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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 

ROME DIVISION 

CHRISTOPHER COX ) 
)  

Plaintiff, )  CIVIL ACTION FILE NO. 
)  4:23-CV-00284-WMR-WEJ 

v.  ) 
) 

The CITY OF CALHOUN, and  ) 
LEONARD NESBITT, PAUL  ) 
WORLEY, and TERRY MILLS,  ) 
in their Official and Individual  ) 
Capacities, ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 

DEFENDANTS’ AMENDED ANSWER AND  
DEFENSES TO PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT 

COME NOW Defendants City of Calhoun (the “City”), Leonard Nesbitt, Paul 

Worley, and Terry Mills, in their individual and official capacities (collectively 

“Defendants”), by and through their undersigned attorney, file this, their Amended 

Answer to the Complaint filed by Christopher Cox (“Plaintiff”), and by way of said 

Amended Answer respectfully show the following:  

FIRST DEFENSE  

The Complaint, in whole or in part, fails to state a claim upon which relief can 

be granted.  
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SECOND DEFENSE 

Plaintiff’s damages are limited to those remedies and those amounts provided 

for by the statute. 

THIRD DEFENSE 

Plaintiff’s Complaint fails to state a claim for actual damages; punitive 

damages; attorney’s fees, interest, and costs; and any other relief prayed for or sought 

in the Complaint. 

FOURTH DEFENSE  

Plaintiff’s Complaint fails to state a claim for punitive damages.  Defendant City 

of Calhoun and Defendants sued in their official capacities are immune from liability 

for punitive damages.  

FIFTH DEFENSE 

Plaintiff has failed to mitigate his alleged damages. 

SIXTH DEFENSE  

Some or all claims of Plaintiff brought pursuant to Title VII of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq., are barred to the extent that they were never 

made the subject of a charge of discrimination with the applicable government agency 

within the time required by law or because the claims are not within the scope of any 

charge of discrimination filed by Plaintiff. 
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SEVENTH DEFENSE 

Some or all of Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the applicable statute of 

limitations, including the failure to file the instant lawsuit within the time period 

required by the applicable statute. 

EIGHTH DEFENSE  

All actions taken with respect to the Plaintiff were for legitimate, 

nondiscriminatory, and non-retaliatory reasons. 

NINTH DEFENSE  

The legitimate, nondiscriminatory, non-retaliatory reasons for any adverse 

action taken with respect to the Plaintiff were not pretexts for unlawful discrimination 

or retaliation. 

TENTH DEFENSE  

Even if Plaintiff was subject to unlawful conduct based on Plaintiff’s protected 

class status, Defendants exercised reasonable care to prevent and correct the actions 

which support Plaintiff’s claim and Plaintiff unreasonably failed to avail himself of 

preventive or corrective opportunities or to avoid harm otherwise.  

ELEVENTH DEFENSE 

Any adverse action taken against Plaintiff was done so in good faith without 

malice or reckless indifference to Plaintiff’s protected rights. 
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TWELFTH DEFENSE  

Plaintiff did not make any disclosure or engage in any other activity protected 

under O.C.G.A. § 45-1-4.  

THIRTEENTH DEFENSE 

Plaintiff has no actual or reasonable belief that he complained of or reported the 

possible existence of any activity constituting fraud, waste, or abuse in or relating to 

any state programs or operations under the jurisdiction of the City. 

FOURTEENTH DEFENSE  

Plaintiff has no actual or reasonable belief that he complained of any violations 

of any law, rule, or regulation, as defined by O.C.G.A. § 45-1-4(d). 

FIFTEENTH DEFENSE  

The City has not made, adopted or enforced a policy or practice of preventing 

disclosure of or noncompliance with any law, rule, or regulation. 

SIXTEENTH DEFENSE  

Any complaint made by Plaintiff was false or made with reckless disregard for 

its truth or falsity. 

SEVENTEENTH DEFENSE  

No act or omission of the Defendants, or any of them, either proximately caused 

or contributed to any injuries or damages allegedly incurred by Plaintiff. Therefore, 

Plaintiff has no right of recovery against Defendants. 
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EIGHTEENTH DEFENSE 

Even if any adverse actions were taken against the Plaintiff for reasons related 

to Plaintiff’s protected class status or any exercise by Plaintiff of protected rights, 

Plaintiff would have been subject to adverse employment actions or otherwise for 

reasons unrelated to any protected class status or activities, including after-acquired 

evidence. 

NINETEENTH DEFENSE 

Conduct of the Defendants named in their individual capacities did not violate 

any clearly established statutory or constitutional right of which a reasonable person 

would have known, and hence they enjoy qualified and good faith immunity.  

TWENTIETH DEFENSE 

The Defendants sued in their official capacities or otherwise are not liable for 

the individual acts of any of the Defendants.   

TWENTY-FIRST DEFENSE 

Defendants named in both their individual and official capacities are improperly 

joined as parties to the extent that they are named in their official capacities. 

TWENTY-SECOND DEFENSE 

Plaintiff’s state law claims are barred by the doctrine of sovereign immunity.  

TWENTY-THIRD DEFENSE 

Plaintiff’s state law claims are barred by the doctrine of official immunity.  
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TWENTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 

Defendants Nesbitt, Worley, and Mills are immune from some or all of 

Plaintiff’s state law claims pursuant to O.C.G.A. § 51-1-20, which provides, in part, 

immunity to any person serving on a local government board, authority or entity for 

any act or omission to act. 

TWENTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 

Plaintiff’s state law claims are barred by the doctrine of governmental and/or 

discretionary immunity. 

TWENTY-SIXTH DEFENSE 

Some or all of Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the doctrines of res judicata and/or 

collateral estoppel.  

TWENTY-SEVENTH DEFENSE 

Plaintiff has unclean hands.  

TWENTY-EIGHTH DEFENSE 

Plaintiff has failed to allege that a custom, policy, or accepted practice of the 

City was the proximate cause of any deprivation of federal rights. 

TWENTY-NINTH DEFENSE 

The City cannot be held vicariously liable for actions taken by Defendants 

Nesbitt, Worley, and/or Mills under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. 
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THIRTIETH DEFENSE 

Plaintiff’s conspiracy claim is barred by the intra-corporate conspiracy 

doctrine. 

THIRTY-FIRST DEFENSE 

To the extent as may be shown by the evidence through discovery or at trial, the 

injuries and damages allegedly sustained by Plaintiff resulted solely from the voluntary 

and intentional conduct of Plaintiff, and not from any conduct of Defendants. 

THIRTY-SECOND DEFENSE 

Plaintiff engaged in no protected speech as a private citizen on a matter of public 

concern. 

THIRTY-THIRD DEFENSE 

At all times relevant to this action, Plaintiff spoke only within the course and 

scope of his official and/or professional job duties. 

THIRTY-FOURTH DEFENSE 

Defendants reserve the right to assert any additional affirmative defenses 

allowed by Rule 8 depending upon any evidence discovered in pursuit of this litigation. 

THIRTY-FIFTH DEFENSE 

For answer to the respective paragraphs of the Complaint, Defendants show as 

follows:   
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1. Defendants admit that Plaintiff purports to bring an action for 

employment discrimination and retaliation pursuant to Title VII of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C § 2000e, et seq. (“Title VII”), the United States 

Constitution under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and the Georgia Whistleblower Act, O.C.G.A. 

§ 45-1-4. Defendants deny that Plaintiff is entitled to such relief and deny the 

remaining allegations pled in paragraph 1 of the Complaint. 

PARTIES 

2. Defendants admit the allegations pled in paragraph 2 of the Complaint. 

3. Defendants admit the allegations pled in paragraph 3 of the Complaint. 

4. Defendants admit the allegations pled in paragraph 4 of the Complaint. 

5. Defendants admit Defendant Leonard Nesbitt is the City of Calhoun 

Fire Department Chief, is a citizen and resident of City of Calhoun, Georgia, and 

can be served with process at 103 Jones Road, Calhoun, Georgia 30701. Defendants 

further admit that Plaintiff seeks to establish personal jurisdiction over Defendant 

Leonard Nesbitt. Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 5 of 

the Complaint.  

6. Defendants admit Defendant Paul Worley is the City of Calhoun City 

Administrator, is a citizen and resident of City of Calhoun, Georgia, and can be 

served with process at 190 Aspen Drive NE, Calhoun, Georgia 30701. Defendants 
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further admit that Plaintiff seeks to establish personal jurisdiction over Defendant 

Paul Worley. Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 6 of the 

Complaint.  

7. Defendants admit that Defendant Terry Mills is the City of Calhoun Fire 

Department Deputy Chief, is a citizen and resident of Resaca, Georgia, and can be 

served with process at 985 Resaca Lafayette Rd NW, Resaca, Georgia 30735. 

Defendants further admit that Plaintiff seeks to establish personal jurisdiction over 

Defendant Terry Mills. Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in 

paragraph 7 of the Complaint.  

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

8. Defendants incorporate by reference their responses to paragraphs 1 

through 7 of the Complaint as though set forth specifically herein.   

9. Defendants admit that Plaintiff purports to bring this action under Title 

VII, the United States Constitution via 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and the Georgia 

Whistleblower Act, O.C.G.A. § 45-1-4. Defendants deny that Plaintiff is entitled to 

any relief under any of these statutes or under any theory at law or in equity. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 9 of the Complaint. 

10. Defendants admit that Plaintiff seeks to establish subject matter 

jurisdiction in this Court. Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in 

paragraph 10 of the Complaint. 
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11. Defendants admit that venue is proper. Defendants deny the remaining 

allegations pled in paragraph 11 of the Complaint. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

12. Defendants incorporate by reference their responses to paragraphs 1 

through 11 of the Complaint as though set forth specifically herein.   

13. Defendants admit that Plaintiff worked as a firefighter for the City of 

Dalton prior to his employment with the City of Calhoun Fire Department. 

Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit or deny the 

remaining allegations pled in paragraph 13 of the Complaint.  

14. Defendants admit the allegations pled in paragraph 14 of the Complaint.   

15. Defendants admit the allegations pled in paragraph 15 of the Complaint.   

16. Defendants admit that Plaintiff was one of several employees 

responsible for Georgia Search and Rescue training and was a training officer with the 

City of Calhoun Fire Department. Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in 

paragraph 16 of the Complaint.   

17. Defendants admit the City of Calhoun Fire Department follows proper 

Fire Department procedure. Defendants are without knowledge or information 

sufficient to admit or deny the allegations regarding Plaintiff’s conversations with 

unidentified Fire Department employees. Defendants deny the remaining allegations 

pled in paragraph 17 of the Complaint. 
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18. Defendants admit the City of Calhoun Fire Department performs fire 

prevention and inspections throughout the community. Defendants are without 

knowledge or information sufficient to admit or deny the remaining allegations pled 

in paragraph 18 of the Complaint.  

19. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 19 of the Complaint.   

20. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 20 of the Complaint.   

21. Defendants admit that Battalion Chief Todd Holbert and Plaintiff met 

with a business owner on one occasion regarding a complaint involving Defendant 

Deputy Chief Mills. Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 

21 of the Complaint.  

22. Defendants admit that Plaintiff discussed a complaint involving 

Defendant Deputy Chief Mills with Defendant Chief Nesbitt. Defendants are 

without knowledge or information sufficient to admit or deny the remaining 

allegations pled in paragraph 22 of the Complaint.   

23. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 23 of the Complaint.   

24. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 24 of the Complaint.   

25. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations regarding Plaintiff’s conversations with unidentified 

firefighters. Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 25 of the 

Complaint. 
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26. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 26 of the Complaint.   

27. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations pled in paragraph 27 of the Complaint.   

28. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations pled in paragraph 28 of the Complaint.   

29. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations pled in paragraph 29 of the Complaint.   

30. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 30 of the Complaint.  

31. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations pled in paragraph 31 of the Complaint.  

32. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations pled in paragraph 32 of the Complaint.  

33. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations pled in paragraph 33 of the Complaint.  

34. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations pled in paragraph 34 of the Complaint.  

35. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations pled in paragraph 35 of the Complaint.  

36. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations pled in paragraph 36 of the Complaint.  
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37. Defendants show that this paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which 

no response is required; however, to the extent a response is required, Defendants deny 

the legal conclusion and deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 37 of the 

Complaint. 

38. Defendants show that this paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which 

no response is required; however, to the extent a response is required, Defendants deny 

the legal conclusion and deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 38 of the 

Complaint. 

39. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 39 of the Complaint.   

40. Defendants admit that plaintiff made a complaint about Roger Smith to 

Defendant Paul Worley on December 2, 2022 and that Defendant Worley is Defendant 

Chief Nesbitt’s supervisor. Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in 

paragraph 40 of the Complaint. 

41. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 41 of the Complaint. 

42. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 42 of the Complaint.   

43. Defendants show the allegations in paragraph 43 of the Complaint refer 

to a document the contents of which speak for themselves. Defendants admit the 

City’s non-harassment policy contains a reporting procedure. Defendants deny the 

remaining allegations pled in paragraph 43 of the complaint. 

44. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 44 of the Complaint.   
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45. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 45 of the Complaint.   

46. Defendants admit Plaintiff was terminated on December 12, 2022. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 46 of the Complaint.   

47. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 47 of the Complaint.  

48. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 48 of the Complaint.  

49. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 49 of the Complaint.   

50. Defendants admit Defendant Chief Nesbitt met and spoke with a man 

regarding a complaint involving his daughter and Mr. Smith. Defendants deny the 

remaining allegations pled in paragraph 50 of the Complaint.  

51. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 51 of the Complaint.   

52. Defendants admit the allegations pled in paragraph 52 of the Complaint.   

53. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 53 of the Complaint.   

54. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 54 of the Complaint.   

55. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations pled in paragraph 55 of the Complaint. 

56. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 56 of the Complaint.   

57. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 57 of the Complaint.   

58. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 58 of the Complaint.   

59. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 59 of the Complaint.   

60. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 60 of the Complaint.   
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61. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 61 of the Complaint.   

62. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 62 of the Complaint.   

63. Defendants admit that Plaintiff appealed his termination on December 

16, 2022; that a hearing was held on Plaintiff’s appeal on January 18, 2023; and that 

the evidence in the record included text messages. Defendants deny the remaining 

allegations pled in paragraph 63 of the Complaint.   

64. Defendants admit the hearing examiner denied Plaintiff’s appeal and 

affirmed Plaintiff’s termination. A true and correct copy of the hearing examiner’s 

decision is attached hereto as Exhibit A. Defendants deny the remaining allegations 

pled in paragraph 64 of the Complaint.   

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Alleged Discrimination and Harassment Based on Sex in Violation of Title 
VII, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e, et seq. (as to Defendant The City of Calhoun) 

65. Defendants incorporate by reference their responses to paragraphs 1 

through 64 of the Complaint as though set forth specifically herein. 

66. Defendants show that this paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which 

no response is required; however, to the extent a response is required, Defendants 

admit that the City employed Plaintiff. Defendants deny the remaining allegations 

pled in paragraph 66 of the Complaint.   

67. Defendants show that this paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which 

no response is required; however, to the extent a response is required, Defendants 
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admit that the City employed Plaintiff. Defendants deny the remaining allegations 

pled in paragraph 67 of the Complaint.   

68. Defendants show that this paragraph contains a legal conclusion to which 

no response is required; however, to the extent a response is required, Defendants 

admit Plaintiff filed EEOC Charge of Discrimination No. 410-2023-08338. 

Defendants further show that the document attached as Exhibit 1 to the Complaint 

speaks for itself. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to 

admit or deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 68 of the Complaint.   

69. Defendants are without knowledge or information sufficient to admit 

or deny the allegations pled in paragraph 69 of the Complaint.   

70. Defendants show that this paragraph refers to a statute the content of 

which speaks for itself. Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 

70 of the Complaint. 

71. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 71 of the Complaint.   

72. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 72 of the Complaint.   

73. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 73 of the Complaint.   

74. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 74 of the Complaint.   

75. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 75 of the Complaint.   

76. Defendants admit the City terminated Plaintiff’s employment. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 76 of the Complaint.   
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77. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 77 of the Complaint.   

78. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 78 of the Complaint.   

79. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 79 of the Complaint. 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Alleged Retaliation in Violation of Title VII, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e, et seq. 
(as to Defendant City of Calhoun) 

80. Defendants incorporate by reference their responses to paragraphs 1 

through 79 of the Complaint as though set forth specifically herein.   

81. Defendants show that this paragraph refers to a statute the content of 

which speaks for itself. Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 

81 of the Complaint. 

82. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 82 of the Complaint.   

83. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 83 of the Complaint.   

84. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 84 of the Complaint.   

85. Defendants admit the City terminated Plaintiff’s employment. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 85 of the Complaint. 

86. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 86 of the Complaint. 

87. Defendants admit the City terminated Plaintiff’s employment. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 87 of the Complaint. 

88. Defendants admit the City terminated Plaintiff’s employment. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 88 of the Complaint. 
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89. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 89 of the Complaint. 

90. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 90 of the Complaint. 

91. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 91 of the Complaint. 

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Alleged Violation of First and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution 
and under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (as to Defendants City of Calhoun, Chief Nesbitt, 

and City Administrator Worley) 

92. Defendants incorporate by reference their responses to paragraphs 1 

through 91 of the Complaint as though set forth specifically herein.   

93. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 93 of the Complaint. 

94. Defendants admit the City terminated Plaintiff’s employment. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 94 of the Complaint.  

95. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 95 of the Complaint.   

96. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 96 of the Complaint.   

97. Defendants admit Plaintiff’s appeal was denied. Defendants deny the 

remaining allegations pled in paragraph 97 of the Complaint.   

98. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 98 of the Complaint.   

99. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 99 of the Complaint. 

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Alleged Violation of the Georgia Whistleblower Act, O.C.G.A. § 45-1-4 (as to 
Defendants City of Calhoun, Chief Nesbitt, and City Administrator Worley) 

100. Defendants incorporate by reference their responses to paragraphs 1 

Case 4:23-cv-00284-WMR-WEJ   Document 7   Filed 02/26/24   Page 18 of 22



- 19 - 

through 99 of the Complaint as though set forth specifically herein.   

101. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 101 of the Complaint.  

102. Defendants admit the City terminated Plaintiff’s employment. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 102 of the Complaint.  

103. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 103 of the Complaint. 

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Alleged Civil Conspiracy (as to Defendants Chief Nesbitt, City Administrator 
Worley and Deputy Chief Mills) 

104. Defendants incorporate by reference their responses to paragraphs 1 

through 103 of the Complaint as though set forth specifically herein.   

105. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 105 of the Complaint.  

106. Defendants admit the City terminated Plaintiff’s employment. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 106 of the Complaint.  

107. Defendants admit the City terminated Plaintiff’s employment. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 107 of the Complaint.  

108. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 108 of the Complaint.  

109. Defendants admit the City terminated Plaintiff’s employment. 

Defendants deny the remaining allegations pled in paragraph 109 of the Complaint.  

110. Defendants deny the allegations pled in paragraph 110 of the Complaint. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF  

111. Defendants deny Plaintiff is entitled to any of the relief set forth in the 
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requests in unnumbered “Prayer for Relief” section of the Complaint, including the 

relief sought in subsections (a) through (g), and deny that Plaintiff is entitled to any 

relief whatsoever under any theory at law or in equity. Defendants deny the 

remaining allegations pled in the unnumbered “Prayer for Relief” section of the 

Complaint. 

112. Any allegations in the Complaint not heretofore answered, qualified, 

or denied are here and now denied as though set forth specifically and denied. 

WHEREFORE, having fully answered Plaintiff’s Complaint, Defendants 

pray for the following relief: 

(a) Dismiss with prejudice Plaintiff’s Complaint; 

(b) Enter judgment in favor of Defendants and against Plaintiff; 

(c) Award Defendants their reasonable attorney’s fees, costs, and 

expenses pursuant to applicable law; and 

(d) Award any and all other relief to Defendants that this Court may deem 

necessary and proper.   

This 26th day of February 2024. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

FREEMAN MATHIS & GARY, LLP 

/s/ Michael M. Hill
Michael M. Hill 
Georgia Bar No. 770486 
100 Galleria Parkway, Suite 1600 
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Atlanta, Georgia 30339-5948 
T: (770) 818-0000 
F: (770) 937-9960 
E: mhill@fmglaw.com 

Counsel for Defendants
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on this day I electronically filed the within and foregoing 

DEFENDANTS’ AMENDED ANSWER AND DEFENSES TO PLAINTIFF’S 

COMPLAINT with the Clerk of Court using the CM/ECF system, which will 

automatically send e-mail notification of such filing to the following counsel of 

record:

I. Gregory Hodges 
William J. Hunter 

R. Benjamin Lingle 
Oliver Maner, LLC 

P.O. Box 10186 
Savannah, GA 31412 

Trisha Earls 
The Hawkins Firm, LLC 

235 Peachtree Street, NE, Ste. 400 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

This 26th day of February, 2024. 

FREEMAN MATHIS & GARY, LLP 

/s/ Michael M. Hill
Michael M. Hill 
Georgia Bar No. 770486 
100 Galleria Parkway, Suite 1600 
Atlanta, Georgia 30339-5948 
T: (770) 818-0000 
F: (770) 937-9960 
E: mhill@fmglaw.com

Counsel for Defendants
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