses to which would have fallen outside the original discovery period 
absent an extension of the discovery period, to which Blackhall objected. The August 16th 
discovery requests directed at Plaintiffs included approximately 38 interrogatories and over 55 
requests for production of documents to each Plaintiff. The interrogatories and requests for 
production of documents were largely duplicative of discovery already served by DeKalb 
County and responded to by Plaintiffs, which is why many of the requests direct Blackhall to 
Plaintiffs' responses to DeKalb's requests. 
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It should also be noted that many of the interrogatories and requests propounded by 
Blackhall are extremely broad. Obviously, Plaintiffs know much less than both Blackhall and 
DeKalb County when it comes to the deal struck between the two parties and the arrangements 
made culminating in the Land Swap. Plaintiffs are having to learn the majority of what 
transpired between the two parties, culminating in the Land Swap, through the discovery 
process. As such, there is a big difference between Plaintiffs understanding and knowledge 
leading up to the Land Swap and what they are now learning occurred. To date, there have 
been thousands of pages of documents produced by DeKalb County in this case, including 
thousands more this past Friday. Given the broad nature of Blackhall' s requests and the 
ongoing nature of discovery in this matter, Plaintiffs are simply acknowledging that 
information responsive to Blackhall' s broad requests may be included within those materials, of 
which Blackhall has also received a copy. 

It should be noted further that Blackhall has asserted many of the same objections it now 
contends are improper objections, including asserting objections that records are "publicly 
available." Likewise, Blackhall has responded to discovery with general references to 
documents without specifying any bates numbers or identifying specific responsive documents. 
Surely Blackhall is not suggesting that the responses or objections are proper when asserted by 
Blackhall and improper when asserted by Plaintiffs. Again, the use of the response and 
objections by Plaintiffs is more a reflection upon the ongoing state of discovery and Plaintiffs' 
lack of knowledge of what may have transpired behind the scenes as opposed to in the public 
eye - and thus an acknowledgment that documents responsive to the broad requests 
propounded by Blackhall may be included within those materials produced by the County. 

Blackhall' s assertion that Plaintiffs are hiding behind objections is without merit. 
Blackhall continues to either blatantly ignore or intentionally mischaracterize Plaintiffs' claims 
in this matter. Plaintiffs direct Blackhall back to the express language and claims of the 
Complaint as well as the Plaintiffs' responses to interrogatories. While Blackhall may not like or 
may disagree with Plaintiffs' legal contentions, the lawsuit clearly asserts claims that the Land 
Swap is void and/ or in the alternative not carried out in accordance with law, citing the 
language of the Park Deed itself as well as statutory law, including the public trust doctrine. 
Both Plaintiffs' Complaint and their discovery responses refer Blackhall to the statutory law and 
the express language of the Park Deed, which states in no uncertain terms 

This Property is conveyed subject to the covenant and use restriction that it shall 
be used in perpetuity as park property ("Park Property Restriction," as 
hereinbelow defined), which for purposes hereof, shall include, but shall not be 
limited to, the uses permitted of "greenspace" as provided by the terms of the 
Georgia Greenspace Act, O.C.G.A. § 36-22-1, et seq.,. For purposes hereof, the 
"Park Property Restriction" to which the Property is hereby subjected shall be an 
expansive term, and is defined to include, without limitation, the use of the 
Property solely for one or more of the following par uses, as appropriate given 
site conditions, the location of the Property, and other attributes considered in 
sound park planning practice: (1) passive recreation, such as walking, hiking, 
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bicycling, horseback riding, picnicking, and/ or "dog parks" and the like, and (2) 
active recreation, such as ball fields, tennis courts, basketball courts, 
playgrounds, swimming pools (indoor or outdoor), gymnasiums and/ or similar 
recreational facilities (and associated auxiliary improvements) and activities for 
the use and benefit of the park-going public. No other uses or buildings 
(commercial, industrial, residential or municipal (i.e. Fire stations, police stations, 
libraries)), shall be permitted on the Property. The foregoing Park Property 
Restriction and covenant is imposed with the consent and acquiescence of the 
GRANTEE, and is imposed in favor of and for the benefit of the Property so 
held by the GRANTEE for the use of the public, and thus is intended to be and 
shall be perpetual in accordance with the provisions of O.C.G.A. (§) 44-5-60(c) . 
. . . Both (i) Arthur M. Blank Foundation, in consideration of its grant awarded 
towards the purchase of the Property for a public park, as well as (ii) any 
member of the general public who utilizes the Property, shall have the right to 
take any action necessary at law or in equity to enforce the Park Property 
Restriction contained herein. 

AND THE SAID GRANTEE, by its acceptance of this conveyance, the 
consideration for which is funded in part with private foundation grant 
proceeds, dedicates, the Property to the Park Property Restriction in perpetuity 
for the benefit of the public pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 44-5-60(c). GRANTEE 
further covenants to provide public access to the Property, consistent with sound 
park planning and management practices. The Park Property Restriction shall 
run with the Property in perpetuity, exclusively for the purposes identified 
herein, for the benefit of DeKalb County, a political subdivision of the State of 
Georgia, and the public. 

(emphasis supplied). 

Blackhall also continues to improperly assume or intentionally conflate Plaintiffs with 
others interested in the Land Swap - it is simply not the case. Blackhall' s efforts to attach 
Plaintiffs with violent protests are simply put incorrect and misplaced. Blackhall also levels a 
serious accusation that Plaintiffs or a Plaintiff has impugned the character of Blackhall and/ or 
Mr. Millsap. That is a serious accusation for which Blackhall has provided ZERO support and 
appears again to be based on broad assumptions and/ or an agenda Blackhall seeks to advance 
which simply does not exist. Plaintiffs demand that Blackhall retract such statement or provide 
proof of the same. 

Alleged Deficiencies in Plaintiffs' Responses to Blackhall's Interrogatories 

Turning to the Interrogatories identified and the alleged deficiencies raised in your 
correspondence, I will attempt to address each in turn below as grouped by you in your 
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correspondence. Please note that Plaintiffs take issue with the lumping of the interrogatory 
responses together and mischaracterization of the responses as a whole. Nevertheless, an 
attempt to respond is presented below: 

Interrogatory No. 1. Plaintiffs have responded with the identify of people that they believe 
may have knowledge of Plaintiffs' allegations and/ or the Land Swap. Much of this information 
is based on documents or public information, such as the PDF presentation given by the County 
at McNair High School, that certain County personnel and/ or other individuals identified in 
public information have knowledge regarding the Land Swap. In many instances, Plaintiffs do 
not know what specific knowledge those individuals actually possess. Again, Plaintiffs do not 
have the benefit that Blackhall and DeKalb County have as it relates to this transaction. They 
were not a party to the transaction nor were they privy to all the discussions and transactions. 
Plaintiffs are having to learn the majority of what transpired between the two parties, 
culminating in the Land Swap, through the discovery process. As such, Plaintiffs are simply 
not in a position to identify what specific knowledge the individuals may possess. As 
addressed above, Blackhall continues to improperly conflate or associate Plaintiffs with others 
interested in ICP. Neither StopTheSwap nor the Atlanta Press Collective are individuals. As to 
individuals that may have spoke at a public meeting, again Blackhall makes a broad assumption 
that Plaintiffs actually know all the individuals. That is simply not the case, but Plaintiffs did 
note that included in DeKalb County information was a list of names of individuals that spoke 
or raised comments. Nevertheless, I have asked the Plaintiffs to take another look at the 
request. The interrogatory will be supplemented should additional responsive information be 
identified. 

Interrogatory No. 2. The alleged deficiency fails to state whether it is referring to a particular 
response by a particular Plaintiff or simply takes issue with the responses as a whole. Again, it 
appears that Blackhall is conflating Plaintiffs with other campaigns, entities, or movements of 
which they are not apart. The use of the term "activities" as used in the interrogatory is 
misleading because it also assumes that Plaintiffs know who might be "organizing" the alleged 
activity. Nevertheless, I have asked the Plaintiffs, individually, to take another look at the 
request. The interrogatory will be supplemented should additional responsive information be 
identified. 

Interrogatories 4 and 6 (and 38). The alleged deficiency fails to state whether it is referring to 
a particular response by a particular Plaintiff or simply takes issue with the responses as a 
whole. More importantly it continues to make broad assumptions that are not borne out and 
conflate Plaintiffs, collectively and individually, with others. While Plaintiffs understand that 
Blackhall wants to lump Plaintiffs in with other actions or actors, Plaintiffs, whether collectively 
or individually, are NOT all others nor are they knowledgeable about what others ,may be 
doing. Not only do the interrogatories assume some sort of relation between Plaintiffs and the 
stated names, but the interrogatories assume that Plaintiffs know particular individuals 
associated with the names. The assumptions continued to be misplaced. Likewise, the 
reference to Interrogatory No. 5 does not accurately reflect the responses of the Plaintiffs, 
collectively or individually. Nevertheless, I have asked the Plaintiffs, individually, to take 
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another look at the request. The interrogatory will be supplemented should additional 
responsive information be identified. 

Interrogatory No. 5. Plaintiffs have responded to the interrogatory. Again, Blackhall' s 
assumptions and efforts to connect Plaintiffs with others are simply misplaced. Nevertheless, I 
have asked the Plaintiffs, individually, to take another look at the request. The interrogatory 
will be supplemented should additional responsive information be identified. 
Interrogatories 16 and 17 (and 24-26). The alleged deficiency fails to state whether it is 
referring to a particular response by a particular Plaintiff or simply takes issue with the 
responses as a whole. Likewise, it lumps a series of responses to separate interrogatories 
together, mischaracterizing the individual responses as well as the collective responses to those 
interrogatories. Broad objections to Plaintiffs' responses simply because Blackhall does not like 
the information or response provided is not proper grounds for an objection. Again, Blackhall 
also improperly assumes that Plaintiffs speak for each member of the public that spoke or 
attended a public hearing. Blackhall is free to argue what it contends is "meaningful" 
information and whether the same is required to be provided in a public format. Trying to 
make that argument in the context of alleged deficiencies to interrogatory responses is not 
proper or productive. As with the other alleged deficiencies, I have, nevertheless, asked the 
Plaintiffs to review their responses. The interrogatory will be supplemented should additional 
responsive information be identified. 

Interrogatories 21 and 27. The alleged deficiencies are nothing more than argument by 
Blackhall and fail to identify a valid alleged deficiency. It is interesting that Blackhall uses the 
terms "fishing expedition" as it appears that is exactly what Blackhall has spent the majority of 
its alleged deficiencies and discovery requests doing. The discovery process is ongoing in this 
case. Notably, Blackhall's responses to discovery to date have been dismissal (to be addressed 
later and via separate cover). It would be nice if Blackhall could approach its own discovery 
responses with the vigor it seeks to impose on others. Setting that aside for now, again 
discovery is ongoing. Plaintiffs did not have the luxury that Blackhall and DeKalb enjoyed in 
arranging and seeking to validate the Land Swap and are having to learn much about the 
arrangement and specific valuations on the back side. 

Alleged Deficiencies in Plaintiffs' Responses to 
Blackhall' s Requests for Production of Documents 

As an initial matter, it appears once again that Blackhall seeks to impose a standard on Plaintiffs 
that it is unwilling and has not imposed on itself in this lawsuit. I would ask that Blackhall take 
a look back at its own discovery responses and respond to Plaintiffs' discovery requests using 
the same methods and with the same vigor it seeks to impose upon Plaintiffs. I assure you that 
Blackhall has not produced ALL emails and documents (again, to be addressed via separate 
cover). 
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Blackhall again makes some broad accusations regarding Plaintiffs' document production that 
simply do not hold. Setting aside the broad assumptions and different standards Blackhall 
seeks to apply to the parties differently in this case, my office is in the process of reviewing and 
preparing a supplemental document production. In addition, I am asking all Plaintiffs to take a 
look back at the requests for production and to double check their records. 
Rather than address the alleged deficiencies in full now, I suggest that the parties see if the 
supplemental production addresses the alleged deficiencies. Due to some computer issues the 
Firm faced last week, the executed verifications will be forthcoming by the end of the week. I 
also anticipate having at least one supplemental production of records by or before the end of 
the week. Depending upon whether additional records are discovered by any of the Plaintiffs, 
another supplementation may be coming as well. 

With your Firm's recent addition to the case, a broader discussion about discovery would likely 
be beneficial. Since at least some of the attorneys for each party are set to talk tomorrow, that 
may present a starting point. We look forward to productive discussions and working with you 
on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
I 1rl KetM01 Stur1111 
Kasey Sturm 

Cc: Plaintiffs 

John O'Shea Sullivan 
Grace B. Callanan 
Burr & Forman LLP 
171 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30363 
gcallanan@burr.com 
ssullivan@burr.com 

Mark G. Trigg 
mark. trigg@dentons.com 
Steven J. Labovitz 
steve.labovitz@dentons.com 
Sean M. Kirwin 
sean.kirwin@dentons.com 
DENTONS US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 
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Brent W. Herrin 
Gus Small 
Benjamin S. Klehr 
SMALL HERRIN, LLP 
100 Galleria Parkway 
Suite 350 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 
gsmall@smallherrin.com 
bklehr@smallherrin.com 
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WEISSMAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One Alliance Center, 4,h Floor 
3500 Lenox Rd 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 
Kasey A. Sturm 
Direct: (404) 926-4630 
Email: kaseys@weissman.law 

November 4, 2022 

VIA EMAIL 

John O'Shea Sullivan 
Leesa M. Guarnotta 
Grace B. Callanan 
Burr & Forman LLP 
171 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30363 
gcallanan@burr.com 
ssullivan@burr.com 
lguarnotta@burr.com 

Brent W. Herrin 
Gus Small 
Benjamin S. Klehr 
SMALL HERRIN, LLP 
100 Galleria Parkway 
Suite 350 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 
gsmall@smallherrin.com 
bklehr@smallherrin.com 

RE: South River Watershed Alliance, et al., v. DeKalb Countu, GA et al, 
Superior Court of DeKalb County, Civil Action No. 2021-CV-1931 
SUPPLEMENT AL DISCOVERY PRODUCTION and ERRATA TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSES BY PEERY and DOYLE 

Dear Counsel: 

Enclosed please find the following verifications: 

1. Verification of Joseph Peery in support of Peery's responses to DeKalb County's First 
Interrogatories to Plaintiff Peery 

2. Verification of Joseph Peery in support of Peery' s responses to Defendant Blackhall' s 
First Interrogatories to Plaintiff Peery 

3. Verification of Allen Doyle in support of Doyle's responses to DeKalb County's First 
Interrogatories to Plaintiff Doyle 

4. Verification of Allen Doyle in support of Doyle's responses to Defendant Blackhall's 
First Interrogatories to Plaintiff Doyle 

5. Verification of SRWA in support of SRWA's responses to Defendant Blackball's First 
Interrogatories to Plaintiff SRW A. 
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Plaintiffs Peery and Doyle seek to correct their respective discovery responses as 
follows: 

• Peery' s response to Blackhall Interrogatory No. 8 - correct misspelling of 
www.savetheoldatlantaprisonfarm.org 

• Peery' s response to Blackhall Interrogatories 1 and 36 to correct the missing 
spelling of Mr. Peery' s last name from "Perry" to "Peery" 

• Doyle's response to Blackhall Interrogatory No. 1 to strike the name "George 
Dusenbury" from the statement "The Nature Conservancy of Georgia, including 
Georgia Dusenbury" 

• Doyle's response to Blackhall Interrogatory No. 11 to correct the statement "[T]he 
parcel once clopped downwards" to "[T]he parcel once sloped downwards" 

Also enclosed please supplemental document production bates numbers SRWA_001809 
to SRW A_001833. I am working on a bigger document production that hopefully 
should be ready for production toward the beginning half of next week. I should also 
have verifications from SRW A, SRFC, and Margaret Brady at that time. 

Sincerely, 
I,,_,; K(¼{0! StuvWv 
Kasey Sturm 

Cc: Plaintiffs 

Mark G. Trigg 
mark. h·igg@dentons.com 
Steven J. Labovitz 
steve.labovitz@dentons.com 
Sean M. Kirwin 
sean.kirwin@dentons.com 
DENTONS US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 
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WEISSMAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 
3500 Lenox Rd 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 
Kasey A. Sturm 
Direct: (404) 926-4630 
Email: kaseys@weissman.law 

November 23, 2022 

VIA EMAIL 

Brent Herrin 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 
Benjamin S. Klehr 
Bklehr@smallherrin.com 
SMALL HERRIN, LLP 
100 Galleria Parkway 
Suite 350 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 

Mark G. Trigg, Esquire 
Dentons US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, NE 
Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308-3265 
mark.trigg@dentons.com 

John O'Shea Sullivan 
Leesa M. Guarnotta 
Grace B. Callanan 
Burr & Forman LLP 
171 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30363 
gcallanan@burr.com 
lguarnotta@burr.com 
ssullivan@burr.com 

RE: South River Watershed Alliance, et al., v. DeKalb Countu, GA et al, 
Superior Court of DeKalb County, Civil Action No. 2021-CV-1931 
Plaintiffs' Discovery Supplementation - Production NP TPL Documents 

Counsel: 

Plaintiffs hereby supplement their prior document productions with the production of 
Non-Party documents received from the Trust for Public Land, bates numbers 
NP TPL-000001 - NP TPL-002878. A link to the NP TPL documents is being provided 
herewith. 

It appears there may be a discrepancy in the number of documents TPL dropped off at 
Small Herrin's office and those dropped off at my office. As such, we have bates- 



Plaintiffs' Discovery Supplementation - NP TPL Document Production 
November 23, 2022 
Page 2 of 2 

numbered the copies received at my office and ask that Brent do the same for those 
received by his office and share the production. 

If you have any trouble accessing the link or documents contained therein, please let me 
or my office know. 

Sincerely, 
I ),l K~ Stu,vWll 
Kasey Sturm 

19473.900 
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WEISSMAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 
3500 Lenox Rd 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 
Kasey A. Sturm 
Direct: (404) 926-4630 
Email: kaseys@weissman.law 

November 30, 2022 

VIA EMAIL 

Brent Herrin 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 
Benjamin S. Klehr 
Bklehr@smallherrin.com 
SMALL HERRIN, LLP 
100 Galleria Parkway 
Suite 350 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 

Mark G. Trigg, Esquire 
Dentons US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, NE 
Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308-3265 
mark.trigg@dentons.com 

John O'Shea Sullivan 
Leesa M. Guarnotta 
Grace B. Callanan 
Burr & Forman LLP 
171 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30363 
gcallanan@burr.com 
lguarnotta@burr.com 
ssullivan@burr.com 

RE: South River Watershed Alliance, et al., v. DeKalb Countu, GA et al, 
Superior Court of DeKalb County, Civil Action No. 2021-CV-1931 
Plaintiffs' Discovery Supplementation - Document Production 

Counsel: 

Plaintiffs hereby supplement their prior document productions with the production of 
documents SRWA 001994-002277. Attached please find a copy of said documents. If 
you have any difficulty accessing the attached records, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 
hi K~ StUYvn., 
Kasey Sturm 

Enclosures: SRW A 001994-002277 
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WEISSMAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 
3500 Lenox Rd 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 
Kasey A. Sturm 
Direct: {404) 926-4630 
Email: kaseys@weissman.law 

January 3, 2023 

VIA EMAIL and U.S. MAIL 

John O'Shea Sullivan 
Leesa M. Guarnotta 
Grace B. Callanan 
Burr & Forman LLP 
171 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30363 
gcallanan@burr.com 
lguarnotta@burr.com 
ssullivan@burr.com 

RE: South River Watershed Alliance, et al., v. DeKalb County, GA et al, 
Superior Court of DeKalb County, Civil Action No. 2021-CV-1931 
USCR 6.4 Good Faith Effort to Resolve Alleged Discovery Dispute 

Dear Leesa: 

This correspondence represents an ongoing good faith effort under USCR 6.4 to resolve 
alleged discovery matters and responds to your correspondence dated December 13, 
2022. 

The General Objections lodged at the outset of the responses are not improper. The 
General Objections properly reflect the limitations on discovery under the Georgia Civil 
Practice Act. Specific objections to RF As, where applicable, are stated in response to the 
specific RF As. As to Plaintiffs' first amendment rights, the fact that Blackhall is a 
private entity does not somehow erode Plaintiffs' first amendment rights. 

RFAs 1-4. The Requests, as written, are not quite as simple as you contend. They do 
not simply ask Plaintiffs to admit that DeKalb County obtained appraisals that opined 
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on value. That is an over-simplification of the requests and fails to comport with the 
language of the requests as presented. The requests as presented are "impermissibly 
compound," to use a phrase from Blackhall' s own responses to Plaintiffs' Requests for 
Admission to Blackhall, thus requiring a denial. I will further note that Blackhall again 
takes issue with a response to a discovery request that it too has asserted in response to 
discovery propounded on it. I encourage you to evaluate Blackhall' s responses to 
requests for admission wherein it has responded, "Denied, as stated." I simply do not 
understand how the response is appropriate when utilized by Blackhall, but 
inappropriate when utilized by Plaintiffs. 

Setting aside the fact that the requests do not cite specific appraisals (and the bates 
numbers provided do not cite to the full set of appraisals obtained by DeKalb County, 
which is still be evaluated via discovery), although it is now apparent that the requests 
are perhaps intended to do so, there remain several problems with the RF As as written 
that require denial of the same. The RF As seek to redefine the properties and 
terminology utilized by the appraiser, which refer to the parcels appraised as 
Intrenchment Creek Park on the one hand and Blackhall tracts on the other hand. Even 
more problematic is the specific characterization and definitions afforded to the 
terminology used in the RF As does not comport with the appraisals themselves, which 
appear to reflect prior versions of proposed land exchange over time, thus requiring the 
denial of the RF As. 

RF A 5. The Request, as written, is vague and compound and was properly answered. 
The explanation in your letter now appears to alter the Request as written. From your 
explanation, it appears the Request is now intended to ask whether a particular statute 
requires the County to consider ecological value, but it does not ask that question; 
instead of asking it, it appears you were asking the Plaintiffs to guess at what was being 
asked. The Parties obviously have differing positions on the legal authority of the 
County to convey or swap Intrenchment Creek Park - park property - and the 
governing authority applicable to the same. The Request also overlooks statutory 
authority requiring counties to evaluate environmental conditions of the property as 
well as appraisal standards and/ or best practices applicable to evaluating the value of 
properties at issue. 

RF A 9. Plaintiffs' response is not evasive but answers the inquiry by admitting the 
portions that can be admitted and denying the remainder. Here, a central issue of the 
case is that the land exchange - the Land Swap - is ultra vires, void ab initio, of no valid 
force or effect. Also at issue and the subject of discovery, is the intent and purpose of 
the land received/ obtained in the Land Swap and when the purported park might be 
realized. 



January 3, 2023 
Page 3 

RF A 10. On the one hand, your letter contends that Plaintiffs are required to make 
qualifications in responding to requests, specifying so much of the request as true and 
denying the remainder. On the other hand, you claim that such a response is improper. 
The Request as written is phrased poorly, is overly vague, and is compound, whereby 
demanding a denial to the Request as written. Nevertheless, Plaintiffs qualified and 
identified portions of which could be true and denied the remainder. Since the 
property received by the County in the land swap is not all contiguous to Gresham 
Park, the Request cannot be admitted as stated. 

RF A 11. Again, it appears that the Request, like others, intends to ask a question that it 
does not ask. If the Requests seeks what you contend is a simple mathematical equation 
of property acreage, then why was it not presented as such? However, the Request 
does not ask whether the land acreage exchanged is greater. The Request is compound 
and vague and ambiguous, whereby demanding a denial. The property received by 
the County in the Land Swap is not all contiguous. Likewise, it is not known what the 
term "greenspace" is intended to mean in the context of the question and whether the 
land will serve as greenspace in the future or be put to some other use. At present, 
portions of the land are denuded and were apparently used at some point to dump tires 
and carry-on filming activities, including activities apparently involving demolition or 
explosives. 

RFA 12. The Request does not specifically cite the Wood study. If the Request seeks to 
ask whether the County obtained the Wood study prior to the Land Swap Agreement, 
then the inquiry should state the same. Instead, Plaintiffs, in the midst of discovery, are 
left to guess whether the Wood study is being referenced. Plaintiffs are still conducting 
discovery as it relates to the same. Mr. Bell, the only County deponent thus far, did not 
have information about the study. The Wood study does not comport with the 
definition of the "DeKalb Property" as utilized in the Requests. Plaintiffs have 
admitted what they can and denied the remainder. 

RF As 14 and 18. The Requests properly admit the portions of the Request that can be 
admitted and deny the remainder. The legal effect of the QCDR remains questionable. 
Nevertheless, Plaintiffs admit that the QCDR purports to release certain use restrictions 
-TPL's and The Blank Foundation's - rights related to the same, the QCDR does not 
release the public's interest, including Plaintiffs' rights to enforce the use restrictions. 

RF As 15, 16, 19 and 20. Plaintiffs were not a party to the negotiations and/ or 
agreements between the County and TPL and/ or the Blank Foundation and are not 
privy to where the parties may have ultimately landed as it relates to any conditions or 
requirements. Plaintiffs' allegations in their complaint acknowledge the same by 
stating that upon information and belief the Land Swap did not meet conditions 
requested by TPL and/ or the Blank Foundation. Discovery in this matter is ongoing. 
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One of things Plaintiffs are trying to ascertain in this process is what conditions and/ or 
agreements the County and TPL and/ or the Blank Foundation ultimately arrived at as 
it relates to the Land Swap. The Requests do not point to any specific agreement 
between the County and TPL and/ or the Blank Foundation. To the extent the Requests 
are intended to reference a particular agreement between the County and TPL and/ or 
the Blank Foundation, Plaintiffs again ask that Blackhall identify the same so that 
Plaintiffs can respond appropriately. Otherwise, the Requests as written are 
compound, vague and ambiguous. It should also be noted that Request 20 is confusing 
as worded. It is unclear whether it is repetitive of prior requests or seeks to refer solely 
to the Blank Foundation. 

RF A 23. The Request was properly denied. The Request is poorly worded, unclear, 
and ambiguous. The Requests define "Land Swap Agreement" -- As used herein, the 
term "Land Swap Agreement" shall mean the Quitclaim Deed dated January 29, 2021 
that contains and sets forth the terms and conditions for the Land Swap. Of course, 
your correspondence now suggests that is not at all what was intended as it relates to 
RF A 23 SWRA_000386-436, 788-838 refer to a Real Estate Exchange Agreement which is 
separate and distinct from "Land Swap Agreement." Even the Real Estate Exchange 
Agreement does not support the statement as written. 

RF A 24. The Request was properly denied. While Exhibit C contains a document 
entitled "Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report" it appears to have been 
created for third parties unrelated to the Land Swap and prior to the conception of the 
Land Swap. Its relevance to this action remains a question. Of course, discovery is 
ongoing in this matter. Notably, DeKalb County deponent Christopher Bell could not 
identify the report as being related to the Land Exchange. 

RF A 25. The Request was properly denied. While Exhibit C contains a document 
entitled "Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Report" it appears to have been 
created for third parties unrelated to the Land Swap and prior to the conception of the 
Land Swap. Its relevance to this action and the properties at issue remains a question. 
The referenced report also does not coincide with the "DeKalb Property" as defined in 
the Requests. 

RF A 26-28, 31. The Requests were properly denied. The Requests are poorly worded, 
unclear, and ambiguous. The Requests define "Land Swap Agreement" -- As used 
herein, the term "Land Swap Agreement" shall mean the Quitclaim Deed dated January 
29, 2021 that contains and sets forth the terms and conditions for the Land Swap. Of 
course, your correspondence now suggests that is not at all what was intended as it 
relates to RF As 26-28, 31. SWRA_000386-436, 788-838 refer to a Real Estate Exchange 
Agreement which is separate and distinct from "Land Swap Agreement." As counsel 
for Blackhall has already acknowledge, Plaintiffs were not a party to the negotiations 
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leading up to the Land Swap Agreement and are not a party to the Agreement itself. 
The inquiry may be better posed to Defendant DeKalb County which is a party to the 
Agreement. 

RF A 29. The Request was properly denied. The correspondence referenced in your 
explanation is not necessarily dispositive of the issue. The question does not ask 
whether funds from the Georgia Department of Natural Resources were utilized, which 
now appears to be the basis of the inquiry. Again, discovery is ongoing in this matter 
and inquiries into this issue are ongoing. 

RFA 32. The Request was properly denied, as stated. The Request is poorly worded, 
unclear, and ambiguous. The Requests define "Land Swap Agreement" -- As used 
herein, the term "Land Swap Agreement" shall mean the Quitclaim Deed dated January 
29, 2021 that contains and sets forth the terms and conditions for the Land Swap. The 
use of that term, as defined in the Requests, does not appear to make sense. This is 
further supported by your explanation. It is unclear from your explanation related to 
RF A 32 what contention by Plaintiffs you are referencing. If referencing an allegation in 
Plaintiffs' Complaint, please cite the same. Regardless, it appears from your 
explanation, that the Request is not intended to be viewed in light of the definitions 
provided in the Requests. Perhaps the request refers to the Real Estate Exchange 
Agreement? Please clarify what is being asked here. It should also be noted that 
discovery is ongoing with evidence still being gathered. With regard to the Real Estate 
Exchange Agreement, Plaintiffs would also note that conduct by Blackhall has already 
indicated a desire not to comply with the Agreement as Blackhall has sought to restrict 
access to the Park as well as destroy park amenities. 

RFAs 33-37. Generally, the Requests are poorly written, vague, ambiguous and 
compound, thus requiring their denial. The defined terms utilized in the Requests 
render the requests either esoteric inquiries or essentially ask Plaintiffs to divulge the 
legal theories of counsel. The Requests do not, as you say, seek application of law to 
fact. Similarly, the explanation provided in your letter misconstrues the allegations of 
Plaintiffs' Complaint and the verification of facts by Plaintiffs. The Requests seek an 
explanation of the law, which Plaintiffs themselves cannot provide absent divulging 
legal analysis of counsel. The Parties obviously have differing positions on the legal 
authority of the County to convey or swap Intrenchment Creek Park - park property - 
and the governing authority applicable to the same. The Requests as written are also 
problematic in that they are ambiguous and unclear. By way of example: 

RF A 34. "There is no opinion of the Court of Appeals of Georgia that required a public 
referendum to authorize the Land Swap." As an initial matter, the Request is poorly 
phrased. The Requests define "Land Swap" -- As used herein, the term "Land 
Swap" shall mean the exchange of property between Blackhall and DeKalb 
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County whereby Blackhall provided DeKalb County approximately 53 acres of 
land in exchange for 40 acres of land from DeKalb County approved by the 
DeKalb County Board of Commissioners on October 13, 2022 and memorialized 
in the January 29, 2021 Land Swap Agreement. Obviously, the Court of Appeals 
has not been called upon to weigh in on this case. As such, Plaintiffs have 
admitted that the Court of Appeals has not yet weighed in on this specific case. 
However, Plaintiffs deny the broader legal inquiry as to whether Court of 
Appeals caselaw exists that would support the position that a referendum is 
required to authorize the Land Swap. By way of example, see cases cited in 
Plaintiffs' Emergency Motion for TRO. 

The question becomes, what exactly are the RF As asking? The same holds true for the 
other referenced RF As. 

RF As 38 and 39. Plaintiffs were not a party to the negotiations and/ or agreements 
between the County and TPL and/ or the Blank Foundation and are not privy to where 
the parties may have ultimately landed as it relates to any conditions or requirements. 
Plaintiffs' allegations in their complaint acknowledge the same by stating that upon 
information and belief the Land Swap did not meet conditions requested by TPL 
and/ or the Blank Foundation. Discovery in this matter is ongoing. One of things 
Plaintiffs are trying to ascertain in this process is what conditions and/ or agreements 
the County and TPL and/ or the Blank Foundation arrived at as it relates to the Land 
Swap. The Requests do not point to any specific agreement between the County and 
TPL and/ or the Blank Foundation. To the extent the Requests are intended to reference 
a particular agreement between the County and TPL and/ or the Blank Foundation, 
Plaintiffs again ask that Blackhall identify the same so that Plaintiffs can respond 
appropriately. Otherwise, the Requests as written are vague and ambiguous and ask 
that Plaintiffs guess as 

RFAs 71-74 (as to Plaintiff Brady only). The Requests 71-74 are not true and are 
denied. 

Sincerely, 
I ~I KC¼€)! Stuvn11 
Kasey Sturm 

Cc: Brent Herrin 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 
Benjamin S. Klehr 
Bklehr@smallherrin.com 
SMALL HERRIN, LLP 
100 Galleria Parkway 
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Suite 350 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 

Mark G. Trigg, Esquire 
Dentons US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, NE 
Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308-3265 
mark. trigg@dentons.com 
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Suite 350
Atlanta, Georgia 30339

Mark G. Trigg, Esquire
Dentons US LLP
303 Peachtree Street, NE
Suite 5300
Atlanta, Georgia 30308-3265
mark.trig,q@dentons.com
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WEISSMAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 
3500 Lenox Rd 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 
Kasey A. Sturm 
Direct: (404) 926-4630 
Email: kaseys@weissman.law 

January 3, 2023 

VIA EMAIL and U.S. MAIL 

Brent Herrin 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 
Benjamin S. Klehr 
Bklehr@smallherrin.com 
SMALL HERRIN, LLP 
100 Galleria Parkway 
Suite 350 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 

Mark G. Trigg, Esquire 
Dentons US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, NE 
Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308-3265 
mark.trigg@dentons.com 

John O'Shea Sullivan 
Leesa M. Guarnotta 
Grace B. Callanan 
Burr & Forman LLP 
171 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30363 
gcallanan@burr.com 
lguarnotta@burr.com 
ssullivan@burr.com 

RE: South River Watershed Alliance, et al., v. DeKalb County, GA et al, 
Superior Court of DeKalb County, Civil Action No. 2021-CV-1931 
Plaintiffs' Discovery Supplementation - Document Production 

Counsel: 

Plaintiffs hereby supplement their prior document productions with the production of 
documents SRW A_002278 - 002323, which are enclosed herewith. 

The production includes requested pdfs for the websites listed below, all of which can 
be accessed and navigated publicly via the referenced URLs: 

South River Watershed Alliance - www.southriverga.org 
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South River Forest Coalition - www.southriverforest.org 
Stop the Swap - www.stophtheswap.org 
Go Fund Me - www.gofundme.com/f/stophtheswap2020 

Plaintiffs are working to compile pdfs from other social media sources. 

Also, included are links to two YOU TUBE videos, which can be access through the 
SRFC website or by visiting the links below: 

South River Forest Vision 
https://www .youtube.com/watch ?v=G UksVsOFkFE 

Save the Atlanta Prison Farm 
https://www.youtube.com/watch ?v=MppY5ufR9xw 

Please let us know if you have any difficulty accessing the links. 

Sincerely, 
I }ff KC¼e:Y StvWWv 
Kasey Sturm 

Enclosures: SRW A_002278 - 002323 
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~~ 

WEISSMAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 
3500 Lenox Rd 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 
Kasey A. Sturm 
Direct: (404) 926-4630 
Email: kaseys@weissman.law 

January 13, 2023 

VIA EMAIL and HAND DELIVERY 

Brent Herrin 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 
Benjamin S. Klehr 
Bklehr@smallherrin.com 
SMALL HERRIN, LLP 
100 Galleria Parkway 
Suite 350 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 

Mark G. Trigg, Esquire 
Dentons US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, NE 
Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308-3265 
mark. tri gg@dentons.com 

John O'Shea Sullivan 
Leesa M. Guarnotta 
Grace B. Callanan 
Burr & Forman LLP 
171 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30363 
gcallanan@burr.com 
lguarnotta@burr.com 
ssullivan@burr.com 

RE: South River Watershed Alliance, et al., v. DeKalb County, GA et al, 
Superior Court of DeKalb County, Civil Action No. 2021-CV-1931 
Expert Identification and Document Supplementation 

Counsel: 

Please be advised that Plaintiffs are identifying Mr. David Childers as an expert in the 
above-referenced matter. 

Enclosed please find copies of documents responsive to discovery requests propounded 
upon Plaintiffs as well as documents responsive to Non-Party Requests served upon 
David Childers by the County and by Blackhall. 



Plaintiffs' Discovery Supplementation - SRWA Document Production 
January 13 , 2023 
Page 2 

Please let us know if you have any difficulty accessing the documents. 

Sincerely, 
hl KCtM01 Stuvm; 
Kasey Sturm 

Enclosures: Childers_00000l-002558 

Cc: David W. Childers, MAI, Childers & Associates 



~~ 

WEISSMAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 
3500 Lenox Rd 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 
Kasey A. Sturm 
Direct: {404) 926-4630 
Email: kaseys@weissman.law 

January 13, 2023 

VIA EMAIL and HAND DELIVERY 

Brent Herrin 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 
Benjamin S. Klehr 
Bklehr@smallherrin.com 
SMALL HERRIN, LLP 
100 Galleria Parkway 
Suite 350 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 

Mark G. Trigg, Esquire 
Dentons US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, NE 
Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308-3265 
mark.trigg@dentons.com 

John O'Shea Sullivan 
Leesa M. Guarnotta 
Grace B. Callanan 
Burr & Forman LLP 
171 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30363 
gcallanan@burr.com 
lguarnotta@burr.com 
ssullivan@burr.com 

RE: South River Watershed Alliance, et al., v. DeKalb County, GA et al, 
Superior Court of DeKalb County, Civil Action No. 2021-CV-1931 
Childers' Document Production 

Counsel: 

Please find Non-Party Childers Associates' production of documents in response to 
Defendant Blackhall Real Estate Phase II' s First Request for Production of Documents to 
Non-Party Childers Associates. Bates-labeled as CHILDERS_000711 - 
CHILDERS_001615, which are enclosed herewith. 

Sincerely, 
I '1'/ KC¼ey Stuvm,, 
Kasey Sturm 

Enclosures: CHILDERS_000711 - CHILDERS_001615 



~~ 

WEISSMAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 
3500 Lenox Rd 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 
Kasey A. Sturm 
Direct: {404) 926-4630 
Email: kaseys@weissman.law 

January 5, 2023 

VIA EMAIL and U.S. MAIL 

Brent Herrin 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 
Benjamin S. Klehr 
Bklehr@smallherrin.com 
SMALL HERRIN, LLP 
100 Galleria Parkway 
Suite 350 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 

Mark G. Trigg, Esquire 
Dentons US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, NE 
Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308-3265 
mark.trigg@dentons.com 

John O'Shea Sullivan 
Leesa M. Guarnotta 
Grace B. Callanan 
Burr & Forman LLP 
171 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30363 
gcallanan@burr.com 
Iguarnotta@burr.com 
ssullivan@burr.com 

RE: South River Watershed Alliance, et al., v. DeKalb County, GA et al, 
Superior Court of DeKalb County, Civil Action No. 2021-CV-1931 
Plaintiffs' Discovery- Document Production 

Counsel: 

Plaintiffs hereby supplement their prior document productions with the production of 
documents SRW A_002324 - 002672, which are attached herewith. 

Sincerely, 
hl KC¼ey StU¥Wll 
Kasey Sturm 

Attachment: SRW A_002324 - 002672 
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~~ 

WEISSMAN 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 
3500 Lenox Rd 
Atlanta, Georgia 303 
Kasey A. Sturm 
Direct: (404) 926-4630 
Email: kaseys@weissman.law 

January 30, 2023 

VIA EMAIL 

Brent Herrin 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 
Benjamin S. Klehr 
Bklehr@smallherrin.com 
SMALL HERRIN, LLP 
100 Galleria Parkway 
Suite 350 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339 

Mark G. Trigg, Esquire 
Dentons US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, NE 
Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308-3265 
mark.trigg@dentons.com 

John O'Shea Sullivan 
Leesa M. Guarnotta 
Grace B. Callanan 
Burr & Forman LLP 
171 Seventeenth Street, NW 
Suite 1100 
Atlanta, Georgia 30363 
gcallanan@burr.com 
lguarnotta@burr.com 
ssullivan@burr.com 

RE: South River Watershed Alliance, et al., v. DeKalb County, GA et al, 
Superior Court of DeKalb County, Civil Action No. 2021-CV-1931 
Plaintiffs' Document Supplementation 

Counsel: 

Plaintiffs hereby supplement their prior document productions with the production of 
documents SRWA003156-003349, a true and correct copy of which are attached hereto. 
The documents supplement requests to Plaintiffs' collectively as well as to Mr. Doyle 
individually and SRFC. If you have any difficulty accessing the attached records, please 
let me know. 



Plaintiffs' Discovery Supplementation - SRWA Document Production 
January 30, 2023 
Page 2 

Sincerely, 
hl KC¼e:Y StuvWv 
Kasey Sturm 

Enclosures: SRWA003156-003349 

Plaintiffs’ Discovery Supplementation — SRWA Document Production
January 30, 2023
Page 2

Sincerely,
/5r/KW Stwrwv
Kasey Sturm

Enclosures: SRWA003156-003349
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF DEKALB COUNTY 
ST ATE OF GEORGIA 

SOUTH RIVER WATERSHED ALLIANCE, 
SOUTH RIVER FOREST COALITION, 
MARGARET S. BRADY, ALLEN P. DOYLE, 
JOEL FINEGOLD, JOSEPHS. PEERY, and 
JOHN AND JANE DOES, 

Plaintiffs, 

V. 

DEKALB COUNTY, GEORGIA, by and through 
its Board of Commissioners, and BLACKBALL 
REAL ESTATE PHASE II, LLC 

CIVIL FILE NO. 21 CVl 931 

Defendants 

JOEL FINEGOLD'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO DEFENDANT BLACKBALL 
REAL ESTATE PHASE II, LLC'S FIRST CONTINUING INTERROGATORIES 

TO PLAINTIFF JOEL FINEGOLD 

COMES NOW Plaintiff Joel Finegold, by and through his undersigned counsel, and hereby 

supplements his prior responses to Defendant Blackball Real Estate Phase II, LLC's First 

Continuing Interrogatories as follows: 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

A. Plaintiff objects to each and every Interrogatory to the extent that it requires 

Plaintiff to respond by disclosing its attorneys' or other of its representatives' mental impressions, 

conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, reasons, legal theories, other work 

product, or the like on the grounds that said Interrogatory exceeds the permissible scope of 

discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

B. Plaintiff objects to each and every Interrogatory to the extent that it, whether 

standing alone or taken in conjunction with any and all Interrogatories, is calculated or would 



operate to annoy, embarrass, oppress, unduly burden, or unduly cause expenses to Plaintiff or 

would be unduly vexatious or unduly burdensome to respond to, or would require Plaintiff to 

engage in investigative efforts burdensome to the point of oppression, on the grounds that said 

Interrogatory exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

C. Plaintiff objects to each and every Interrogatory to the extent that same requires 

Plaintiff to respond by acquiring or supplying information which would be irrelevant to the subject 

matter or issues of this action, and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence, on the ground that said Interrogatory exceeds the permissible scope of 

discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

D. Plaintiff objects to each and every Interrogatory to the extent that same requires 

Plaintiff to respond by waiving its attorney/client privilege, on the grounds that said Interrogatory 

exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

E. Plaintiff objects to each and every Interrogatory concerning the caption or preface 

to the Interrogatories to the extent that Plaintiff is required to file responses which exceed the 

permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act or within a period of time 

which is less than that allowed under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. Plaintiffs Responses herein 

are made in compliance with the Georgia Civil Practice Act and not pursuant to the conditions 

sought to be imposed by the Defendant in the caption or preface of the Interrogatories. 

Subject to the above objections, on the basis of information now known to Plaintiff and its 

counsel, and without waiving any objection or admitting the relevance or materiality of any of the 

information sought, Plaintiff hereby responds to Defendant's Interrogatories as follows, 

incorporating into each Response by reference thereto each of the foregoing objections. 
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INTERROGATORY NO.1: 

Identify all persons you contend have any knowledge relevant to the allegations in your 
Complaint, and/or the Land Swap, and for each such person provide the person's name, address, 
phone number and a brief summary of the relevant facts known by him or her. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent it is overly broad and unduly 

burdensome, including to the extent it seeks information that is not within the knowledge of this 

Plaintiff and/or uniquely within the knowledge of Defendant and/or other parties. Plaintiff further 

objects to this request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable 

privileges, including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, 

materials prepared in anticipation oflitigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 

reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said Request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

Plaintiff further objects to the extent the request is duplicative of information already provided in 

this litigation and within the knowledge and possession of Defendant. Subject to and without 

waiving the foregoing objections, Plaintiff responds as follows: 

See Plaintiffs Response to Defendant DeKalb County, Georgia's First Interrogatories to 

Plaintiff Joel Finegold, Interrogatory No. 3. The following individuals and/or entities may have 

relevant knowledge, some of which have been identified based on documents related to this matter: 

• DeKalb County officials, representatives, and employees, including but not limited to: 

o Zach Williams, COO 

o Chuck Ellis, Director, DeKalb County Recreation, Parks and Cultural Affairs 

o Individual Members of the DeKalb County Board of Commissioners, including 

former Commissioners 

3 



o Andrew Baker, Director, DeKalb Planning and Sustainability Department 

o County attorneys and legal department 

• Mirsada Ilic, Senior Associate, Wood Group and Paul Haywood, Senior Scientist Wood 

Group 

• Robert Lann, Principal, Economic Impact Group 

• Dorian DeBarr, Interim President, Decide DeKalb 

• Plaintiffs South River Forest Coalition, South River Watershed Alliance, Allen P. Doyle, 

Joel Finegold, Joseph S. Perry 

• East Atlanta Community Association, Inc. 

• The Arthur M. Blank Family Foundation, Inc. 

• The Trust for Public Land 

• PATH Foundation 

• The Nature Conservancy of Georgia, include George Dusenbury 

• Jay Scott 

• Ryan Millsap 

• Valbridge Property Advisors, including Jeff Miller and Pamela L. Duer 

• Ryan Gravel 

• Communities of East Atlanta Village, Reynoldstown, Cabbagetown, Browns Mill, East 

Atlanta, Glen Emerald, Decatur, East Lake, Fulton County, Atlanta, Eastland Heights, 

Grant Park. 

Plaintiff further notes that this matter has received a lot of media attention and thus 

members of the public may have knowledge and information of the Land Swap as well as members 

of the press covering the matter. Additional entities and individuals may be identified from 
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responsive documents. Plaintiff directs Defendant to the volumes of documents already produced 

in this action. Responding further, Plaintiff notes that discovery in this matter is ongoing and thus 

additional information may be gleaned or discovered in the process. Plaintiff reserves the right to 

supplement this response. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 2: 

State the date, approximate time, and purpose for each instance where, since January 29, 
2021, you have visited the Blackhall Property. Your response should include, but not be limited 
to, whether you have participated in any activities at such property organized by Defend the 
Forest, Defend the Atlanta Forest, the Welaunee Coalition, Extinction Rebellion Atlanta, 
Extinction Rebellion, Survival Resistance, Stop Cop City, Stop Reeves Young, Stop Brasfield & 
Gorrie, stoptheswap.org, and/or Community Movement Builders, including but not limited to the 
at least/our "Weeks of Action" (the last of which was from July 23 - 30, 2022); the "Defend the 
Forest Music Festival" from July 28 - 30, 2022; and/or the "Week of Beautification "from August 
2- 7, 2022. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request, particularly with regard to the use of the term "Black.hall 

Property" to refer to portions of Intrenchment Creek Park (ICP) property, which is public park 

property. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is not 

relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Plaintiff objects 

to this request to the extent it contains multiple inquiries, thus constituting more than one 

interrogatory, and must be treated the same. Plaintiff objects to the request as vague. It is unclear 

what constitutes "activities" as set forth in the request. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that he 

has not visited the 40 acres of Intrenchment Creek Park involved in the land swap since January 

29, 2021. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 3: 

Identify all statements, whether written or oral, that you have obtained regarding the Land 
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Swap, the events leading up to the Land Swap, the allegations contained in your Complaint, Ryan 
Millsap, and/or Blackhall; identify the individual/entity from whom you obtained the statement; 
and describe the content and substance of such statement. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad, unduly burdensome, and 

not relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant and admissible evidence. 

Plaintiff is unclear what is meant by the term "statement" as used in this request. Upon information 

and belief, this Plaintiff has not obtained any statements. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold does not 

recall any. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 4: 

Identify any and all communications you have had with any individual and/or entity about 
the Land Swap, the events leading up to the Land Swap, the allegations contained in your 
Complaint, or Blackhall; identify the individual/entity with w~om you communicated; and describe 
the content and substance of each meeting and/or communication. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory to the extent it is overly broad and unduly 

burdensome, including to the extent it seeks information that is not within the knowledge of this 

Plaintiff and/or uniquely within the knowledge of Defendant and/or other parties. Plaintiff further 

objects to this request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable 

privileges, including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, 

materials prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 

reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said Request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 
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Plaintiff further objects to the extent the request is duplicative of information already provided in 

this litigation and within the knowledge and possession of Defendant. 

Upon information and belief, this Plaintiff has communicated with other Plaintiffs. 

Information responsive to this request may be obtained from Plaintiff Finegold's Response to 

Interrogatories from Dekalb County. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 5: 

Identify and describe any affiliation and/or affinity you have, have previously had, or 
intend to have with Defend the Forest, Defend the Atlanta Forest, the Welaunee Coalition, 
Extinction Rebellion Atlanta, Extinction Rebellion, Survival Resistance, Defend The Atlanta 
Forest, Scenes from the Atlanta Forest, Atlanta Community Press Collective, Unicorn Riot, Stop 
Cop City, Cops of Cop City, Stop Reeves Young, Stop Brasfield & Gorrie, Forest Defense Travel 
Fund, Defend the Forest Fight the Cops, It's Going Down, crimethinc.com, stoptheswap.org, 
Abolition Media, Autonomous News: Atlanta, Community Movement Builders, and/or any other 
organization protesting either the Land Swap or the Atlanta Police Training Center at or near the 
Old Atlanta Prison Farm. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it is vague, overly broad, unduly burdensome, 

and not relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible 

evidence. The terms "affiliation and/or affinity" are overly broad. Likewise, it is unknown what 

might constitute "any other organization protesting ... " It should also be noted that the request 

seeks information entirely unrelated to this action. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the 

extent that it seeks disclosure of information protected by constitutional protections and privileges, 

including, but not limited to first amendment privileges and protections, and on the grounds that 

said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 6: 

Identify and describe any communications and/or meetings between you and any member 
or associate of, or individual affiliated with, Defend the Forest, Defend the Atlanta Forest, the 
Welaunee Coalition, Extinction Rebellion Atlanta, Extinction Rebellion, Survival Resistance, 
Defend The Atlanta Forest, Scenes from the Atlanta Forest, Atlanta Community Press Collective, 
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Unicorn Riot, Stop Cop City, Cops of Cop City, Stop Reeves Young, Stop Bras.field & Gorrie, 
Forest Defense Travel Fund, Defend the Forest Fight the Cops, It's Going Down, crimethinc.com, 
stoptheswap.org, Abolition Media, Autonomous News: Atlanta, Community Movement Builders, 
and/or any other organization protesting and/or opposing either the Land Swap or the Atlanta 
Police Training Center at or near the Old Atlanta Prison Farm; identify the individual/entity with 
whom you met and/or communicated and describe the content and substance of each meeting 
and/or communication. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it is vague, overly broad, unduly burdensome, 

and not relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible 

evidence. It should also be noted that the request seeks information entirely unrelated to this action. 

Plaintiff further objects to this request to the extent that it seeks disclosure of information protected 

by constitutional protections and privileges, including, but not limited to first amendment 

privileges and protections, and on the grounds that said request exceeds the permissible scope of 

discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. Plaintiff further objects to the request to the extent 

it seeks information that is not within the knowledge of this Plaintiff. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that he 

attended two Stop the Swap meetings, the first in May of 2019 and the second in September of 

2020. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 7: 

Identify all submissions and or contributions by you to any form of publication (including 
social media) by, or relating to, Defend the Forest, Defend the Atlanta Forest, the Welaunee 
Coalition, Extinction Rebellion Atlanta, Extinction Rebellion, Survival Resistance, Scenes from 
the Atlanta Forest, Atlanta Community Press Collective, Unicorn Riot, Stop Cop City, Cops of 
Cop City, Stop Reeves Young, Stop Brasfield & Gorrie, Forest Defense Travel Fund, It's Going 
Down, crimethinc.com, stoptheswap.org, Autonomous News: Atlanta, and/or Community 
Movement Builders. This Interrogatory specifically is intended to encompass any such submissions 
made anonymously. 

RESPONSE: 
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Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it is vague, overly broad, and unduly 

burdensome. The request is not clear as to what is meant by "submissions" or "contributions." 

Plaintiff further objects to the request because it seeks information that is not relevant nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible evidence. Plaintiff further 

objects to this request to the extent that it seeks disclosure of information protected by 

constitutional protections and privileges, including, but not limited to first amendment privileges 

and protections, and on the grounds that said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery 

under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 8: 

Identify all submissions and or contributions by you to any other form of publication, social 
media platform, media organization, and/or website about the Land Swap, the Complaint, or 
Blackhall 's ownership of the Blackhall Property. This Interrogatory specifically is intended to 
encompass any such submissions made anonymously. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it is vague, overly broad, and unduly 

burdensome. The request is not clear as to what is meant by "submissions" or "contributions." 

Plaintiff further objects to the request because it seeks information that is not relevant nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery ofrelevant or admissible evidence. Plaintiff further 

objects to this request to the extent that it seeks disclosure of information protected by 

constitutional protections and privileges, including, but not limited to first amendment privileges 

and protections, and on the grounds that said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery 

under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states he may 

have submitted comments online to reporter Marie Saporta. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 9: 

Describe, in detail, and with specificity, all facts that support the allegations in Paragraph 
42 of the Complaint that "the land exchange was conceived by Blackhall Studios" and identify all 
communications and documents that support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff disclose information that is 

either protected or privileged, including under the attorney-client privilege, or not within the 

knowledge of this Plaintiff. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that the 

information was conveyed by the County at the meeting at the school. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 10: 

Describe, in detail, and with specificity, all facts, that support the allegations in Paragraph 
39 of the Complaint that "in 2018, the County was approached and courted" by Blackhall Studios 
and identify all communications and documents that support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff disclose information that is 

either protected or privileged, including under the attorney-client privilege, or not within the 

knowledge of this Plaintiff. Subject to and without waiving the foregoing objections, Plaintiff 

responds as follows: 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that the 

information was conveyed by the County at the meeting at the school. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 11: 

Describe, in detail, and with specificity, all facts that support Plaintiffs' allegations that 
the 53 acres ofproperty received by DeKalb County in the Land Swap "had already been mostly 
bulldozed," and that "[ojne parcel appears to have been filled with truckloads of/ill dirt over the 
past few years and is barren of vegetation." Your response should include, but not be limited to, 
an identification and description of each instance any you, or any individual operating on your or 
any Plaintiff's behalf, has observed these conditions, and an identification of all communications 
and documents that support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff disclose information that is 

either protected or privileged, including under the attorney-client privilege, or not within the 

knowledge of this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent the interrogatory contains 

multiple inquiries or subparts, each of which constitutes its own separate interrogatory and should 

be treated as the same. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it misconstrues the allegations 

of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that he 

visited the Blackball Property and saw viewed the lack of vegetation and dirt himself. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 12: 

Is it your contention that any of the conditions proposed by the Blank Foundation in 
February 2019 for the Land Swap have not been satisfied by the Land Swap? If so, identify each 
such condition and explain how each such condition has not been satisfied by the Land Swap. 
Identify and documents and/or communications that support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request as it is vague as to the conditions proposed by the Blank 

Foundation. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on 

behalf of any other Plaintiff and/or to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff disclose information 
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that is either protected or privileged, including under the attorney-client privilege, or not within 

the knowledge of this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent the interrogatory 

contains multiple inquiries or subparts, each of which constitutes its own separate interrogatory 

and should be treated as the same. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 13: 

Identify and describe in detail each and every of the exchange conditions conceived of by 
the TP L, as purported in Paragraph 44 of the Complaint, and identify all persons you contend had 
any knowledge of each such condition. Identify all documents and communications that support 
your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request as it appears to misconstrue the allegations in Plaintiff's 

complaint and asks Plaintiff to render a determination as to what conditions a third-party may have 

conceived. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it asks Plaintiff to speculate or provide 

information that is not within the knowledge of this Plaintiff and squarely within the unique 

knowledge of a third party. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 14: 

ff it is your contention that the Land Swap did not satisfy any of the exchange conditions 
identified in your response to Interrogatory No. 13 above, identify each such unsatisfied condition 
and provide all facts supporting, establishing, or tending to demonstrate that it was not satisfied 
by the Land Swap. Identify all documents and communications that support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff disclose information that is 

either protected or privileged, including under the attorney-client privilege, or not within the 

knowledge of this Plaintiff. Plaintiff further objects to the request to the extent it seeks information 

that is not relevant nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible 
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evidence. Plaintiff objects to the request to the extent it calls for speculation about conditions and 

discussions to which Plaintiff was not a party. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 15: 

Identify all legal authority that you contend requires DeKalb County and/or Blackhall to 
perform environmental studies before any public land can be exchanged and identify specifically 
which types of, and how many, environmental studies you contend DeKalb County and/or 
Blackhall must perform before any public land can be exchanged. Identify all facts and documents 
that support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory because it seeks a legal opinion to which this Plaintiff 

cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the extent it seeks production of 

information protected by applicable privileges, including, but not limited to, the attorney/client 

privilege, the work product doctrine, materials prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or 

materials which contain or reflect the thought processes, mental impressions, conclusions, 

opinions, computations, calculations, projections, reasons, legal theories or other work product of 

Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that said request exceeds the permissible scope of 

discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. Plaintiff objects to this request as it contains 

multiple parts, consisting of separate inquiries and should be treated as such. Plaintiff objects to 

this interrogatory to the extent it requires Plaintiff to respond on behalf of any other Plaintiff and/or 

seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of this Plaintiff. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 16: 

Identify and describe in detail, and with specificity, each piece of "meaningful 
information" about the Land Swap that was allegedly not provided at the public meeting in May 
2019 or any other public meeting regarding the Land Swap, and describe all efforts undertaken 
by you or anyone else to obtain each piece of "meaningful information" you identify. 

RESPONSE: 
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Plaintiff objects to this interrogatory as it is vague and poorly written. Defendant has not 

defined "meaningful information" as it relates to this request. It is unclear whether Defendant is 

quoting from a particular section of the Complaint or attributed a specific meaning to the terms in 

quotations. To the extent Defendant is quoting portions of Plaintiff's Complaint, Plaintiff contends 

Defendant is misconstruing the allegations. Likewise, Defendant has an obligation to identify the 

portion of the Complaint being referenced so that Plaintiff can respond in the appropriate context. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that 

information regarding the condition of the Blackball Property was not provided at the public 

meetings. Specifically, the meeting should have mentioned that the land had been clear-cut, that 

there were piles of tires there, that a portion of the Blackhall Property was in a floodplain, and the 

land leading away from the floodplain sat at a steep grade. Plaintiff Finegoid further states that 

appraisers were not present and appraisals were not provided to the public; costs of existing 

amenities and proposed amenities were not provided to the public; alternatives to the swap were 

not provided to the public; the deed language specific to the conveyance and acceptance of 

Intrenchment Creek Park was not provided and discussed with the public; overall substantive detail 

was lacking and presentation was more of a sales pitch. 

INTERROGATORYN0.17: 

Explain in detail each and every basis for your contentions that the May 2019 meeting 
regarding the Land Swap, and/or any other meeting regarding the Land Swap, "failed to provide 
a meaningful opportunity for public engagement," that "no meaningful discussions were 
allowed, " and that "no time was available for meaningful question/answer or discussion of the 
issues, "providing specific examples, and including all facts, supporting your contention. Identify 
any documents and/or communications that support your response. 

If your response involves an allegation that DeKalb County did not permit questions 
during, or following, any public presentations regarding the Land Swap, your response should 
include, but not be limited to, an explanation and discussion as to the basis of the statement that 
not a single question was answered at any public meeting and/or presentation about the Land 
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Swap, how many meetings and/or presentations occurred where DeKalb did not permit questions, 
and all efforts undertaken to ask questions about the Land Swap and DeKalb County's response 
to those efforts. If your response involves an allegation that DeKalb County failed or refused to 
provide answers to questions posed, or further discussion, regarding the Land Swap, your 
response should include, but not be limited to, an identification, explanation, and discussion of 
which questions specifically went unanswered; all efforts undertaken to obtain answers to those 
questions and DeKalb County's response to those efforts; and all efforts to obtain further 
discussion about the Land Swap and DeKalb County's response to those efforts. If your response 
involves an allegation that only limited time was provided for public statements, your response 
should include, but not be limited to, an explanation and discussion as to how much time was 
offered by DeKalb County, approximately how many public statements were given during the time 
offered, and all efforts undertaken to obtain an ample amount of time to provide for public 
comment and DeKalb's response to those efforts. If your response involves an allegation that 
DeKalb County failed or refused to provide details or accounting of public funds already expended 
on ICP that would be lost due to the Land Swap, your response should include, but not be limited 
to, an identification, explanation, and discussion of which specific details or accounting of funds 
DeKalb County failed to provide; all efforts undertaken to obtain such details and/or accounting; 
and DeKalb County's response to those efforts. If your response involves an allegation that 
DeKalb County failed or refused to provide details or accounting of the money and resources 
required to establish and reestablish natural resources and amenities on the land Blackhall 
provided in the Land Swap and the source of that money and/or those resources, your response 
should include, but not be limited to, an identification, explanation, and discussion of which 
specific natural resources need to be established and/or re-established; which specific details or 
accounting DeKalb County failed to provide regarding such establishment and/or re 
establishment of natural resources; and all efforts undertaken to obtain such details and/or 
accounting and DeKalb County's response to those efforts. If your response involves an allegation 
that DeKalb County did not present, consider, and/or evaluate any alternatives to the Land Swap, 
your response should include, but not be limited to, any alternatives you, any Plaintiff, or any 
member of the public attempted to introduce and DeKalb County's response to each such 
alternative. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request as the request itself is one page in length and contains 

numerous subparts or alternative questions, each of which constitutes a separate inquiry and should 

be treated as such. Defendant has served 3 8 separately enumerated interrogatories upon this 

Plaintiff, many of which contain multiple inquiries within each or alternative inquires, which 

should be treated as separate interrogatories and when considered collectively with the other 

requests results in the total number of requests propounded upon this Plaintiff by Defendant to 

exceed the limit authorized by the Georgia Civil Practice Act without permission from the Court. 
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The request as presented is overly burdensome and apparently intended to harass. Plaintiff objects 

to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf of any other Plaintiff 

and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of this Plaintiff. Plaintiff 

objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this Plaintiff cannot respond. 

Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this request to the extent it seeks 

production of information protected by applicable privileges, including, but not limited to, the 

attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials prepared in anticipation of litigation 

and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought processes, mental impressions, conclusions, 

opinions, computations, calculations, projections, reasons, legal theories or other work product of 

Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that said request exceeds the permissible scope of 

discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states the 

meeting wasn't long enough given the number of issues there were. The meeting only lasted a few 

hours. And about half the time was devoted to discussions of the microbiology of the two lots, 

which is not the only concern of residents about the Land Swap. None of the meetings offered all 

parties interested in speaking the opportunity to do so. Around 20 were allowed to speak, but 

roughly 150 people were in attendance, many of whom wanted an opportunity to speak on the 

issue. Each party only received a few minutes to speak. Finally, the commissioners did not make 

any statements at any of the meetings and no dialogue occurred. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 18: 

Is it your contention that DeKalb was required to present, consider, or evaluate 
alternatives to the Land Swap before approving it? If so, identify and describe any and all legal 
authority, documents, and/or facts that support your contention. 

RESPONSE: 
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Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this 

Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this 

request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, 

including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 

reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that 

alternatives, including not engaging in the Land Swap, are important to determining whether to 

swap land. It just makes good sense, regardless of whether local, state, or federal law requires 

such disclosures. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 19: 

Is it your contention that DeKalb was required to provide details or accounting of public 
funds already expended on Intrenchment Creek Park that would be lost due to the Land Swap 
before approving it? ff so, identify and describe any and all legal authority, documents, and/or 
facts that support your contention. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this 

Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this 
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request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, 

including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 

reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, yes. PlaintiffFinegold states that 

Dekalb County should have provided all this information to the people before approving the Land 

Swap, and that governments should expect to have to account for the loss of public funds due to 

land deals of this nature, regardless of whether local, state, or federal law requires such disclosures. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 20: 

Is it your contention that DeKalb was required to provide details or accounting of the 
money and resources required to establish and re-establish natural resources and amenities on 
the land Blackhall provided in the Land Swap, and the source of that money and/or those 
resources, before approving the Land Swap? ff so, identify and describe any and all legal 
authority, documents, and/or facts that support your contention. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this 

Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this 

request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, 

including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 
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reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, yes. PlaintiffFinegold states that 

Dekalb County should have provided all this information to the people before approving the Land 

Swap, and that governments should expect to have to account for the use of public funds and loss 

of public funds due to land deals of this nature, regardless of whether local, state, or federal law 

requires such disclosures. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 21: 

Explain, and describe in detail, all bases for, and facts supporting, your contention that 
the $1,500,000 in park improvements committed by Blackhall in the Land Swap Agreement is not 
sufficient to replace the current public park resources and amenities contained in the property 
DeKalb County exchanged in the Land Swap. Identify any documents and/or communications that 
support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this 

Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this 

request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, 

including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 
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reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that the 

County and Blackball have not stated how that money will be used, what it will actually cover, nor 

whether any commitments can be enforced; accordingly, skepticism is warranted. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 22: 

Identify and describe, in detail and with specificity, all "propaganda" created, 
promulgated, or offered by Blackhall Studios with regard to the Land Swap, as alleged in 
Paragraph 46 of your Complaint, and identify all documents and/or communications that support 
your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this 

Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this 

request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, 

including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 

reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states the 

presentation of land swap was propaganda; the 1.5 million commitment is propaganda, as no 
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concrete plans were presented for its use and what funds would be needed to cover the costs of the 

proposed park to be created. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 23: 

Explain the basis of your contention that the Land Swap "has been driven in large part, if 
not exclusively, by Blackhall Studios, " and identify all documents and/or communications that 
support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this 

Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this 

request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, 

including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 

reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states the first 

public meeting about the land swap was hosted and run by Blackball. Plaintiff further states that 

the presentation at McNair High School implied that Blackball approached the County about the 

Land Swap. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 24: 

Identify and describe in detail and with specificity, the specific comments or questions 
raised by members of the public with regard to the Land Swap that DeKalb County did not respond 
to, whether made in connection to a public meeting/presentation or not. Your response should 
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include, but not be limited to, an identification of all attempts to obtain such information, by whom 
such attempts were made, DeKalb County's response to same, and whether and when those 
questions were ever answered. Identify any documents or communications that support your 
answer. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request as it contains multiple subparts each of which constitutes a 

separate inquiry and should be treated as such. Defendant has served 38 separately enumerated 

interrogatories upon this Plaintiff, many of which contain multiple inquiries within each or 

alternative inquires, which should be treated as separate interrogatories and when considered 

collectively with the other requests results in the total number of requests propounded upon this 

Plaintiff by Defendant to exceed the limit authorized by the Georgia Civil Practice Act without 

permission from the Court. Plaintiff objects to this request as it seeks information that is not 

relevant nor reasonably calculated to the lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible 

information. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on 

behalf of any other Plaintiff or third-party and/or seeks information that is not within the 

knowledge or possession of this Plaintiff. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the extent the 

information is publicly available and already in the possession of Defendant. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that 

Dekalb County failed to provide a comparison of the values of the respective properties, including 

the value of the improvements Dekalb County had made to ICP since its conception. Dekalb 

County also did not state what new amenities they would add to the new land, and what 

environmental remediation they would do to the Blackball Property. Further, the County did not 

state which company would perform such remediation and did not provide their credentials, the 

cost the work they planned to do, or how long the remediation would take. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 25: 

Describe, in detail and with specificity, the specific pieces of information related to the 
Land Swap that DeKalb County refused to release, whether under a claim of privilege or/or any 
other reason. Your response should include, but not be limited to, an identification of all attempts 
to obtain such information, by whom such attempts were made, DeKalb County's response to each 
such attempt, and whether and when such information was ever provided. Identify any documents 
or communications that support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request as it contains multiple subparts each of which constitutes a 

separate inquiry and should be treated as such. Defendant has served 38 separately enumerated 

interrogatories upon this Plaintiff, many of which contain multiple inquiries within each or 

alternative inquires, which should be treated as separate interrogatories and when considered 

collectively with the other requests results in the total number of requests propounded upon this 

Plaintiff by Defendant to exceed the limit authorized by the Georgia Civil Practice Act without 

permission from the Court. Plaintiff objects to this request as it seeks information that is not 

relevant nor reasonably calculated to the lead to the discovery of relevant or admissible 

information. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on 

behalf of any other Plaintiff or third-party and/or seeks information that is not within the 

knowledge or possession of this Plaintiff. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the extent the 

information is publicly available and already in the possession of Defendant. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold sought 

information on the appraisal performed on the parcels, including the amount spent, the name of 

the appraiser or appraisal company. After the County refused to provide that information, Plaintiff 

Finegold filed an ethics complaint against the Dekalb County COO Zachary Williams. Plaintiff 
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Finegold states that the County failed to deliver timely notice of the hearing to Plaintiff before the 

hearing itself took place, and thus he was not present. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 26: 

Describe, in detail and with specificity, the specific pieces of information related to 
valuations of the property in the Land Swap that DeKalb County withheld and/or refused to 
release. Your response should include, but not be limited to, an identification of all attempts to 
obtain such information, by whom such attempts were made, and DeKalb County's response to 
each such attempt. Identify any documents or communications that support your response. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request as the information requested has already been 

provided and/or is within the public sphere of accessibility. Plaintiff objects to this request as the 

request itself contains numerous subparts or alternative questions, each of which constitutes a 

separate inquiry and should be treated as such. Defendant has served 38 separately enumerated 

interrogatories upon this Plaintiff, many of which contain multiple inquiries within each or 

alternative inquires, which should be treated as separate interrogatories and when considered 

collectively with the other requests results in the total number of requests propounded upon this 

Plaintiff by Defendant to exceed the limit authorized by the Georgia Civil Practice Act without 

permission from the Court. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold further states 

he could not possibly be aware of all specific information the county withheld, as it is impossible 

to prove a negative. See Mr. Finegold's response Interrogatory No. 25. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 27: 

Describe, in detail and with specificity, all facts supporting your contention that the 
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DeKalb Properly was not of equal or greater value than the Blackhall Property, and that the Land 
Swap represented a substantial financial loss to Dekalb County and the public. If your response 
includes an allegation that the DeKalb Property was of lesser ecological value than the Blackhall 
Property, your response should explain the basis of this contention in detail and provide all facts 
that support it, including an identification and discussion of any studies, valuations, or other 
reviews performed regarding the relative ecological value of the parcels of land involved in the 
Land Swap. If your response includes an allegation that the DeKalb Property was of lesser social 
value than the Blackhall Property, your response should explain the basis of this contention in 
detail and provide all facts that support it, including an identification and discussion of any 
studies, valuations, or other reviews performed regarding the relative social value of the parcels 
of land involved in the Land Swap. If your response includes an allegation that the DeKalb 
Property was of lesser public health value than the Blackhall Property, your response should 
explain the basis of this contention in detail, including an identification and discussion of any 
studies, valuations, or other reviews performed regarding the relative public health value of the 
parcels of land involved in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this 

Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the extent it seeks production 

of information protected by applicable privileges, including, but not limited to, the attorney/client 

privilege, the work product doctrine, materials prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or 

materials which contain or reflect the thought processes, mental impressions, conclusions, 

opinions, computations, calculations, projections, reasons, legal theories or other work product of 

Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that said request exceeds the permissible scope of 

discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. Plaintiff objects to this request as the request itself 

contains numerous subparts or alternative questions, each of which constitutes a separate inquiry 

and should be treated as such. Defendant has served 38 separately enumerated interrogatories 

upon this Plaintiff, many of which contain multiple inquiries within each or alternative inquires, 

which should be treated as separate interrogatories and when considered collectively with the other 
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requests results in the total number of requests propounded upon this Plaintiff by Defendant to 

exceed the limit authorized by the Georgia Civil Practice Act without permission from the Court. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that the 

lack of trees and vegetation, the grade of the land, and the fact that a portion of the Blackball 

Property lies in a flood plain suggests it is of lesser value than ICP. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 28: 

Is it your contention that there is no scenario whereby DeKalb County can legally 
exchange any public park land without a referendum? Ifso, please identify and describe al! legal 
authority and facts that support your answer. If not, please describe the scenario whereby DeKalb 
County can legally transfer public park land without a referendum. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaihtiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this 

Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this 

request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, 

including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 

reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 29: 

Identify any and all legal authority (aside from the ICP Deed) that you contend requires 
DeKalb County to have held a referendum on the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE: 
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Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this 

Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this 

request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, 

including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 

reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 30: 

Identify any and all legal authority, documents, and/acts (aside from the ICP Deed) that 
you contend required Defendant and DeKalb County to engage TP L, the Blank Foundation, and/or 
the public regarding the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on 

behalf of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or 

possession of this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion 

to which this Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further 

objects to this request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable 

privileges, including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, 

materials prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the 

thought processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, 

projections, reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the 
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grounds that said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil 

Practice Act. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 31: 

Do you contend that the TPL 'sand the Blank Foundations approval of the Land Swap 
would not indicate that the conditions and terms imposed on the Land Swap by the TPL and Blank 
Foundation on the Land Swap were satisfied? If so, identify all legal authority, documents, and 
facts ( aside from the ICP Deed) and facts that support your contention. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to the request as it is poorly written, and it is unclear what exactly is being 

requested. Plaintiff objects to the request to the extent it requires Plaintiff to speculate or guess as 

to what is being asked. Plaintiff also objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this 

Plaintiff respond on behalf of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the 

knowledge or possession of this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a 

legal opinion to which this Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request to the 

extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, including, but not 

limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials prepared in 

anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought processes, mental 

impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, reasons, legal theories 

or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that said request exceeds 

the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that the 

TPL and Blank Foundation's approval indicates nothing about whether the conditions imposed by 

the Land Swap were satisfied. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 32: 
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Do you contend that a properly held, properly noticed, otherwise valid vote of the DeKalb 
County Board of Commissioners does not constitute the consent of the public to enter into an 
exchange of public land? If so, identify and describe all legal authority, documents, and facts that 
support your contention and explain what would constitute the consent of the public in that 
scenario. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this 

Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this 

request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, 

including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 

reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, yes. Plaintiff Finegold further 

states that there are many circumstances under which the actions of elected officials do not reflect 

the will of their constituents. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 33: 

Do you contend that you, or some other specific citizen(s) or citizens interest group(s), are 
required to be a named party to the Land Swap Agreement between Blackhall and DeKalb County 
in order for that instrument to be valid? If so, identify all legal authority, documents, and facts 
that support your contention. 

RESPONSE: 
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Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks a legal opinion to which this 

Plaintiff cannot respond. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this 

request to the extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, 

including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials 

prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought 

processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, 

reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that 

said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, no. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 34: 

Identify all persons you intend to call as expert witnesses in this matter, and for each such 
person, please provide the expert's name, address, phone number and a brief summary of the 
opinions which the expert is expected to offer, along with the factual basis for any such opinion. 

. RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks to have this Plaintiff respond on behalf 

of any other Plaintiff and/or seeks information that is not within the knowledge or possession of 

this Plaintiff. Plaintiff further objects to this request Plaintiff further objects to this request to the 

extent it seeks production of information protected by applicable privileges, including, but not 

limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product doctrine, materials prepared in 

anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect the thought processes, mental 

impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, projections, reasons, legal theories 

or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the grounds that said request exceeds 
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the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. Plaintiffs have not yet 

determined who they will call as an expert witness to testify at the trial of this matter. Plaintiffs 

reserve the right to supplement their response in accordance with the requirements of the Georgia 

Civil Practice Act, if and when appropriate. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

Plaintiffs have already supplemented their responses to identify David Childers. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 35: 

Identify each person who provided any information concerning or relating to any of the 
responses to these Interrogatories and, with respect to each such person, describe the information 
provided by such person and identify the interrogatory response(s) to which such information 
relates. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it requires Plaintiff to divulge information 

protected by applicable privileges, including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the 

work product doctrine, materials prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which 

contain or reflect the thought processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, 

calculations, projections, reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the 

like on the grounds that said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia 

Civil Practice Act. Subject to said objections and without waiving the same, counsel for Plaintiffs 

has prepared this filing in the interest of protecting Mr. Finegold's rights and interest while he is 

currently suffering from ill-health and has not yet been able to complete the task. Mr. Finegold 

intends to supplement his responses. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that 

apart from legal objections he provided information responsive to these interrogatories. 
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INTERROGATORY NO. 36: 

Identify every social media account (including, but not limited to, Facebook, Instagram, 
Twitter, Linkedin) that you have, providing a unique URL to the profile page for each social media 
profile or unique identifying information, such as a screen name. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is not relevant nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery ofrelevant and admissible evidence. Plaintiff further 

objects to this request to the extent it seeks the disclosure of sensitive or personal information, the 

disclosure of which could be utilized for improper purposes and/or could subject Plaintiff to hostile 

or misuse of information. Plaintiff objects to the extent this request seeks information that is 

publicly available and/or already known to Defendant. 

SUPPLEMENT AL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states he does 

not have a social media account. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 37: 

Identify each donation you have provided to the Atlanta Solidarity Fund, the Action 
Network, or any other organization paying bail and/or bond for protestors of the Land Swap 
and/or the Atlanta Police training facility dubbed "Cop City" at or near the Old Atlanta Prison 
Farm, since February 2021. Your response should identify the organization to which you donated, 
and include the date of, amount of, and specific impetus for your donation. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is not relevant nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery ofrelevant and admissible evidence. Plaintiff further 

objects to the extent this request seeks to have Plaintiff divulge information that is privileged or 

protected, including under the first amendment. 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 
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Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states that he 

has not made any donations to any such organizations. 

INTERROGATORY NO. 38: 

Identify each person to whom you, or anyone acting on your behalf, including your 
attorneys, provided a link to Zoom proceedings in this matter. 

RESPONSE: 

Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is not relevant nor 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery ofrelevant and admissible evidence. Plaintiff further 

objects to the extent this request seeks to have Plaintiff divulge information that is protected by 

applicable privileges, including, but not limited to, the attorney/client privilege, the work product 

doctrine, materials prepared in anticipation of litigation and/or materials which contain or reflect 

the thought processes, mental impressions, conclusions, opinions, computations, calculations, 

projections, reasons, legal theories or other work product of Plaintiffs' counsel, or the like on the 

grounds that said request exceeds the permissible scope of discovery under the Georgia Civil 

Practice Act. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it seeks information that is not in the 

knowledge of this Plaintiff. Plaintiff objects to this request to the extent it is unclear what is meant 

by "Zoom proceedings in this matter." 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE: 

Subject to prior objections and without waiving the same, Plaintiff Finegold states he did 

not provide the Zoom link to the proceeding to any other person. 

Respectfully submitted this 27th day of January, 2023. 

WEISSMAN P.C. 

By: Isl Kasey Sturm 
Kimberly [Kasey] A. Sturm 
Georgia Bar No. 690615 
One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 
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3500 Lenox Road 
Atlanta, Georgia 30326 
kaseys@weissman.law 

Counsel for Plaintiffs 

19437.900 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF DEKALB COUNTY 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

SOUTH RIVER WATERSHED ALLIANCE, 
SOUTH RIVER FOREST COALITION, 
MARGARET S. BRADY, ALLEN P. DOYLE, 
JOEL FINEGOLD, JOSEPHS. PEERY, and 
JOHN AND JANE DOES, 

Plaintiffs, 

V. 

DEKALB COUNTY, GEORGIA, by and through 
its Board of Commissioners, and BLACKHALL 
REAL EST A TE PHASE II, LLC 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 21CV1931 

Defendants 

VERIFICATION 

Personally appeared before the undersigned officer, duly authorized by law to administer 

oaths, JOEL FINEGOLD, who, after being duly sworn, deposed and stated that the factual 

information supplied in Joel Finegold's Supplemental Responses to Defendant Blackhall Real 

Estate Phase II, LLC 's First Continuing Interrogatories to Plaintiff Joel Finegold is true and 

correct to the best of his knowledge. 

This 27th day of January 2023. 

Sworn to and &i:Jff!Eed 
before me this '/' day 
of January, 2023. 

r:_~1f;~ 
Notary Public 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF DEKALB COUNTY 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

SOUTH RIVER WATERSHED 
ALLIANCE, SOUTH RIVER FOREST 
COALITION, MARGARET S. BRADY, 
ALLEN P. DOYLE, JOEL FINEGOLD, 
JOSEPHS. PEERY, and JOHN AND JANE 
DOES, 

Plaintiffs, 
v. 

CIVIL FILE ACTION NO. 21CV1931 

DEKALB COUNTY, GEORGIA, by and 
through its Board of Commissioners, and 
BLACKHALL REAL EST A TE PHASE II , 
LLC, 

Defendants. 

DEFENDANT REAL ESTATE PHASE II, LLC'S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS' 
FIRST REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION, FIRST INTERROGATORIES, 

AND FIRST REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

Pursuant to O.C.G.A. §§ 9-11-26, 9-11-33, 9-11-34, and 9-11-36, Defendant Real Estate 

Phase JI, LLC ("Blackhall" or "Defendant"), by and through its undersigned attorneys, hereby 

submits its responses and objections to Plaintiffs' First Requests for Admission, First 

Interrogatories, and First Requests For Production of Documents, as follows: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

These Responses are based upon information currently available to Defendant. 

Defendant's Responses are made without waiver of any claims of the attorney-client privilege, 

the work product doctrine, or any other applicable privilege or objection available. Further, 

discovery in this matter is ongoing. Defendant shall not be prejudiced if any of its present 

responses are based on incomplete knowledge or comprehension of the facts, events, or 

occurrences involved in this matter. In the event that the discovery process yields additional 
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responsive information, Defendant will amend its Responses in accordance with O.C.G.A. § 9- 

11-26. 

Further, Defendant has responded to Plaintiffs' First Requests for Admission, First 

Requests for Interrogatories, and First Requests for Production of Documents (collectively, the 

"Requests") based on its best, good faith understanding and interpretation of each item therein. 

Accordingly, if Plaintiffs subsequently assert a different interpretation than that presently 

understood by Defendant, then Defendant reserves the right to supplement or amend these 

Responses. 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

In addition to the foregoing, Defendant states that each of the Responses below is made 

subject to, and incorporates, the following General Objections: 

I. Defendant objects generally to the Requests on the ground and to the extent that they seek 

documents and/or information protected by the attorney client privilege, the work product doctrine, 

and/or any other applicable privilege, including but not limited to the accountant-client privilege. 

Defendant will produce no such documents or information. Defendant deems such protected 

information not intended to be within the scope of the Requests and will not, and does not intend 

by these Responses to waive the protection afforded such documents and information. 

2. Defendant objects generally to the Requests on the ground and to the extent that they call 

for Defendant to divulge and/or produce confidential, proprietary, or otherwise commercially 

sensitive information or trade secrets. 

3. Defendant objects generally to the Requests on the ground and to the extent that they seek 

documents or information not in Defendant's possession, custody, or control. Defendant only will 

produce documents in its possession, custody or control in response to the requests. 
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4. Defendant objects to the Requests on the ground and to the extent they are inconsistent with 

or expand the scope of permissible discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. Defendant will 

respond to the Requests pursuant to its obligations under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

5. Defendant objects generally to Plaintiffs definitions and instructions on the grounds and 

to the extent that they are overbroad, unduly burdensome and purport to require Defendant to 

perform tasks beyond its obligations under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. Defendant will respond 

to the Requests pursuant to its obligations under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

6. Defendant objects to the definition of"Person" on the ground that the definition is so unduly 

overbroad and not limited in time or scope in a manner relevant to the material issues in the 

pending action or reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence that 

formulating responses to discovery requests using such definition would be unduly burdensome 

and oppressive. 

7. Defendant objects to the definition of "Document" on the ground that it is unduly 

burdensome and overbroad and that it is not limited in time or scope in a manner relevant to the 

material issues. Defendant further objects to the use of the term "Document" to the extent it 

purports to require Defendant to perform tasks beyond its obligations under the Georgia Civil 

Practice Act. Defendant will respond to the Requests pursuant to its obligations under the Georgia 

Civil Practice Act, based on the plain meaning of the word "Document." 

Defendant's Responses are made without waiving any objections to relevance, privilege, 

or admissibility of any information provided in response to the Requests in any subsequent 

proceeding or at the trial of this or any other action. A partial answer to any Request that has been 

objected to in whole or in part is not a waiver of that objection. By asserting various objections, 
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and/or by providing complete or partial responses to any of the Requests, Defendant does not waive 

any other objections that may become applicable. 

RESPONSES AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO 
PLAINTIFFS' FIRST REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION 

The following responses to individual Requests are made subject to, and without waiving, 

each of the foregoing General Objections. Defendant also reserves the right to supplement the 

objections to these specific Requests pursuant to the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

Request for Admission No. 1: Admit that the exchange of property ultimately 
culminating in the Land Swap was conceived by Blackball or someone acting on behalf of 
Blackball. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. I: Denied, as staled. 

Request for Admission No. 2: Admit that the exchange of property ultimately 
culminating in the Land Swap was proposed to DeKalb County by Blackhall or someone 
acting on behalf of Blackhall. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2: Denied, as stated. 

Request for Admission No. 3: Admit that Blackhall benefits from the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 4: 
Blackhall. 

Admit that the Land Swap financially benefits 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 4: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 5: 
Millsap. 

Admit that the Land Swap financially benefits Ryan 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 5: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 6: Admit that the Land Swap provides lllackhall with more 
valuable land than the land Blackhall provided DeKalb County in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 6: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 7: Admit that the Blackhall Property received by DeKalb 
County in the Land Swap was already disturbed and denuded of vegetation, whether in full 
or part. 
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7: Denied, as stated. 

Request for Admission No. 8: Admit that the Blackhall Property received by DeKalb 
County in the Land Swap is of lesser value than the ICP public park land received by 
Blackhall in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 9: Admit that the Blackball Property received by DeKalb 
County in the Land Swap is of lesser ecological value than the ICP public park land received 
by Blackhall in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. IO : Admit that the Blackhall Property received by DeKalb 
County in the Land Swap is of lesser recreational value than the ICP Property received by 
Blackhall in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 11 : Admit that the Blackball Property received by DeKalb 
County in the Land Swap contains fewer trees and mature forest land than the ICP public 
park received by Blackhall in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11: Denied, as stated. 

Request for Admission No. 12: Admit that Blackball originally agreed to pay DeKalb 
County $1,500,000.00 (1.5 Mill ion Dollars) as part of the land exchange involving ICP 
Property and Blackhall Property . 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12: Denied, as stated. 

Request for Admission No. 13: Admit that Blackhall has not paid DeKalb County 
$1,500,000.00 (1.5 Mill ion Dollars). 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13: Admitted. 

OBJECTIONS AND SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO 
PLAINTIFFS' FIRST INTERROGATORIES 

Interrogatory 1: For each Request for Admission set out above that you have not 
unequivocally admitted, please provide a detailed explanation as to why the request was 
not admitted, including any and all facts supporting the basis for not admitting the same. 
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. I: 

Defendant denies Plaintiffs Requests for Admissions Nos. 1-12 because appraisals 

were conducted during the negotiations that took place between Dekalb County and Blackhall. 

These Appraisals, which indicated the value of the proposed land parcels that were a part of 

the land swap. took into account the variances between the parcels of land. The variances in 

the parcels of land were accounted for in the differing acreage swapped during the transaction. 

Specifically, Blackhall exchanged 53 acres of land for 40 acres. Defendant further states that 

several of Plaintiffs' Requests for Admissions are vague and ambiguous and/or impermissibly 

compound, requiring their denial. Finally, Defendant states that the Requests for Admissions 

purport to describe portions of the parties' agreement, which agreement speaks for itself. 

Interrogatory 2: Please identify each and every person who you contend is likely to 
have personal knowledge or information of the facts and circumstances of the Land Swap, 
including but not limited to, the facts and circumstances as alleged in the Complaint 
and/or the facts and circumstances of the defenses raised in the Answers. Please be sure 
to state the contact information (name, title, address, email, telephone number) for the 
individual and/or entity along with a description of the information or knowledge 
possessed by each such person or entity. 

RESPONSE TO INTER ROG A TORY NO. 2: 

Defendant objects on the grounds that this interrogatory is vague, overbroad, unduly 

burdensome and not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible or relevant evidence 

concerning the allegations raised by either party to these proceedings. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that Dekalb County employees, neighborhood citizens, members of the neighborhood 

associations who participated in public comment, and various Commissioners have personal 

knowledge of the land swap, as it was a public transaction. 

Interrogatory 3: Please describe the corporate structure of Blackhall, including place 
of incorporation, last annual registration, authorization to conduct business in Georgia, the 
location of principal place of business in Georgia, the identity of any and all officers and 
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directors of Blackhall as well as any parent companies, subsidiaries, affi liates, or other 
related corporations or entities. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3: 

Blackhall Real Estate Phase II is a limited liability company incorporated under the 

laws of the state of Delaware. Blackhall Real Estate Phase JI 's last annual registration was in 

2021. The location of its principal place of business is 17 Blackland Road NW, Atlanta, 

Georgia, 30342. Defendant states that it will further supplement this Response. · 

Interrogatory 4: Please state whether you have sold, conveyed, or otherwise 
transferred all or any portion of the ICP property BlackhaJI received in the Land Swap. 
If so, please describe the circumstances of the same, including the date, purpose of the 
transaction, and parties involved. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4.: 

Defendant has not sold, conveyed, or otherwise transferred all or any portion of the 

ICP property Blackhall received in the Land Swap. Defendant reserves the right to supplement 

its response. 

Interrogatory 5: Since acquiring the ICP Property in the Land Swap, please describe 
any and all actions taken or authorized by or on behalf of Blackball (or anyone acting on 
Blackhall's behalf) which mention, concern, or involve the ICP Property received. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous. 

Specifically, the terms "actions," and "involve" are subject to various interpretations in the 

context in which they are used. Defendant further objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that 

it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, 

Defendant states that since acquiring the JCP Property in the Land Swap, Defendant has 

undertaken standard due diligence and development work. 
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Interrogatory 6: Please describe in detail how the Land Swap was conceived, 
considered, evaluated, approved, and finalized. In responding, please be sure to describe 
the process and procedure in detail, including by identifying dates, parties involved, the 
substance of communications, and decisions rendered. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous. 

Specifically, the terms "evaluated," and "finalized" are subject to various interpretations in the 

context in which they arc used. Defendant further objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that 

it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, 

Defendant took all steps as outlined by Dekalb County by and through its authorized agents and 

policies and procedures. 

Interrogatory 7: Please describe in detail the terms and conditions of the Land Swap, 
including but not limited to any cash contributions, in-kind donations, conditions and/or 
restrictions. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks documents or 

information that it is a matter of public record, and is therefore equally available to Plaintiffs. 

Further responding, the agreement speaks for itself. 

Interrogatory 8: Please state any cash donations, contributions, or payments promised 
and/or made by or on behalf of Blackhall (and/or anyone acting on Blackball's behalf) 
which mention, concern, and/or relate to the Land Swap in any way, including the identity 
of the partying making the donation, contribution, or· payment, the amount of the same, the 
date of the same, and the purpose for the same. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 8: 

Defendant states that no such cash donations, contributions, or payments have been 

made. Subject to the foregoing, and by way of further response, Defendant states that this 
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Interrogatory seeks documents or information that it is a matter of public record, which are 

therefore equally available to Plaintiffs. Further responding, the agreement speaks for itself. 

Interrogatory 9: Please describe any tax benefits or incentives received by Blackhall as 
it relates to its business ventures in the State of Georgia, including but not limited to its 
properties in DeKalb County (including property involved in the Land Swap). 

RESPONSE-TO INTER ROG A TORY NO. 9: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad, unduly 

burdensome, and seeks information and/or documents that are neither relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Defendant further objects to this 

Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections or specific objections, Defendant 

states that the agreement between Defendant and Dekalb County speaks for itself and 

memorializes the transaction. 

Interrogatory 10: Please describe in detail any and all improvements to the land 
obtained by the County in the Land Swap, Blackhall has promised to make and/or made 
on said land, including but not limited to, the type and scope of the improvement, when the 
improvement was made or will be made, the cost of the improvement and basis for the 
same, who made or will make the improvement, and whether any contracts or documents 
exist for the improvements. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO, IO: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks documents or 

information that it is a matter of public record and is therefore equally available to Plaintiffs. 

Further responding, the agreement speaks for itself. 

Interrogatory ll: Please describe in detail any and all "community benefits" Blackhall 
agreed and/or promised or otherwise committed to make in association with the Land 
Swap, including but not limited to, the nature and scope of the benefit, when the benefit 
was made or will be made, the cost of the benefit, the parties involved in carrying out the 
benefit, how the benefit will be tracked and assessed; and whether any contracts or 
documents exist for the improvements. 
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RESPONSE TO fNTER ROGA TORY NO. 11: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks documents or 

information that it is a matter of public record and is therefore equally available to Plaintiffs. 

Further responding, the agreement speaks for itself. 

Interrogatory 12: Please identify and describe in detail any and all communications 
between you and any DeKalb County commissioners, officials, representatives, employees, 
agents and/or anyone acting on the County's behalf regarding the Land Swap (including the 
proposed land exchange) and/or the allegations of Plaintiffs' Complaint. In responding, 
please identify the date and location of the communications, the person(s) involved in or 
present for the communications; the nature and substance of the communications; any 
outcome of the communications; and whether any documents or records exist regarding the 
communications. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12: 

In addition to its General Objections stated above, Defendant objects to this Interrogatory 

on the grounds that it overbroad and unduly burdensome. 

Interrogatory 13: Please identify and describe in detail any and all communications 
between you and any third party regarding the Land Swap (including the proposed land 
exchange) and/or the allegations of Plaintiffs' Complaint. In responding, please identify the 
date and location of the communications, the person(s) involved in or present for the 
communications; the nature and substance of the communications; any outcome of the 
communications; and whether any documents or records exist regarding the 
communications. Please keep in mind that this interrogatory includes, but is not limited to, 
communications with any (a) Plaintiffs, (b) TPL, (c) Blank Foundation, (c) UGA and/or 
Professor John F. (Jack) Crowley, (d) Georgia Department of Natural Resources, (e) 
Green rock Partners and/or Jay Scott; (f) any community or neighborhood groups, (g) City 
of Atlanta, Georgia, (h) The Path Foundation, (i) Atlanta Beltline, Inc. and/or Atlanta 
Beltline Partnership, (i) any other nonprofit organization, individual, community group, 
and/or entity. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it overbroad and unduly 

burdensome. 

Interrogatory 14: Please describe in detail the alleged $70 million dollar investment from 
Blackhall associated with the Land Swap. 
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 14: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and this specific objection, Defendant 

states that it is not aware of an alleged $70 million dollar investment. 

Interrogatory 15: Please state whether Blackhall has ever been involved in any other 
legal action or bankruptcy filing, either as a plaintiff, defendant or otherwise; and, if so, 
please give the name (style) of the action, the date it was filed, the court, and the case 
number; describe the nature and result of each such action, and give the names of the 
attorneys involved in each such lawsuit. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory to the extent that it is overbroad, unduly 

burdensome, and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

Interrogatory 16: For each person not previously disclosed with knowledge, or who is 
believed to have knowledge, of any discoverable facts or circumstances related to the subject 
matter of this action, provide each person's full name, date of birth, last known employer, 
last known home address, and last known phone number; and, state the general contents of 
his or her knowledge. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 16: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it overbroad and unduly 

burdensome. Defendant further object to this Interrogatory on the ground that it appears to be 

wholly duplicative of Interrogatory No. 2. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant states 

that the land swap was a public transaction, and therefore, numerous individuals including 

Commissioners, members of the Community who participated in the Notice and Comment process, 

and Neighborhood Associations, etc. have knowledge of the transaction. 

Interrogatory 17: Please identify and describe any land use or zoning changes sought 
or obtained in association with the Land Swap, including but not limited to any rezonings, 
changes to the land use maps or future land use maps and/or comprehensive plans, special 
use permits, variances, or other authorizations. 
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it seeks information that is a matter 

of public record, and, therefore equally available to the Plaintiffs. 

Interrogatory 18: Please identify and describe any permits sought or obtained for use or 
development of (a) the ICP Property received by Blackball in the Land Swap and/or (b) the 
Blackball Property received by the County in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory to the extent it seeks information that is a matter 

of public record, and, therefore equally available to the Plaintiffs. 

Interrogatory 19: To the extent you contend there are necessary parties to the Lawsuit 
that have not been named, please identify the party(ics) and the basis for their involvement 
in the Lawsuit. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 19: 

At this time, Defendant does not contend there are necessary parties to the lawsuit that 

have not been named. 

Interrogatory 20: Please identify any expert retained and/or consulted by you and 
provide: (a) the subject matter upon which the expert may or will testify; (b) the substance 
of the facts and opinions of the expert, (c) a summary of the ground for each of the expert's 
opinions; (d) identify any report or other document prepared by such expert relating to 
this case; (e) the educational and professional background and experience of the expert 
and (I) identify any materials provided to the expert. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20: 

Defendant has not yet identified any expert witnesses upon whose testimony it intends to 

rely. Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to this Interrogatory in accordance 

with the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

Interrogatory 21: Please identify each and every person, department, or agency that 
assisted in responding and/or provide information or documents in connection with your 
responses to these discovery requests. 
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21: 

Defendant identifies the following individuals: 

• Mark Trigg, Dentons US LLP located at 303 Peachtree St NE Suite 5300, Atlanta, 
Georgia, 30308; Telephone number: (404)- 527- 4070. 

• Steve Labovitz, Dentons US LLP located at 303 Peachtree St NE Suite 5300, Atlanta, 
Georgia, 30308; Telephone number (404)-527-4360. 

• Sean Kirwin, Dentons US LLP located at 303 Peachtree St NE Suite 5300, Atlanta, 
Georgia, 30308; Telephone number: (404)-527- 4053. 

• Alize' Mitchell, Dentons US LLP located at 303 Peachtree St NE Suite 5300, Atlanta, 
Georgia, 30308; Telephone number: (404)-527- 4053. 

OBJECTIONS AND SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO 
PLAINTIFFS' FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

Request For Production No. 1: Please produce all deeds, easements, restrictions, 
contracts, authorizations, and/or agreements - including without limitation, indemnification 
or insurance agreements, any Memorandum of Agreement and/or Real Estate Exchange 
Agreement, to which you are a party which in any way mention, concern, and/or relate to 
the Land Swap and/or properties involved in the Land Swap, whether in draft or final form. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 1: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that the information requested is a matter 

of public record, and therefore, it is equally available to the Plaintiffs. Defendant further objects 

to this Request on the ground, and to the extent, it seeks information and/or documents protected 

by the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, or any other applicable privilege. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 2: Please produce any and all communications, 
correspondence and/or documents between DeKalb County (including but not limited to 
DeKalb County commissioners, officials, representatives, employees, agents and/or anyone 
acting on the County's behalf) and Blackhall which mention, concern, and or regard the 
Land Swap, whether as originally conceived, negotiated, or executed. 
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RESPONSE TO RE UEST NO. 2: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 3: Please produce any and all communications, 
correspondence, and/or documents between Blackhall and any third party (including non 
profit entities, governmental entities, individuals, community or neighborhood groups). 
which mention, concern, and/or regard the Land Swap, whether as originally conceived, 
proposed, discussed, negotiated, or executed. Please keep in mind that this interrogatory 
includes, but is not limited to, communications with (a) any of the Plaintiffs, (b) TPL, (c) 
Blank Foundation, (c) UGA and/or Professor John F. (Jack) Crowley, (d) Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources, (e) Greenrock Partners and/or Jay Scott; (t) any 
community or neighborhood groups, (g) City of Atlanta, Georgia, (h) The Path Foundation, 
(i)Atlanta Beltline, Inc. and/or Atlanta Beltline Partnership, (j) any other nonprofit 
organization, individual, community group, and/or entity. 

RESPONSE TO RE UEST NO. 3: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 4: Please produce any documents or records which 
mention, concern, and/or reflect any campaign contribution made by or on behalf of 
Blackhall to any DeKalb County official. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 4: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 
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Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 5: Please produce any receipts, invoices, estimates, 
documents or records of any monetary contribution and/or in-kind donation which 
mention, concern, and/or relate to the Land Swap in any way. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 5: 

Defendant objects to this Request to the extent that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 6: Please produce any proposals submitted by or on 
behalf of Blackhall which mention, concern, or regard the Land Swap, whether as 
initially conceived, proposed, negotiated, or executed. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 6: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Defendant further 

objects to this Request on the ground that it seeks information and/or documents protected by 

the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, and/or any other applicable privilege. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 7: Please produce any appraisals or valuations of the Land 
Swap and/or the individual properties involved in the Land Swap. This request specifically 
includes, but is not limited to, any appraisals Blackhall obtained in association with its 
purchase or ownership of the Blackhall properties involved in the Land Swap. 
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RESPONSE TO RE UEST NO. 7: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 8: Please produce any and all studies, reports, evaluations, 
assessments, or the like which mention, concern, and/or relate to the Land Swap, whether as 
initially conceived, considered, or executed, and/or the individual properties involved in the 
Land Swap. This request specifically includes, but is not limited to, environmental (including 
but not limited to Phase I and/or Phase II evaluations), ecological, recreational, health, 
financial, land use/zoning, reports, evaluations, assessments, or the like. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 8: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 9: Please produce any photographs, videos, images, 
depictions, or illustrations of (a) the Blackhall properties involved in the Land Swap, 
and/or (b) ICP Property involved in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 9: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 10: Please produce any permits or authorizations requested 
or obtained for any land disturbance, clearing, grading or development ofICP land received 
by Blackhall as part of the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. I 0: 

Defendant objects to this Request to the extent that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 
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Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

slates that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 11: Please produce any permits or authorizations requested 
or obtained for any land disturbance, clearing, grading or development of Blackhall land 
received by the County as part of the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 11: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 12: For any expert you have retained or expect to testify 
at trial, please provide the following materials: [aJ any and all text, books, journals or 
other material upon which the expert will rely; [b] any and all summaries of 
qualifications and/or curriculum vitae for the expert; [c) any and all objects, documents 
or materials examined by the expert; td) any and all documents, including but not limited 
to, photographs, videotapes, diagrams, drawings, surveys, deeds, easements, property 
records, reports, tests, statements, evaluations, inspections, studies, or the like reviewed 
and/or prepared by the expert in connection with the subject matter of this lawsuit; (e] 
any and all documents and materials which mention, concern and/or relate to the 
conclusions, findings and opinions of the expert(s); and [f] any invoices for the work 
performed by the expert(s), including the expert's rate for services rendered. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 12: 

Defendant has not yet identified any expert witnesses upon whose testimony it intends to 

rely. Thus, Defendant is not in possession of any documents responsive to this Request, but 

reserves the right to supplement its response to this Request. 

Request For Production No. 13: If you contend another party is responsible, whether in 
full or part, for the claims and damages alleged in Plaintiff's Complaint, please produce any 
and all documents which support this position and/or mention, concern or relate to the 
liability of the other party. 

US_ACTIVE\121666564\V-1 



RESPONSE TO RE UEST NO. 13: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 14: Please produce copies of all surveys, maps, plans, plats, 
drawings or the like which identify, mention, depict and/or in any way reference the Land 
Swap and/or the individual properties involved in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 14: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overly broad and unduly 

burdensome. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 15: Please produce all receipts, invoices, estimates, 
documents, and/or records of any monetary donations, contributions, or payments 
promised and/or made by or on behalf of Blackhall (and/or anyone acting on Blackball's 
behalf) which mention, concern, and/or relate to the Land Swap in any way. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. I 5: 

Defendant objects to this request as the agreement between Blackhall and Dekalb is a 

matter of public record and speaks for itself. As such, documents relating to any alleged 

"contributions" are equally available to the Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 16: Please produce all receipts, invoices, estimates, 
documents, and/or records of any improvements promised and/or made by or on behalf 
of Blackball (and/or anyone acting on Blackball's behalf) which mention, concern, 
and/or relate to the Land Swap in any way, including whether on ICP Property received 
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by Blackhall as part of the Land Swap and/or Blackhall Property received by the 
County as part of the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. J 6: 

Defendant objects to this request as the agreement between Blackhall and Dekalb is a 

matter of public record and speaks for itself. As such, documents relating to any alleged 

"improvements" are equally available to the Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 17: Please produce all documents and records of any tax 
incentives and/or benefits obtained and/or to be realized by Blackhall which in any way 
mention, concern, or relate to the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 17: 

Defendant objects to this request as the agreement between Blackhall and Dekalb is a 

matter of public record and speaks for itself. Therefore, documents relating to any alleged "tax 

benefit" are equally available to the Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 18: Please produce any and all documents and records of any 
alleged economic benefit and/or fiscal impact analysis of Blackball's (a) presence in DeKalb 
County and/or (b) expansion in DeKalb County and/or (c) the relation of the same to the 
Land Swap. 
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. l 8: 

Defendant objects to this request as the agreement between Blackhall and Dekalb is a 

matter of public record and speaks for itself. As such, documents relating to any alleged "economic 

benefit" obtained and/ or to be realized by Blackhall are equally available to the Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locale through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 19: Please produce any and all receipts, invoices, estimates, 
documents and records of any alleged "community benefits" promised and/or made by or 
on behalf of Rlackhall (and/or anyone acting on Blackhall's behalf) which mention, 
concern, and/or relate to the Land Swap in any way. 

RESPONSE TO RE UEST NO. 19: 

Defendant objects to this request as the agreement between Blackhall and Dekalb is a 

matter of public record and speaks for itself. As such, documents relating to any "community 

benefits" are equally avai I able to the Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 20: Please produce any and all communications, 
agreements, documents or records which mention, concern, and/or relate in any way to 
any commitments, promises, obligations, conditions, and/or restrictions made, accepted, 
or imposed on Blackhall as part of the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 20: 

Defendant objects to this Request to the extent that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Defendant also 

objects to this Request on the ground, and to the extent, it seeks information and/or documents 
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protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, or any other applicable 

privilege. Defendant further states that the agreement between Blackhall and Dekalb County is 

a matter of public record and contains all commitments, promises, obligations, conditions, 

and/or restrictions made, accepted, or imposed on Blackhall as part of the Land Swap. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 21: Please produce any and all communications, documents 
and records which mention, concern and/or relate to the clearing on ICP Property on or 
around early May 2022. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 21: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 22: Please produce any and all communications, 
documents, and records between Blackhall (and/or anyone acting on its behalf) and/or Ryan 
Millsap (and/or anyone acting on his behalf) and (a) Dodd Drilling LLC, (b) Dodd Phillips, 
and/or (c) Contour Engineering. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 22: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overly broad and unduly 

burdensome. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

* * * * * 
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Respectfully submitted, this 11th day of July, 2022. 

Isl Mark G. Trigg 
Mark G. Trigg 
Ga. Bar No. 716295 
Steven J. Labovitz 
Ga. Bar No. 431025 
Sean M. Kirwin 
Ga. Bar No. 318130 
DENTONS US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, N.E., Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 
Telephone: ( 404) 527-4000 
Email: mark.trigg@dentons.com 
Email: stcve.labovitz@dentons.com 
Email: sean.kirwin@dentons.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on July 11, 2022, I have served the foregoing DEFENDANT REAL 

ESTATE PHASE II, LLC'S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS' FIRST REQUEST FOR 

ADMISSION, FIRST INTERROGATORIES, AND FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION 

OF DOCUMENTS by email and first class U.S. Mail, properly sealed, addressed, and with 

sufficient postage, to the attorneys of record as follows: 

Kimberly [Kasey] A. Sturm 
One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 

3 500 Lenox Road 
Atlanta, Georgia 30326 

Telephone: (404) 926-4630 
kaseys@weissman. law 

Brent W. Herrin 
Small Herrin, LLP 

I 00 Galleria Parkway 
Suite 350 

Atlanta, Georgia 30339 
Telephone: (770) 783-1800 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 

This 11th day of July, 2022. 

i~/ Mark G. Trigg 
Mark G. Trigg 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF DEKALB COUNTY 
ST A TE OF GEORGIA 

SOUTH RIVER WATERSHED 
ALLIANCE, SOUTH RIVER FOREST 
COALITION, MARGARET S. BRADY, 
ALLEN P. DOYLE, JOEL FINEGOLD, 
JOSEPHS. PEERY, and JOHN AND JANE 
DOES, 

CIVIL FILE ACTION NO. 21CV1931 
Plaintiffs, 

v. 

DEKALB COUNTY, GEORGIA, by and 
through its Board of Commissioners, and 
BLACKBALL REAL EST ATE PHASE II, 
LLC, 

Defendants. 

VERIFICATION OF RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES 

Personally appeared before the undersigned officer, duly authorized by law to administer 

oaths, Ryan Millsap, who after first being duly sworn, deposed and stated that the information 

supplied in Defendant Blackball Real Estate Phase JI, LLC's Responses to Plaintiffs First 

Interrogatories are true and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief. 

This __ day of July, 2022. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me 
this_ day of __ 2022. 

Notary Public 
My Commission Expires: 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF DEKALB COUNTY 
ST A TE OF GEORGIA 

SOUTH RIVER WATERSHED 
ALLIANCE, SOUTH RIVER FOREST 
COALITION, MARGARET S. BRADY, 
ALLEN P. DOYLE, JOEL FINEGOLD, 
JOSEPHS. PEERY, and JOHN AND JANE 
DOES, 

Plaintiffs, 
CIVIL FILE ACTION NO. 21CV1931 

v. 

DEKALB COUNTY, GEORGIA, by and 
through its Board of Commissioners, and 
BLACKHALL REAL EST ATE PHASE II, 
LLC, 

Defendants. 

DEFENDANT BLACKHALL REAL ESTATE PHASE II, LLC'S SUPPLEMENTAL 
RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS' FIRST REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION, FIRST 

INTERROGATORIES, AND FIRST REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION 

Pursuant to O.C.G.A. §§ 9-11-26, 9-11-33, 9-11-34, and 9-11-36, Defendant Real Estate 

Phase II, LLC ("Blackhall" or "Defendant"), by and through its undersigned attorneys, hereby 

submits its supplemental responses and objections to Plaintiffs' First Requests for Admission, 

First Interrogatories, and First Requests For Production of Documents, as follows: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

These Supplemental Responses are based upon information currently available to 

Defendant. Defendant's Supplemental Responses are made without waiver of any claims of the 

attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, or any other applicable privilege or objection 

available. Further, discovery in this matter is ongoing. Defendant shall not be prejudiced if any of 

its present responses are based on incomplete knowledge or comprehension of the facts, events, 

or occurrences involved in this matter. In the event that the discovery process yields additional 
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responsive information, Defendant will amend its Responses in accordance with O.C.G.A. § 9- 

11-26. 

Further, Defendant has responded to Plaintiffs' First Requests for Admission, First 

Requests for Interrogatories, and First Requests for Production of Documents (collectively, the 

"Requests") based on its best, good faith understanding and interpretation of each item therein. 

Accordingly, if Plaintiffs subsequently assert a different interpretation than that presently 

understood by Defendant, then Defendant reserves the right to supplement or amend these 

Supplemental Responses. 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS 

In addition to the foregoing, Defendant states that each of the Responses below is made 

subject to, and incorporates, the following General Objections: 

I . Defendant objects generally to the Requests on the ground and to the extent that they seek 

documents and/or information protected by the attorney client privilege, the work product doctrine, 

and/or any other applicable privilege, including but not limited to the accountant-client privilege. 

Defendant will produce no such documents or information. Defendant deems such protected 

information not intended to be within the scope of the Requests and will not, and does not intend 

by these Responses to waive the protection afforded such documents and information. 

2. Defendant objects generally to the Requests on the ground and to the extent that they call 

for Defendant to divulge and/or produce confidential, proprietary, or otherwise commercially 

sensitive information or trade secrets. 

3. Defendant objects generally to the Requests on the ground and to the extent that they seek 

documents or information not in Defendant's possession, custody, or control. Defendant only will 

produce documents in its possession, custody or control in response to the requests. 
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4. Defendant objects to the Requests on the ground and to the extent they are inconsistent with 

or expand the scope of permissible discovery under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. Defendant will 

respond to the Requests pursuant to its obligations under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

5. Defendant objects generally to Plaintiff's definitions and instructions on the grounds and 

to the extent that they are overbroad, unduly burdensome and purport to require Defendant to 

perform tasks beyond its obligations under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. Defendant will respond 

to the Requests pursuant to its obligations under the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

6. Defendant objects to the definition of"Person" on the ground that the definition is so unduly 

overbroad and not limited in time or scope in a manner relevant to the material issues in the 

pending action or reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence that 

formulating responses to discovery requests using such definition would be unduly burdensome 

and oppressive. 

7. Defendant objects to the definition of "Document" on the ground that it is unduly 

burdensome and overbroad and that it is not limited in time or scope in a manner relevant to the 

material issues. Defendant further objects to the use of the term "Document" to the extent it 

purports to require Defendant to perform tasks beyond its obligations under the Georgia Civil 

Practice Act. Defendant will respond to the Requests pursuant to its obligations under the Georgia 

Civil Practice Act, based on the plain meaning of the word "Document." 

Defendant's Responses are made without waiving any objections to relevance, privilege, 

or admissibility of any information provided in response to the Requests in any subsequent 

proceeding or at the trial of this or any other action. A partial answer to any Request that has been 

objected to in whole or in part is not a waiver of that objection. By asserting various objections, 
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and/or by providing complete or partial responses to any of the Requests, Defendant does not waive 

any other objections that may become applicable. 

RESPONSES AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO 
PLAINTIFFS' FIRST REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION 

The following responses to individual Requests are made subject to, and without waiving, 

each of the foregoing General Objections. Defendant also reserves the right to supplement the 

objections to these specific Requests pursuant to the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

Request for Admission No. 1: Admit that the exchange of property ultimately 
culminating in the Land Swap was conceived by Blackball or someone acting on behalf of 
Blackhall. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 1: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 2: Admit that the exchange of property ultimately 
culminating in the Land Swap was proposed to DeKalb County by Blackball or someone 
acting on behalf of Blackball. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 3: Admit that Blackhall benefits from the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 4: 
Blackhall. 

Admit that the Land Swap financially benefits 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 4: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 5: 
Millsap. 

Admit that the Land Swap financially benefits Ryan 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 5: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 6: Admit that the Land Swap provides Blackhall with more 
valuable land than the land Blackhall provided DeKalb County in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 6: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 7: Admit that the Blackhall Property received by DeKalb 
County in the Land Swap was already disturbed and denuded of vegetation, whether in full 
or part. 
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7: Denied, as stated. See Response to 
Interrogatory No. 1, infra. 

Request for Admission No. 8: Admit that the Blackball Property received by DeKalb 
County in the Land Swap is of lesser value than the ICP public park land received by 
Blackball in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 9: Admit that the Blackball Property received by DeKalb 
County in the Land Swap is of lesser ecological value than the ICP public park land received 
by Blackball in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 10: Admit that the Blackball Property received by DeKalb 
County in the Land Swap is of lesser recreational value than the ICP Property received by 
Blackball in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. I 0: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 11: Admit that the Blackball Property received by DeKalb 
County in the Land Swap contains fewer trees and mature forest land than the ICP public 
park received by Blackball in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11: Denied. 

Request for Admission No. 12: Admit that Blackball originally agreed to pay DeKalb 
County $1,500,000.00 (1.5 Million Dollars) as part of the land exchange involving ICP 
Property and Blackball Property. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12: Denied, as stated. See Response to 
Interrogatory No. 1, infra. 

Request for Admission No. 13: Admit that Blackball has not paid DeKalb County 
$1,500,000.00 (1.5 Million Dollars). 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13: Admitted. 
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OBJECTIONS AND SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO 
PLAINTIFFS' FIRST INTERROGATORIES 

Interrogatory No. 1: For each Request for Admission set out above that you have not 
unequivocally admitted, please provide a detailed explanation as to why the request was 
not admitted, including any and all facts supporting the basis for not admitting the same. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. I: 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 1: Defendant denied Request No. I 
because Jay Scott, Principal at Greenrock Partners, was not acting on behalf of Blackhall 
when he conceived of the exchange of property ultimately culminating in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2: Defendant denied Request No. 2 
because Jay Scott, Principal at Greenrock Partners, was not acting on behalf of Blackhall 
when he proposed the exchange of property ultimately culminating in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3: Defendant denied Request No. 3 
because Defendant does not benefit from the Land Swap, in which Defendant 
exchanged 53 acres of land for 40 acres of land. Further, appraisals and reviews by 
DeKalb County and Defendant demonstrated that the land provided by Defendant to 
DeKalb County in the Land Swap was more valuable than the land Defendant received 
from DeKalb County in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 4: Defendant denied Request No. 4 
because Defendant does not financially benefit from the Land Swap, in which 
Defendant exchanged 53 acres of land for 40 acres of land. Further, appraisals and 
reviews by DeKalb County and Defendant demonstrated that the land provided by 
Defendant to DeKalb County in the Land Swap was more valuable than the land 
Defendant received from DeKalb County in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 5: Defendant denied Request No. 5 
because Defendant does not financially benefit from the Land Swap, in which 
Defendant exchanged 53 acres of land for 40 acres of land. Further, appraisals and 
reviews by DeKalb County and Defendant demonstrated that the land provided by 
Defendant to DeKalb County in the Land Swap was more valuable than the land 
Defendant received from DeKalb County in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 6: Defendant denied Request No. 6 
because Defendant does not financially benefit from the Land Swap, in which 
Defendant exchanged 53 acres of land for 40 acres of land. Further, appraisals and 
reviews by DeKalb County and Defendant demonstrated that the land provided by 
Defendant to DeKalb County in the Land Swap was more valuable than the land 
Defendant received from DeKalb County in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7: Defendant denied Request No. 
7, as stated, because of the terminology used in the Request. The terms "disturbed" 
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and "denuded of vegetation" are subject to various interpretations as used in the 
Request and, therefore, prevent Defendant from fully admitting or denying the same. 
By way of further answer, Defendant does not dispute that, like the parking lot, paved 
trails, gazebo, and portions of property under power lines contained on the property 
Defendant received in the Land Swap, there are portions of the land Defendant 
exchanged in the Land Swap that do not contain mature vegetation. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8: Defendant denied Request No. 8 
because appraisals and reviews by DeKalb County and Defendant demonstrated that 
the 53 acres of land provided by Defendant to DeKalb County in the Land Swap was 
more valuable than the 40 acres of land Defendant received from DeKalb County in 
the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9: Defendant denied Request No. 9 
because appraisals and reviews by DeKalb County and Defendant demonstrated that 
the 53 acres of land provided by Defendant to DeKalb County in the Land Swap was 
more valuable than the 40 acres of land Defendant received from DeKalb County in 
the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10: Defendant denied Request No. 
IO because appraisals and reviews by DeKalb County and Defendant demonstrated 
that the 53 acres of land provided by Defendant to DeKalb County in the Land Swap 
was more valuable than the 40 acres of land Defendant received from DeKalb County 
in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11: Defendant denied Request No. 
1 I because appraisals and reviews by DeKalb County and Defendant demonstrated 
that the 53 acres of land provided by Defendant to DeKalb County in the Land Swap 
contained more mature trees than the 40 acres of land Defendant received from DeKalb 
County in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12: Defendant denied Request No. 
12 as stated because of its use of the undefined term "pay." By way of further answer, 
pursuant to the Land Exchange Agreement dated January 29, 2021 (the "Land Swap 
Agreement"), Defendant agreed to construct park improvements upon the property 
received by DeKalb County in an amount not to exceed one million, five hundred 
thousand dollars ($1,500,000.00). Defendant's agreement to make a donation of one 
hundred thousand dollars ($ I 00,000.00) to DeKalb County is also memorialized in the 
Land Swap Agreement. Finally, Defendant states that the Land Swap Agreement, the 
terms of which Blackhall does not dispute, speaks for itself, and therefore Defendant 
directs Plaintiffs to same. 

Interrogatory No. 2: Please identify each and every person who you contend is likely to 
have personal knowledge or information of the facts and circumstances of the Land Swap, 
including but not limited to, the facts and circumstances as alleged in the Complaint 
and/or the facts and circumstances of the defenses raised in the Answers. Please be sure 
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to state the contact information (name, title, address, email, telephone number) for the 
individual and/or entity along with a description of the information or knowledge 
possessed by each such person or entity. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 2: 

Defendant objects on the grounds that this interrogatory is vague, overbroad, unduly 

burdensome. Subject to and without waiving its General Objections or specific objections, 

Defendant identifies the following individuals: 

I) Ryan Millsap has knowledge of the conception of the Land Swap, the negotiation of 

the Land Swap, and the Land Swap Agreement. Mr. Millsap can be reached through 

undersigned counsel. 

2) Steve Labovitz, Esq. has knowledge of the conception of the Land Swap, the negotiation 

of the Land Swap, and the Land Swap Agreement. 

3) Jay Scott, Principal at Greenrock Partners, has knowledge of the conception of the Land 

Swap, the negotiation of the Land Swap, and the events leading up to the Land Swap 

Agreement. 

4) Michael Thurmond, Chief Executive Officer of DeKalb County, may have knowledge 

of the conception of the Land Swap, the negotiations regarding the Land Swap, and the 

Land Swap Agreement. Mr. Thurmond can be reached through counsel for Defendant 

DeKalb County. 

5) DeKalb County Commissioners at the time of the Land Swap, Nancy Jester, Jeff Rader, 

Larry Johnson, Steve Bradshaw, Mereda Davis Johnson, Kathie Gannon, and Lorraine 

Cochran-Johnson may have knowledge of the conception of the Land Swap, the 

negotiations regarding the Land Swap, and the Land Swap Agreement. These individuals 

can be reached through counsel for Defendant DeKalb County. 
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6) Luz Borrero, former DeKalb County employee, may have knowledge of the conception 

of the Land Swap, the negotiations regarding the Land Swap. Ms. Borrero can be reached 

through counsel for Defendant DeKalb County. 

7) Andrew Baker, Director of Planning and Sustainability Department of DeKalb County, 

may have knowledge of planning and zoning aspects of the Land Swap. Mr. Baker can be 

reached through counsel for Defendant DeKalb County. 

8) Susan Hood or Tina Arbes, former DeKalb County employees, may have knowledge 

regarding the Land Swap and the events leading up to it. These individuals can be reached 

through counsel for Defendant DeKalb County. 

9) Delores Crowell, former DeKalb County employee, may have knowledge of the 

conception of the Land Swap and the negotiations regarding the Land Swap. Ms. Crowell 

can be reached through counsel for Defendant DeKalb County. 

I 0) Zachary Williams, Chief Operating Officer of DeKalb County, may have knowledge 

of the conception of the Land Swap and the negotiations regarding the Land Swap. Mr. 

Williams can be reached through counsel for Defendant DeKalb County. 

11) Chuck Ellis, Parks Director of DeKalb County, and Marvin Billips, Deputy Parks 

Director of DeKalb County, have knowledge of the parks aspects of the Land Swap. These 

individuals can be reached through counsel for Defendant DeKalb County. 

12) Vineet Nagarkar and Paige Singer, employees of DeKalb County Parks Department, 

may have knowledge of plans for the neighborhood park to be located on the 53 acres of 

land provided by Defendant to DeKalb County in the Land Swap. These individuals 

can be reached through counsel for Defendant DeKalb County. 
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13) Chris Bell, former DeKalb Parks employee, may have knowledge of 

assessment/planning regarding the 53 acres of land provided by Defendant to DeKalb 

County in the Land Swap. Mr. Bell can be reached through counsel for Defendant 

DeKalb County. 

14) Viviane Ernstes, Esq. and Terry Phillips, Esq., attorneys for DeKalb County at all 

times germane to this lawsuit, have knowledge of the conception of the Land Swap, the 

negotiation of the Land Swap, and the Land Swap Agreement. Ms. Ernstes and Mr. 

Phillips can be reached through counsel for Defendant DeKalb County. 

15) Davis Fox, former DeKalb County employee, may have knowledge related to the 

Radio Control Club, which is located on the 40 acres received by Defendant from Dekalb 

County in the Land Swap. 

16) Amanda Brown-Olmstead of A. Brown-Olmstead Associates, LTD, has knowledge of 

the community benefit from, and the community support for, the Land Swap. 

17) Dorian DeBarr, President of Decide DeKalb, may have knowledge related to economic 

benefit to the community from the Land Swap. 

18) Patricia Culp, president or former president of Cedar Grove Homeowners Association, 

may have knowledge of community interest in the Land Swap. 

19) George Dusenbury, Vice President of The Trust for Public Land may have knowledge 

of the negotiation of the Land Swap and the Land Swap Agreement. 

20) Penelope McPhee, former President of the Arthur M. Blank Family Foundation may 

have knowledge of the negotiation of the Land Swap and the Land Swap Agreement. 

21) All named plaintiffs in this Civil Action. 
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22) All named John and Jane Doe plaintiffs in this Civil Action (which are unknown to 

Defendant). 

23) All other individuals and/or entities identified in Plaintiffs' and/or Defendant DeKalb 

County's responses to discovery. 

Finally, Defendant identifies various members of the public-the specific identities of whom are 

unknown to Defendant-including individuals and businesses located near the properties 

involved in the Land Swap, may have knowledge of the Land Swap and/or events leading up to 

it. Certain of such individuals may be identified from review of minutes of meetings of the DeKalb 

County Board of Commissioners, which are searchable and available to the public on DeKalb 

County's website. 

Interrogatory No. 3: Please describe the corporate structure of Blackball, including place 
of incorporation, last annual registration, authorization to conduct business in Georgia, the 
location of principal place of business in Georgia, the identity of any and all officers and 
directors of Blackball as well as any parent companies, subsidiaries, affiliates, or other 
related corporations or entities. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 3: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information irrelevant 

to the claims and defenses in this case and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of 

admissible evidence. Defendant further objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that the terms 

"affiliates" and "other related corporations or entities" are not defined terms in the 

Interrogatory. Finally, Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground, and to the extent, 

that it seeks publicly available information, which is therefore equally available to Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections or specific objections, 

Defendant states that Blackhall Real Estate Phase II, LLC is a limited liability company 

incorporated under the laws of the state of Delaware. Defendant's last annual registration was 
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in 2021 and is authorized to do business in the State of Georgia. The location of Defendant's 

principal place of business is 17 Blackland Road NW, Atlanta, Georgia, 30342. Ryan Millsap 

is the only member, officer, and/or director of Defendant. 

Interrogatory No. 4: Please state whether you have sold, conveyed, or otherwise 
transferred all or any portion of the ICP property Blackhall received in the Land Swap. 
If so, please describe the circumstances of the same, including the date, purpose of the 
transaction, and parties involved. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4: 

Defendant has not sold, conveyed, or otherwise transferred all or any portion of the 

ICP property Defendant received in the Land Swap. Defendant reserves the right to 

supplement its response. 

Interrogatory No. 5: Since acquiring the ICP Property in the Land Swap, please describe 
any and all actions taken or authorized by or on behalf of Blackhall (or anyone acting on 
Blackhall's behalf) which mention, concern, or involve the ICP Property received. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous. 

Specifically, the terms "actions," and "involve" are subject to various interpretations in the 

context in which they are used. Defendant further objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that 

it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. Defendant further objects to this Interrogatory on the 

ground that it seeks information irrelevant to the claims and defenses in this case and is not 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any actions Defendant 

may have taken with regard to the 40 acres it received in the Land Swap have no bearing on the 

validity and legality of the Land Swap Agreement, which is the issue in this lawsuit. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, 

Defendant states that since acquiring the property in the Land Swap, Defendant has undertaken 

standard due diligence and development work. This work includes, but is not limited to, 
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environmental assessment and soil testing. Defendant further states that concrete barriers were 

installed to attempt to limit access to the property Defendant received in the Land Swap due to 

trespassers vandalizing the property, living on the property illegally, and harassing and 

threatening violence to law enforcement and contractors on the property. 

Interrogatory No. 6: Please describe in detail how the Land Swap was conceived, 
considered, evaluated, approved, and finalized. In responding, please be sure to describe 
the process and procedure in detail, including by identifying dates, parties involved, the 
substance of communications, and decisions rendered. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 6: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous. 

Specifically, the terms "evaluated," and "finalized" are subject to various interpretations in the 

context in which they are used. Defendant further objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that 

it is overly broad and unduly burdensome. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that Jay Scott, Principal at Greenrock Partners, approached Defendant regarding the possible 

exchange of Defendant's 53 acres for the 40 acres abutting Constitution Road and West Side Place. 

Following Mr. Scott's proposal to Defendant, Defendant and its attorneys approached DeKalb 

County to propose the exchange and then worked with DeKalb County to effect it, following the 

established policies and procedures set forth by DeKalb County and its authorized agents. As part 

of these processes and procedures, Defendant met with attorneys and regulators for DeKalb 

County ensure that the exchange of property culminating in the Land Swap was performed 

according to applicable law, obtained DeKalb County's consent for the Land Swap, met with the 

Arthur Blank Foundation and the Trust for Public Land to obtain those organizations' approval of 

the Land Swap, performed valuations to ensure that the 53 acres ofland Defendant provided in the 

Land Swap was of greater value than the 40 acres Defendant received in the Land Swap, had public 

13 
US_ACTIVE\ 122037227\V-2 



meetings regarding the Land Swap, met with neighborhood groups in the surrounding community, 

met with individual community members like Plaintiff Joseph Peery, and obtained the approval of 

the DeKalb County Commission for the Land Swap. The specifics of all of these steps were 

documented and are public record and therefore equally available to Plaintiffs. Defendant further 

states that pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 9-11-33( c ), the currently available, non-privileged, and relevant 

documents it will produce in response to Plaintiffs' requests for production of documents may 

contain the information requested in this Interrogatory. 

Interrogatory No. 7: Please describe in detail the terms and conditions of the Land Swap, 
including but not limited to any cash contributions, in-kind donations, conditions and/or 
restrictions. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 7: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks documents or 

information that it is a matter of public record, and is therefore equally available to Plaintiffs. 

The terms of the Land Swap Agreement speak for themselves. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections or specific objections, 

Defendant states Defendant states that pursuant to the Land Swap Agreement, Defendant 

provided DeKalb County with 53 acres of land in exchange for 40 acres of less valuable 

land. Pursuant to the Land Swap Agreement, Defendant also agreed to construct park 

improvements upon the property received by DeKalb County in an amount not to exceed 

one million, five hundred thousand dollars ($1,500,000.00). Defendant's agreement to 

make a donation of one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000.00) to DeKalb County is also 

memorialized in the Land Swap Agreement. 

Interrogatory No. 8: Please state any cash donations, contributions, or payments promised 
and/or made by or on behalf of Blackball (and/or anyone acting on Blackball's behalf) 
which mention, concern, and/or relate to the Land Swap in any way, including the identity 
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of the partying making the donation, contribution, or payment, the amount of the same, the 
date of the same, and the purpose for the same. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 8: 

Defendant states that no such cash donations, contributions, or payments have been 

made, due to the delay imposed by this litigation. Subject to the foregoing, and by way of further 

response, Defendant states that, pursuant to the Land Swap Agreement, the terms of which 

Blackhall does not dispute and which speaks for itself, Defendant also agreed to construct park 

improvements upon the property received by DeKalb County in an amount not to exceed 

one million, five hundred thousand dollars ($1,500,000.00) and agreed to make a donation 

of one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000.00) to DeKalb County. 

Interrogatory No. 9: Please describe any tax benefits or incentives received by Blackball as 
it relates to its business ventures in the State of Georgia, including but not limited to its 
properties in DeKalb County (including property involved in the Land Swap). 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 9: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is overbroad, unduly 

burdensome, and seeks information and/or documents that are neither relevant nor reasonably 

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Defendant further objects to this 

Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous. Defendant also objects to this 

Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks documents or information that it is a matter of public 

record, and is therefore equally available to Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections or specific objections, Defendant 

states that the Land Swap Agreement, the terms of which Blackhall does not dispute, speaks for 

itself and memorializes any germane "tax benefits or incentives" associated with the Land Swap. 

Interrogatory No. 10: Please describe in detail any and all improvements to the land 
obtained by the County in the Land Swap, Blackball has promised to make and/or made 
on said land, including but not limited to, the type and scope of the improvement, when the 
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improvement was made or will be made, the cost of the improvement and basis for the 
same, who made or will make the improvement, and whether any contracts or documents 
exist for the improvements. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. I 0: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks documents or 

information that it is a matter of public record and is therefore equally available to Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections or specific objections, Defendant states 

that the Land Swap Agreement, the terms of which Blackhall does not dispute, speaks for itself 

and memorializes the amount and character of obligations undertaken by Defendant with regard 

to the 53 acres of land received by DeKalb County in the Land Swap. By way of further answer, 

Defendant states that no improvements have been made on the land Defendant provided to 

DeKalb County in the land swap, due to the delay imposed by this litigation. 

Interrogatory No. 11: Please describe in detail any and all "community benefits" Blackhall 
agreed and/or promised or otherwise committed to make in association with the Land 
Swap, including but not limited to, the nature and scope of the benefit, when the benefit 
was made or will be made, the cost of the benefit, the parties involved in carrying out the 
benefit, how the benefit will be tracked and assessed; and whether any contracts or 
documents exist for the improvements. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 11: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it seeks documents or 

information that it is a matter of public record and is therefore equally available to Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections or specific objections, Defendant states that 

the Land Swap Agreement, the terms of which Blackhall does not dispute, speaks for itself and 

memorializes any "community benefits" Defendant agreed to provide in association with the Land 

Swap. By way of further answer, Defendant states that it has not yet provided any "community 

benefits" due to the delay imposed by this litigation. 
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Interrogatory No. 12: Please identify and describe in detail any and all communications 
between you and any DeKalb County commissioners, officials, representatives, employees, 
agents and/or anyone acting on the County's behalf regarding the Land Swap (including the 
proposed land exchange) and/or the allegations of Plaintiffs' Complaint. In responding, 
please identify the date and location of the communications, the person(s) involved in or 
present for the communications; the nature and substance of the communications; any 
outcome of the communications; and whether any documents or records exist regarding the 
communications. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 12: 

In addition to its General Objections stated above, Defendant objects to this Interrogatory 

on the grounds that it overbroad and unduly burdensome. Defendant further objects to this 

Interrogatory on the ground that it seeks publicly available information, which is therefore equally 

available to Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections or these specific objections, 

Defendant states that pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 9-11-33(c), the currently available, non-privileged, 

and relevant documents it will produce in response to Plaintiffs' requests for production of 

documents may contain the information requested in this Interrogatory. 

Interrogatory No. 13: Please identify and describe in detail any and all communications 
between you and any third party regarding the Land Swap (including the proposed land 
exchange) and/or the allegations of Plaintiffs' Complaint. In responding, please identify the 
date and location of the communications, the person(s) involved in or present for the 
communications; the nature and substance of the communications; any outcome of the 
communications; and whether any documents or records exist regarding the 
communications. Please keep in mind that this interrogatory includes, but is not limited to, 
communications with any (a) Plaintiffs, (b) TPL, (c) Blank Foundation, (c) UGA and/or 
Professor John F. (Jack) Crowley, (d) Georgia Department of Natural Resources, (e) 
Greenrock Partners and/or Jay Scott; (f) any community or neighborhood groups, (g) City 
of Atlanta, Georgia, (h) The Path Foundation, (i) Atlanta Beltline, Inc. and/or Atlanta 
Beltline Partnership, (j) any other nonprofit organization, individual, community group, 
and/or entity. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 13: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it overbroad and unduly 

burdensome. Subject to and without waiving its General Objections or these specific objections, 
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Defendant states that pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 9-l l-33(c), the currently available, non-privileged, 

and relevant documents it will produce in response to Plaintiffs' requests for production of 

documents may contain the information requested in this Interrogatory. 

Interrogatory No. 14: Please describe in detail the alleged $70 million dollar investment from 
Blackball associated with the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 14: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and this specific objection, Defendant 

states that it is not aware of an alleged $70 million dollar investment. 

Interrogatory No. 15: Please state whether Blackhall has ever been involved in any other 
legal action or bankruptcy filing, either as a plaintiff, defendant or otherwise; and, if so, 
please give the name (style) of the action, the date it was filed, the court, and the case 
number; describe the nature and result of each such action, and give the names of the 
attorneys involved in each such lawsuit. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 15: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory to the extent that it is overbroad, unduly 

burdensome, and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

Defendant further objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it seeks publicly available 

information, which is equally available to Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections or specific objections, Defendant 

states that Defendant Blackball Real Estate Phase II, LLC is not involved in any other litigation. 

Interrogatory No. 16: For each person not previously disclosed with knowledge, or who is 
believed to have knowledge, of any discoverable facts or circumstances related to the subject 
matter of this action, provide each person's full name, date of birth, last known employer, 
last known home address, and last known phone number; and, state the general contents of 
his or her knowledge. 
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RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 16: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it overbroad and unduly 

burdensome. Defendant further object to this Interrogatory on the ground that it appears to be 

wholly duplicative oflnterrogatory No. 2. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

refers Plaintiffs to its response to Interrogatory No. 2. 

Interrogatory No. 17: Please identify and describe any land use or zoning changes sought 
or obtained in association with the Land Swap, including but not limited to any rezonings, 
changes to the land use maps or future land use maps and/or comprehensive plans, special 
use permits, variances, or other authorizations. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 17: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is 

a matter of public record, and, therefore equally available to the Plaintiffs. Defendant further 

objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information irrelevant to the claims and 

defenses in this case and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible 

evidence. Any actions Defendant may have taken with regard to the 40 acres it received in the 

Land Swap have no bearing on the validity and legality of the Land Swap Agreement, which is the 

issue in this lawsuit. 

Interrogatory No. 18: Please identify and describe any permits sought or obtained for use 
or development of (a) the ICP Property received by Blackball in the Land Swap and/or (b) 
the Blackball Property received by the County in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 18: 

Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information that is a 

matter of public record, and, therefore equally available to the Plaintiffs. Defendant further objects 

to this Interrogatory on the ground that it seeks information irrelevant to the claims and defenses 

in this case and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Any 
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actions Defendant may have taken with regard to the 40 acres it received in the Land Swap have 

no bearing on the validity and legality of the Land Swap Agreement, which is the issue in this 

lawsuit. Finally, Defendant objects to this Interrogatory on the ground, and to the extent, it seeks 

information not in Defendant's possession or control, such as regarding permits sought by 

Defendant DeKalb County for use of or development of its own land. 

Interrogatory No. 19: To the extent you contend there are necessary parties to the Lawsuit 
that have not been named, please identify the party(ies) and the basis for their involvement 
in the Lawsuit. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 19: 

At this time, Defendant does not contend there are necessary parties to the lawsuit that 

have not been named. 

Interrogatory No. 20: Please identify any expert retained and/or consulted by you and 
provide: (a) the subject matter upon which the expert may or will testify; (b) the substance 
of the facts and opinions of the expert, (c) a summary of the ground for each of the expert's 
opinions; (d) identify any report or other document prepared by such expert relating to 
this case; (e) the educational and professional background and experience of the expert 
and (f) identify any materials provided to the expert. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 20: 

Defendant has not yet identified any expert witnesses upon whose testimony it intends to 

rely. Defendant reserves the right to supplement its response to this Interrogatory in accordance 

with the Georgia Civil Practice Act. 

Interrogatory No. 21: Please identify each and every person, department, or agency that 
assisted in responding and/or provide information or documents in connection with your 
responses to these discovery requests. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 21: 

Defendant identifies the following individuals: 

• Ryan Millsap. 
• Mark Trigg, Dentons US LLP located at 303 Peachtree St NE Suite 5300, Atlanta, 

Georgia, 30308; Telephone number: (404)- 527- 4000. 
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• Steve Labovitz, Dentons US LLP located at 303 Peachtree St NE Suite 5300, Atlanta, 
Georgia, 30308; Telephone number (404)-527-4000. 

• Sean Kirwin, Dentons US LLP located at 303 Peachtree St NE Suite 5300, Atlanta, 
Georgia, 30308; Telephone number: (404)-527- 4000. 

• Alize Mitchell, Dentons US LLP located at 303 Peachtree St NE Suite 5300, Atlanta, 
Georgia, 30308; Telephone number: ( 404)-527- 4000. 

OBJECTIONS AND SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO 
PLAINTIFFS' FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

Request For Production No. I: Please produce all deeds, easements, restrictions, 
contracts, authorizations, and/or agreements - including without limitation, indemnification 
or insurance agreements, any Memorandum of Agreement and/or Real Estate Exchange 
Agreement, to which you are a party which in any way mention, concern, and/or relate to 
the Land Swap and/or properties involved in the Land Swap, whether in draft or final form. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 1: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that the information requested is a matter 

of public record, and therefore, it is equally available to the Plaintiffs. Defendant further objects 

to this Request on the ground, and to the extent, it seeks information and/or documents protected 

by the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, or any other applicable privilege. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 2: Please produce any and all communications, 
correspondence and/or documents between DeKalb County (including but not limited to 
DeKalb County commissioners, officials, representatives, employees, agents and/or anyone 
acting on the County's behalf) and Blackball which mention, concern, and or regard the 
Land Swap, whether as originally conceived, negotiated, or executed. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 2: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

21 
US_ACTIVEI 122037227\V-2 



Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 3: Please produce any and all communications, 
correspondence, and/or documents between Blackball and any third party (including non 
profit entities, governmental entities, individuals, community or neighborhood groups). 
which mention, concern, and/or regard the Land Swap, whether as originally conceived, 
proposed, discussed, negotiated, or executed. Please keep in mind that this interrogatory 
includes, but is not limited to, communications with (a) any of the Plaintiffs, (b) TPL, (c) 
Blank Foundation, (c) UGA and/or Professor John F. (Jack) Crowley, (d) Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources, (e) Greenrock Partners and/or Jay Scott; (f) any 
community or neighborhood groups, (g) City of Atlanta, Georgia, (h) The Path Foundation, 
(i)Atlanta Beltline, Inc. and/or Atlanta Beltline Partnership, (j) any other nonprofit 
organization, individual, community group, and/or entity. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 3: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 4: Please produce any documents or records which 
mention, concern, and/or reflect any campaign contribution made by or on behalf of 
Blackball to any DeKalb County official. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 4: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Defendant further 

objects to this Request on the ground that it seeks publicly available information, which is 

therefore equally available to Plaintiffs. 
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Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 5: Please produce any receipts, invoices, estimates, 
documents or records of any monetary contribution and/or in-kind donation which 
mention, concern, and/or relate to the Land Swap in any way. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 5: 

Defendant objects to this Request to the extent that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 6: Please produce any proposals submitted by or on 
behalf of Blackhall which mention, concern, or regard the Land Swap, whether as 
initially conceived, proposed, negotiated, or executed. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 6: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Defendant further 

objects to this Request on the ground that it seeks information and/or documents protected by 

the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, and/or any other applicable privilege. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 7: Please produce any appraisals or valuations of the Land 
Swap and/or the individual properties involved in the Land Swap. This request specifically 
includes, but is not limited to, any appraisals Blackball obtained in association with its 
purchase or ownership of the Blackball properties involved in the Land Swap. 
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 7: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 8: Please produce any and all studies, reports, evaluations, 
assessments, or the like which mention, concern, and/or relate to the Land Swap, whether as 
initially conceived, considered, or executed, and/or the individual properties involved in the 
Land Swap. This request specifically includes, but is not limited to, environmental (including 
but not limited to Phase I and/or Phase II evaluations), ecological, recreational, health, 
financial, land use/zoning, reports, evaluations, assessments, or the like. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 8: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 9: Please produce any photographs, videos, images, 
depictions, or illustrations of (a) the Blackball properties involved in the Land Swap, 
and/or (b) ICP Property involved in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 9: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 10: Please produce any permits or authorizations requested 
or obtained for any land disturbance, clearing, grading or development ofICP land received 
by Blackball as part of the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 10: 

Defendant objects to this Request to the extent that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Defendant further 

objects to this Request on the ground 
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Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 11: Please produce any permits or authorizations requested 
or obtained for any land disturbance, clearing, grading or development of Blackball land 
received by the County as part of the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 11: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 12: For any expert you have retained or expect to testify 
at trial, please provide the following materials: [a) any and all text, books, journals or 
other material upon which the expert will rely; [b] any and all summaries of 
qualifications and/or curriculum vitae for the expert; [c) any and all objects, documents 
or materials examined by the expert; [d] any and all documents, including but not limited 
to, photographs, videotapes, diagrams, drawings, surveys, deeds, easements, property 
records, reports, tests, statements, evaluations, inspections, studies, or the like reviewed 
and/or prepared by the expert in connection with the subject matter of this lawsuit; (e] 
any and all documents and materials which mention, concern and/or relate to the 
conclusions, findings and opinions of the expert(s); and (fl any invoices for the work 
performed by the expert(s), including the expert's rate for services rendered. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 12: 

Defendant has not yet identified any expert witnesses upon whose testimony it intends to 

rely. Thus, Defendant is not in possession of any documents responsive to this Request, but 

reserves the right to supplement its response to this Request. 

Request For Production No. 13: If you contend another party is responsible, whether in 
full or part, for the claims and damages alleged in Plaintiff's Complaint, please produce any 
and all documents which support this position and/or mention, concern or relate to the 
liability of the other party. 
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 13: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 14: Please produce copies of all surveys, maps, plans, plats, 
drawings or the like which identify, mention, depict and/or in any way reference the Land 
Swap and/or the individual properties involved in the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 14: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overly broad and unduly 

burdensome. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 15: Please produce all receipts, invoices, estimates, 
documents, and/or records of any monetary donations, contributions, or payments 
promised and/or made by or on behalf of Blackhall (and/or anyone acting on Blackhall's 
behalf) which mention, concern, and/or relate to the Land Swap in any way. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 1 5: 

Defendant objects to this request as the Land Swap Agreement, the terms of which 

Defendant does not dispute, is a matter of public record and speaks for itself. As such, documents 

relating to any alleged "contributions" promised by Blackhall are equally available to the 

Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 16: Please produce all receipts, invoices, estimates, 
documents, and/or records of any improvements promised and/or made by or on behalf 
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of Blackball (and/or anyone acting on Blackball's behalf) which mention, concern, 
and/or relate to the Land Swap in any way, including whether on ICP Property received 
by Blackball as part of the Land Swap and/or Blackball Property received by the 
County as part of the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 16: 

Defendant objects to this request as the Land Swap Agreement, the terms of which 

Defendant does not dispute, is a matter of public record and speaks for itself. As such, 

documents relating to any alleged "improvements" are equally available to the Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 17: Please produce all documents and records of any tax 
incentives and/or benefits obtained and/or to be realized by Blackball which in any way 
mention, concern, or relate to the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 17: 

Defendant objects to this request as the Land Swap Agreement, the terms of which 

Defendant does not dispute, is a matter of public record and speaks for itself. Therefore, documents 

relating to any alleged "tax benefit" are equally available to the Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 18: Please produce any and all documents and records of any 
alleged economic benefit and/or fiscal impact analysis of Blackball's (a) presence in DeKalb 
County and/or (b) expansion in DeKalb County and/or (c) the relation of the same to the 
Land Swap. 
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 18: 

Defendant objects to this request as the Land Swap Agreement, the terms of which 

Defendant does not dispute, is a matter of public record and speaks for itself. As such, documents 

relating to any alleged "economic benefit" obtained and/ or to be realized by Blackhall are equally 

available to the Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 19: Please produce any and all receipts, invoices, estimates, 
documents and records of any alleged "community benefits" promised and/or made by or 
on behalf of Blackball (and/or anyone acting on Blackball's behalf) which mention, 
concern, and/or relate to the Land Swap in any way. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 19: 

Defendant objects to this request as the Land Swap Agreement, the terms of which 

Defendant does not dispute, is a matter of public record and speaks for itself. As such, documents 

relating to any "community benefits" are equally available to the Plaintiffs. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 20: Please produce any and all communications, 
agreements, documents or records which mention, concern, and/or relate in any way to 
any commitments, promises, obligations, conditions, and/or restrictions made, accepted, 
or imposed on Blackball as part of the Land Swap. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 20: 

Defendant objects to this Request to the extent that it is overbroad, unduly burdensome, 

and is not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Defendant also 
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objects to this Request on the ground, and to the extent, it seeks information and/or documents 

protected by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine, or any other applicable 

privilege. Defendant further states that the agreement between Blackhall and Dekalb County is 

a matter of public record and contains all commitments, promises, obligations, conditions, 

and/or restrictions made, accepted, or imposed on Blackhall as part of the Land Swap. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 21: Please produce any and all communications, documents 
and records which mention, concern and/or relate to the clearing on ICP Property on or 
around early May 2022. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 21: 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 

Request For Production No. 22: Please produce any and all communications, 
documents, and records between Blackball (and/or anyone acting on its behalf) and/or Ryan 
Millsap (and/or anyone acting on his behalf) and (a) Dodd Drilling LLC, (b) Dodd Phillips, 
and/or (c) Contour Engineering. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 22: 

Defendant objects to this Request on the ground that it is overly broad and unduly 

burdensome. 

Subject to and without waiving its General Objections and specific objections, Defendant 

states that it will produce all non-privileged, responsive documents in its possession for the time 

period relevant to this litigation that Defendant is able to locate through a reasonable search. 
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Respectfully submitted, this 4th day of August, 2022. 

Isl Mark G. Trigg 
Mark G. Trigg 
Ga. Bar No. 716295 
Steven J. Labovitz 
Ga. Bar No. 431025 
Sean M. Kirwin 
Ga. Bar No. 318130 
DENTONS US LLP 
303 Peachtree Street, N.E., Suite 5300 
Atlanta, Georgia 30308 
Telephone: (404) 527-4000 
Email: mark.trigg@dentons.com 
Email: steve.labovitz@dentons.com 
Email: sean.kirwin@dentons.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on August 4, 2022, I have served the foregoing DEFENDANT REAL 

ESTATE PHASE II, LLC'S SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS' FIRST 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION, FIRST INTERROGATORIES, AND FIRST REQUEST FOR 

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS by email and first class U.S. Mail, properly sealed, addressed, 

and with sufficient postage, to the attorneys of record as follows: 

Kimberly [Kasey] A. Sturm 
One Alliance Center, 4th Floor 

3500 Lenox Road 
Atlanta, Georgia 30326 

Telephone: (404) 926-4630 
kaseys@wei ssman. law 

Brent W. Herrin 
Small Herrin, LLP 

100 Galleria Parkway 
Suite 350 

Atlanta, Georgia 30339 
Telephone: (770) 783-1800 
bherrin@smallherrin.com 

This 4th day of August, 2022. 

Isl Mark G. Trigg 
Mark G. Trigg 
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