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STATE OF FLORIDA

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

BROWARD COUNTY, CITY OF POMPANO BEACH,
CITY OF PLANTATION, MIAMI-DADE COUNTY,

CITY OF CORAL SPRINGS, TOWN OF DAVIE,

CITY OF DELRAY BEACH, CITY OF FORT

LAUDERDALE, CITY OF BOCA RATON,

JOHN M. and PATRICIA HAIRE, LAZ and )

ELLEN SCHNEIDER, CHESTER M. HIMEL,, " [
ALEXANDER CHRISTOPHER. and MARCELL CASTIN, \> \/ —

Petitioners,
V. : ' CASE NO. 01-4519RP
4 DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND :
CONSUMER SERVICES, ;
Respondent. | :'

/
BROWARD COUNTY'’S RESPONSE TO THE DEPARTMENT’S OBJECTIONS TO
FIRST REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS. OBJECTIONS TO |
- ---.-INTERROGATORIES, AND MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER. .. __ .

Broward County files the following Response to the Department of Agricnlttire and

e

Consumer Services’ Objections to Broward County”s First Request for Production of Documents,

ik
e

Objections to Interrogatories, and Motion for Protective Order, and states:
Introduction. Initially, it must be noted that the Department violated DOAH Rule 28-06.204(3),

which requires a- party filing a motion to confer with opposing counsel prior to filing.  The

T RN TR TRy g

Department filed its Motion for Protective Qrder without ever qggfipfing w:thBrowardCounty In

i T VAL i

this case, where the Department claims that time is of the\__ess“e_mie, the Department’s failure to

address these issues prior to filing the motion, and failur',e\-ntg .attempt to work out many of its
objections to discovery requests, is inexcusable. Since the filing of the Motion for Protective Order

1 .
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and objections, undersigned counsel has been attempting in good faith to resolve these issues with
counsel for the Department, and thercfore has delayed filing its response to the motion and the
Department’s objections. Now it appears that, despite the fact undersigned counsel iiras doing
exactly what the Department was required to do bcfox;c it filed its motion and objections, the
Department is claiming that Broward County is late in filing a response. To the extent necessary,
Broward County seeks leave to file this response, which was not filed sooner because the parties
were engaged in discussions to resolve the objections and because the Depértmem’s lengthy Motion,
objections and attachments (which the Department had 10 days to put together) were fér too
voluminous to respond m one (1) day. |

Objections to and Protective Order regarding Interrogatories.

1. The Department objected to the premise of interrogatories 3 and 5, and objected to

interrogatory 14 claiming it is vague, ambiguous and based on an improper predicate. Broward

I am surprised that the Department claims not to understand the
concept of “bacterial capture” or “éonfidence level.” It is my
understanding that the Department expects either that 95% of newly
infected trees will fall within each 1,900-foot radius, or expects that
100% of newly infected trees will fall within the 1,900-foot radius
95% of the time. I consider the former premise to be a “95%
bactcrial capture,” and the latter premise to be a “05% confidence
level” That is how I used those terms in these questions. With that
clarification in mnind, please either confirm or amend your answers to
these three questions.

Ifit isthe Department’s position that it never determined or concluded that the 1,900-foot radius will

! In this letter, Broward County also pointed out several answers that were
incomplete. Broward County has, to date, been attempting to obtain complete answers without
filing a motion to compel.
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result in a 95% bacterial éapture or 95% confidence level, Broward County requested that the

Department withdraw their objections and merely confirm the answers provided. No response has

been received from the Department.

2. The Department claims that interrogatory 9 is vague. Broward County asked the Department
to explain how it is vague, but no response has been provided. There is nothing \"ague about this
interrogatory. If the Department does not know how many trees will be standing when it is ﬁnished
cutting trees, i; can so state. However, none of the uncertainties of litigation have impeded the
Department from knowing how many trees existed before the cutting started. |

3. The Department objected to interrogatories 11 and 12 claiming they are overly broad and
unduly burdensome. These interrogatories are substantially the same as interrogatories 4 and 5

served by Broward County in its challenge to the Department’s prior emergency rule. In that case,

the Department fepresented it would be completing a necessary computer program around August

.20, the bearing commencement date, and_would. thereafier be able to provide most or.all.of the ...

information. The Court verbally ordered the Department to provide all available answers to these
4, The Department ¢claims ﬁlat infécted and exposed trees are so dangerous that the Department
must use immc_:diatc ﬁhal orders. The time wnhm which the Dcpaxtment isable to locate and remove
trees is d;rectly re}evant to any clalmed ab1I1ty to eradlcate cmus canker 'l'hese mterrogatones also
seek mfomlatxon relevant to the total cost of the CCEP, the rationale for employmg a smgle
destruction radms for all citrus types 1rrespect1ve of suscepnbxhty 10 cankcr and thc rauonale for
using immediate final orders w}uch the eVIdence at ﬁnal heanng wﬂl show tremendously pre_;ndlce

the ability of private property owners to protect their property.
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5. These critical interrogatories were previously considered by this Court, and the Department

was required to answer them. They would have been answered but for the Department’s withdrawal

of the emergency rule. There is no reason ﬁe Department should not answer them now.

6. There is nothing vague or ambiguous about interrogatory 13. Ifthe Department believes

otherwise, it sh;)uld state how the interrogatory js unclear. If hot, it should withdraw its objectiqn.

7. Interrogatory 16 is sumply not vague, ambiguous or overbroad. The word “scientist” has a S

common definition which has since been provided to the Department. The Departmentdid not claim o

that it did not know the meamng of the word “report,” yet the Department failed to 1dent1fy any

critical reports. The Depamnent should withdraw this objection and answer this interrogatory.

8. It is clear that when the Department truly does not want to answer questions, it raises all the

objections in its repertoire. There is nothing vague or ambiguous about questions 17, 29 and 30.

These interrogatories seek highly probative information which goes directly to several core issues,
~—re. -.r.. ICluding whether, as the Department claims, évery exposed. tree.will become infected, whether. . .
canker spreads as far and fast as the Department clain'{s to justify its IFOs and alleged emergency,
and whether the benefits of the eradication program oﬁﬁwei ghthecosts. This information will permit .
Petitioners to perfonn their own analyses and investigation, instead of merely relying on. mformatxon |
provided by the Department. Addxtmnally, this is information any prudent manager of this program
should possess. The Department should not be allowed to stick its head in the sand and then argue

it would be unduly burdensome for it to produce highly relevant information it should prudently

possess. To the extent the Department believes this lnformanon 1s overbroad or unduiy burdcnsomc S

¥
5
£
E
.
-

the volume of mformatlon requested is Iarge only bccause Lhc Department 5 program is h1gh1y

destructive of private prOperty It is curious that the Departrnent argues that producmg Limited
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information on the trees it destroys is unduly burdensome, yet its destructivonrof thesg trees is not.
9. There is nothing vague or ambiguous about interrogatory 18. If the Department'lacks this
information, it should say so regardless of the harm such admission would cause to its claims.

10.  Interrogatories 23 and 27 are clear, and the objections were raised in bad faith. That
notwithstandirig, Broward County has simplified these interrogatories by stating:

[With regard to 23,] [plerhaps this question would be clearer for you
if the last phrase was deleted and I instead sought only how the
Department calculates damage and the elements that are included
within that calculation. Please ask your .client to provide that
information if that would resolve your objection.

[With regard to 27,] I am seeking information regarding any and all
efforts by your client to change any existing laws, regulations or
policies that would limit the ability of Florida growers to sell their
fruit to customers in other states and nations due to the presence of
citrus canker in Florida. Please explain why the interrogatory is
vague, ambiguous and overly broad, or please provide the
information sought.

The Department certainly has.the ability. to.understand and answer. these questions. ..
11, Objection 31 states that the interrogatories exceed the permitted number. While Broward

County believes this objection is arguable, we assert thatr undersigned counsel is serving as lead

counsel. Undersigned counsel éttempted 1o coordinate written discovdry with all Petitioners (with

significant but not full success) in an aﬁempt to limit the number of discovery requests that would
be sent to the Department and to avoid duplication. If this Court determines that Broward County
has slightly exceeded the permitted number of interrogatories, Broward County asserts that good

cause exists and respectfully requests leave to serve the additional interrogatories.
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Objections to and Protective Order regarding Request for Production of Documents.

12
to coordinate the request for production of documents among all parties for the benefit of the
Department. Broward County has been largely successful in this request. Additionally, as stated

in Broward County’s reply to the Department’s response to the continuance motions:

[Vlirtually all of the documents [requested] fall into two categories.
The first category is comprised of documents requested pre-petition.
These documents have been sufficiently located and collected by the
Department, as evidenced by its ability several months ago to assess
a copy charge based on the number of pages located. The second
category, while broken down into no fewer than 123 questions, seeks
little more than all raw data and notes relating to Dr. Gottwald’s study
and all versions of reports he produced This second category was
broken down into individual questions in the hope it would avoid the
Department’s standard response that a discovery request is vague and
ambiguous.

If Broward County had believed the Department would not interpose baseless objections, it would

request is not nearly as long or bﬁrdensomc as appears at first glance. Additivonally, Broward Count.y
erred on the side of being over-inclusive giifen that ume may not permit subsequent written
discovery. This initial request would have been much shorter if the time frames_ of traditional civil
litigation were applicable. ‘ o - |

The General Objections Raised to Each Requested Category of Documents.

13. Prior to responding to any specific request, the Department initially states three (3) general
objections to each and every one of the rcquesied categéﬁes. The Department states that each and

every request is: overbroad unduly burdensome and/or vague ” (emphaSIS added), ﬂaat each

request seeks productwn of documents protected by work-product pnvxleges ? and that each “seeks

6

Asapreliminarymatter, Broward County asserts that, as with the interrogatories, it attempted

- have sought all of the “second. category”.information. in a single request...Thus, the production......
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documents which are not reasonably calculated 1o lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.”
14. These blanket objections are improper. The Department is required to specify which
objections specifically apply to each request. Instead, the Department seems to be indicating that

itobjects to every request on each basis, and then indicating that, without waiver of those objections,

it will provide some documents responsive to some categories. It is impossible to discern whether
the Deparment has fully responded to any category, given its initial catch-ail objections. The
Department’s blanket objections fall far short of the good faith efforts expected and necessary in the
instant proceeding. These objections should be sﬁcken and the Department should be ordered{ to
immediately file an axnencied response.

Costs. |

15.  With respect to the costs involved in tesponding to the request for production, it must be

noted that the Department bas already gathered the information requested in #50 and #51 inthe prior

- -=. . . litigation over the.emergency.rule.and puxsuant 1o the prior public records request... Just as.the ______ ..

Petitioners incurred significant costs in that action vghich were not recovered (Browérd County

incurred approximately $10,000.00 in uxu'ecoverablé costs), the bepmm}ent should not now be

entitled to collect for work previously performed which, as this Court will recall, ended abmptly-
when the Department withdrew its emergency rule.

16.  Most of the other costs which the Department alleges render the requests for production

burdensome revolve around the need to retain a computer expert to retrieve data from the

Department’s databases. Broward County wouid grcatly prefer to retain its own computer expert

to retrieve the records and will bear the cost of that cxpcrt’s fetéﬁﬁon, subjeét 16 any fa%ing of cﬁsts

which may be permitted.
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17.  Since virtually all of the costs were incurred in prior litigation or relate to the c0mputer
expert, the true costs at issue are quite hmxted It has been held that payment issues shouId be
resolved on a case-by-case basis, and that there are circumstances, such as here, where it is not
unreasonable to require compliance with a production request inadvanceof resolviné reénabursement
issues. Rinker Materials Corp. V. Navistar Int. Transp. Corp., 654 S0.2d 279 (Fla. 44 DCA 1995).
Given the time constraints here, and the fact that both parties involved a are government bodies
' L .

which can presumably comply with order involving reimbursement at the:completion of the trial,
Broward County requests that production be ordered and that reimbursement issues be taken up after
the final hearing, |

Specific Objections.

18.  Despite the blanket ob_;ect:ons the Department specifically repeats objectlons presumably

when it truly feels the objections are warranted. The Department made objectzons to approxmaately

...forty (40) of the requested categories of documents. The, general rule is to allow liberal discovery,.——. ...

a rule that should be followed espemaliy in this case, where the Department seeks to permanently
deprive residents of south Florida of thelr private property thhout compensation. Moreover, any
party objecting to discovery on the grounds that a request is overly broad or unduly burdensome is
required to show that the volume of documents, mumber of hou.rs requlred in producuon or some

other quantitative-factor makes it so. First City Developmems of Florida, Inc. v. Hallmark of

: Hol[ywood Condo. Assoc., Inc., 545 So0.2d 502 (Fla 4"' DCA 1989) If such showmg 1s made, the

Court must weigh the importance and relevancy of the requested docmnents (and therefore the ‘
requesting party’s need to obtain the documents) with the burden onthe producmg party in order to

determine whether dxscovery should be ordered. Crandall V. Mzchaud 603 S0.2d 637 (Fla. 4" DCA:
8
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19.  Here, as more fully explained below, the Department has failed to make any showing that

production of many of the records requested will be burdensome. Thus, many of the Department’s

objeétions are legally insufficient. Moreover, unlike in the cases cited by the Department, (i e.,

Crandall v. Michaud, 603 $0.2d 637 (Fla. 4% DCA 1992), where the records sought were only of
“slight” relevance), the records sought here are crucial to the Petitioners’ case, and cannot be
obtained anywhere else. .The Department, having set up a program to enter onto and destroy
Petitioners’ property, should not be permitted to shield its records from review and prevent
meemixigﬁxl scrutiny of its actions. |

20.  Broward County responds to each of the Department’s individual objections as fo]iows:

a) Request #7: Any and all maps showing the location of infected trees

within Palm Beach County discovered since January 1, 1990,
whether or not such trees have been removed.

e wnom Objection:... .. Overly broad, unduly burdensome, and notreasonably._ ..

calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.

The request is not overly broad. It is specific 5.1“!(1 limited t<; Palm Begch County, and limited
to maps indi{:ating canker finds since 1990. The Department fails to s;éte how the request is unduly
burdensome, failing to even approxiﬁla{te the number Qf maps it \.avould need to produce, or the
number of hours it would take to comply. Inan afﬁdavit signed by Mr. Gaskaila and aﬁached tothe

Department’s Motion for Protective Qrder (“the Afﬁdavﬁ”), the Department lumps its objccnon to

this rcquest W1th 1ts rcsponse to Reqnest #8 (whlch requests alI maps for Dade and Brows.rd_ |

counties), and states that productlon of all of these documents for aIl counnes geth 1s t00

burdensome. However a separate request mandatcs a sepa.rate response. To date there have been

9
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few iﬁf‘ected trees found in Palm Beach County, negating the Department’s claim that the production

of the maps f_or Palm Beach County would be burdensome.

Additionally, the Department’s claim that the maps are not reasonably calculated to lead to
the discovery of admissible evidence is patently ridiculous. The Department’s entire Citrus Canker
Eradication Program is in large part premised on the Department’s claim that citrus canker is
spreading north from south Florida, and it is cxitical to know if, where, and to what extent such
“spread” is occurring to determine the propriety and legality of the program.

'b)  Request#8: Any and all maps of Miami-Dade County and/or Broward
County showing the location of infected citrus trees
discovered since Januvary 1, 1990, and/or showing each
resulting 125 foot or 1,900 foot radius, as applicable.

Objection:  Overlybroad, unduly burdensome, and not reasonably

calculated to lead to the dxscovery of admissible

evidence.

Inthe Affidavit, Mr. Gaskalla states that a composite map showihg the requested information

+ e e —— s

for cach county can rcasonably be produced The Department should have in good faith produced
that composite, rather than simply filing an objeétjdh and not producing any documents. The
Department should be ordered to produce the composite maps imrnediatelir.
c) Request #l 7: Any and all documents relating to compensatlon that may be

claimed by or due residents whose uninfected eitrus trees

have been removed pursuant to the CCEP. °

Objection: Vague, overly broad and unduly Sufdensdbme.‘

This 'réqué's’t‘ is not Vagué, or oi)er]y broad. he request ﬂéée’ks docurnents directly reiaied to
a primary cost of the program - the cost borne by residents who have lost their trees. This cost

includes the value of trees and claims for property damage resulting from the removal of trees.
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The Department merely objected and produced no documents. HoWever, in the Affidavit,
Mr. Gaskalla specifically states that the Department has reasonable access to sunmumaries of the
compensation paid 10 iree owners which could reasonably be provided. At the very least, those

docuinents should have been produced, and should be ordered to be produced.

Moreover, this gxact request for production of documents was previously made ina public

records request submitted by Broward County to the Department on September 28, 2001 (“the Public

Records Request™)’. In its response to the exact same request (#11 of the Public Records Request),
the Departmez;t stated tha_t production of the documents would cost a mere $18.73 in research
charges and $3.00 in copying charges. The DepMent’s f_:ugfent?ontenﬁdn that it-would require
the compilation of hundreds of thousands of docufnehts is i;lconsistent with the Department’s
previous response. |

d) Request #26: Employment records containing the names, home addresses
and home telephone numbers of all Department employees

e .. (inCluding in. OPS. capacity)_or.agents. who have surveyed . .. _
. trees or cut citrus trees in Broward, Miami-Dade and/or Palm i
Beach counties on or after January 1, 1999. Additionatly,
please provide all records of the education or training, if any,
provided by the Department to these individuals.
Objection:  Vague, overly broad, unduly burdensome, and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidénce.

There is nothing vague about the request. And again, while the Department has objected to
production of the documentsin its Response (and refused to produce any documents), Mr. Gaskalla’s

affidavit admits that the Depam_nent does not have documents relating to its contractor’s employees,

2 The Public Records Request is attached to the Department’s Motion for Protective
Order as Exhibit “A.” SR
11
- 2
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or docurments reflecting information as framed in the request, but that it can produce a list reflecting

the names, addresses and phone numbers of the Department’s own CCEP employees. Again, those

HHY

documents have been asked for, and the Department has withheld them. The documents concerning
CCEP employees should be ordered produced immediately. In addition, the Department should be

ordezed to produce the names and phone numbers of its contractors. Finally, the Department has

completely ignored the request for records relating to training or education of these workers. The E

4 . Department alleges that citrus canker is very difficult to detect and is highly contagious, It is
' v
ﬁ' certainly relevant to this matter whether these workers can spot canker and whether they may be :
F
: spreading canker. i
' e) Request #27: Any and all documents quantifying the number of canker E
infected trees removed, by type of tree if available, since .

1995. 4

Objection: Vague, overly broad and unduly burdensore. 5

| b

e eeenme e e The TEQUESE is nOt vague.. In fact, it is quite, specific. This request was not part of the eatlier_____. t
4 public records request, and the Department has given no indication of the number of documents E
, involved or hours it would take to assemble the documents. As such, the Department has not met ’
. its burden of demonstrating that production is unduly burdensome necessary to sustain its objection. K
) ) Request#30: Any and all documents specifying decontamination and/or
: o other procedures for persons surveying or cutting trees ‘
pursuant to the CCEP, and records showing compliance or 3

lack of compliance with these procedures, b

Objection: ~ The Department has agreed to make available for k

inspection documents specifying decontamination b

procedures, but has objected to making available
records showing compliance or lack of compliance,
stating that the request is unduly burdensome.

E
44

12




b

SENPEH TSN )

s .

Received Event (Event Succeeded)

5

Date: 12/21/01 Time: 9:08 AM
Pages: 12 Sender: 9543577641
Remote CSID: pREAREH 764 ATTORNY OFF Fax:9543577641 Dec 21 2001  9:24 P.04

The Department has produced no evidence to support its ¢laim that productiozt of documents
showingcompliance or lack of compliance with decontamination orother proceduresis burdensonte.
Rather, in the Affidavit, the Department merely indicates that it would be rcqui;ed to retain
consultants to retrieve the information from its data base, and generally surmises that the costs of
those scrvtces ié expected to be substantial and would tie up their computers for months, well past

the scheduled hearing date.

However, these records are highly relevant to the Petitioners’ challenge to the CCEP

program. If the dccontamixtétion procedures a.rc not bemg folib\&éd, and tht: surveyors are actually
Spreadmg canker bactena, then the legitimacy of the CCEP program is highly questxonable The
Petxtxoner s therefore seek access to the Department’s database, and the ability to have their own
computer expert retricve the information. ‘

g) Request #39: Any and all documents dernonstratmg that citrus
canker can spread from uninfected citrus trees.

vt ma— ———— RSV

Objecuon Vague.

The Depa.rtment’s objection to this request is disingenuous. The request is clear. | This is the
gxact same request was part of the Public Records Request (as #30), to' which the Department
previously responded not that the request was vague but s1mp1y that 1t would cost $119 00 in
research charges and $250 00 in copyma charges to produce the requested docments The
Depar!ment’s contentlon now that the request is “vague” gwen its earlier abzlxty to understand the
request is inexplicable.

h) Request #40: Any and all budgets fdr the CCEP or eradication effort
=+ covering all periods after Januazyl 1995,

Objection: 'Unduly burdensome and vaoue Wlthout wmwng its

13
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objections, DOACS will make available for
inspection and copying documents which reflect
DOACS budgets for the CCEP for fiscal years 1995

Depaﬁment'\i;i‘tﬁdigﬁ its Emérgéﬁéy RuIe, iﬁ;)oting that action. ‘N'eyerthele‘ss, the Department had

already béguh and either coinpleted or substantially‘completed compilation of the requested

14

through present.
The Department has agreed to produce some documents which reflect DOACS budgets for
the requested years, but appears to have limited its response and is not producing other relevant F
documents. While the Department claims that production of all such documents wonld be
burdensome, it has produced no evidence to estimate the number of documents in existence or the
number of hours that would be required to produce the documen_ts. "Iherefore, it has not met its
burden to demonstrate that the request is unduly burdensome, and the records must be produced.
1) Request #50: For each county in which the Department has removed (or '
‘ paid for the removal of) infected citrus trees since January 1, .
1995, please provide any and all records showing by county: ;
a) The total number of infected trees removed;
b) The average age of the infection for trees removed within such county; f
¢) The average number of days between the discovery of infected trees and i
e e e o 1O delivery of Immediate. Final Orders. for.the removal. of such trees;. . ...
d) The average number of days between the delivery of IFOs and the removal
of infected trees;
¢) The total number of each variety of citrus trees removed; and
f) The greatest number of days between the dj scovery of an infected tree and
the removal of that tree. ? :
Objection:  Overly broad, unduly burdensome, and ot reasonably
~ calculated to lead to admissible evidence. :
The Department’sresponse is again disingenuous. Thisisthe same information that Broward '
County requested in prior litigation concerning the Débmment’s prior Emergency Rule. This Court
ordered the Department to provide information in that case. Of course, just prior to the hearing, the .
3
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information, negating its claim that production of these documents is either overly broad or unduly
burdensome.

Tellingly, the Affidavit is silent as to the number of hours required to compile the
information at this point, or the estimated number of documents that would need to be produced.
Therefore, the bepMment bas not met its burden of demonstrating that production js unduly
burdensome.

These documents are critical to Peﬁtipners’ challenge. The amount of time that passes
between a tree be;:oming infeéted and the t‘ime it i§ removed supports Petitioners’ claim that the
CCEP program cannot and will not eradlcate citrus canker. The varieties of trees that are being
removed is also h:gh]y relevant, due to the fact that trees vary in suscepnblhty to the disease.

b)) Request #51: Requests information similar to that in #50, but with
regard to uninfected citrus trees.

Objection:  The Department has made the same objection as in #50.

L v B e ey - R

Broward County adopts and i mcorporates the argument set forth in response to Request #50

above.

k) Request #53: Copxes of any rules, regulations or directives from the Department to its
employees regarding the amount of time within which infected or “exposed”
trees should or must be destroyed once it is determined that the trees are
actually infected or located within 1900 feet of an infected tree.

Objection:  Vague.,

This is one of the most egregious of the Department’s responses, and exhibits an obvious
effort to withhold important documents. The request is clear. The information is extremely
important as it cntlcal to any evaluation of the Department $ CCEP program. The Departmem has

admitted that the longer infected trees are pemmitted to stand, the greater the resulting spread.

15
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Certainly Petitioners are entitled to review any documents that the Department has wherein it has
indicated to its employees the time frame in which infected and exposed trees must be removed.
These documents should be ordered produced immediately. Again, this exact request ‘was part of
the earlier Public Records Request, #5.0, to which the Department responded not that the request was
vague, but simply that it incurred $37.46 in research charges and would require $3.00 in copying
charges to produce. The Depanmem’s inconsistent responses are curious.
) Request #56: For each tree found to be infected with citrus canker in

Miami-Dade, Broward and Palm Beach counties since

January 1, 1998, any records showing the date each tree was

initially determined to be infected, the location of the tree by

address, the date notice of any Immediate Final Order was

provided to the tree owner, and the date each tree was cut

down.

Objection: Overly broad, unduly burdensome and not reasonably calculated to
lead to admissible evidence.

In the Affidavit, the Department states that it does not currently have the information

requested would have to retain computer wnsultants to detenmne if this information could be

retrieved from its database, at a cost of at least $2,000, and will take at least 2 weeks to produce the

records. As stated above, these records are critical to the Petitioners’ claims. The ability of any

eradication program to succeed 1f at all possﬂnle xs dependent upon qmckly and txmcly remowng

infected trees to prcvent ﬁxrther spread of bacterla If the Department is allowmg mfected trees to

stand for lengthy penods of time, as Petitioners suspect, and as some evidence (including numerous

stories from individuals, some of whom have been previously deposed in prior litigation) indicates,
then the Department’s proposed removal of all uninfected trees within 1900 feet of infected trees is

arbitrary. Broward County respectfully requests that the Department be ordered to produce the

16
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records requested, or respectfully requests access to the Department’s database in order to have its
own computer expert tetrieve the information.
m)  Request #59: Any and all documents suppdrting that 95% of Secondary infecﬁéhs'

from a single host tree will be found within 1834, or within 1800-
1900 feet.

Objection:  Vague.

The Department’s objection is again disingenuous. The Departmept has repeatedly
contended that its '1900 foot policy (now pr0po;ed rule) is premised on the fact that 95% of
secondary infections will be found wnhm the stated range. The Department should be ordered to
produce respondmg documems unmedxately, if any exist to support the Department’s contennon.
n) Request #61: The field data and observations collected from more than 25

commercial citrus groves during the current infestation in

Florida which “further substantiates the long distance of
dispersal of the bacteria.”

Objection:  Vague.

ey ey

e+ vd e - .

This quote is taken directly from Dr Gortwald’s report. Ifthe Depa.rtment does not have any

such information, it should answer appropriately.

o) Request #65:  All documents produced since January 1995, showirg that trees determined
by the. Departmcnt to be infected with citrus canker were or are in fact
infected with c1tms canker, including photos, field and lab reports and notes
taken by surveyors and others. Additionally, all records of where each
infected tree was or is located, by GPS and all other coordinates or means.
used. If Universal Transverse Mercator was used, please provide all field
notes and other writings to indicate the means and actual transposition of
each GPS coordmates for a tree to UTM coordinates. Additionally, please
provide all maps that indicate surveys or changes 10 surveys by the state and
USDA of diseased and “exposed” trees, including all maps or other data that
illustrate how the 1900-foot radius (or the earlier 125-foot radius) was

" caleulated or considered.”

Objection: ~ Vague, overly broad and unduly 'Bigrdéhsoyxﬁe.
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The Department, by Affidavit, indicates that it has millions of pages of records responsive

to this request, and it would take months to produce these records. Although this information would
be valuable, the Deé'artment’s objection 1s valid and this request is withdrawn.

p) Request #66: All documents, including computer media, containing

: evidence of statistical tests run. This includes, among other

things, all the statistical tests run by Dr. Gottwald or others

that are described in the Gottwald 2001 draft report. Please

also produce all data sets used to do each statistical

regression, vartogram, kriging, or other analysis, with their

variables properly identified to permit replicating the tests.

All prelirninary tests should be included, even if not used; and

all tests run should be disclosed even if not included in the

Gottwald 2001 draft report. All comments in any fortm on the

statistics should be disclosed, as should all correspondence or

other communications regarding peer review for Dr.

Gottwald’s study or any draft or report produced in
connection therewith. '

Objection:  Vague. To the extent documents responsive to the remainder
of Request No.66 exist and are in the custody, possession
or control of DOACS, such documents will be made available
= . -—.forinspectionandcopying.. .. .. ... . ... .. ——

The objection f%u'ls to state which part of the request is vague, and which documents will be
produced. Because no part of the request is vague, the documents must be produced.

Q) Request #68: All documents reflecting trees ¢ut under the CCEP. This
includes, among other things, all field notes or diaries, all
photographs, all maps or diagrams showing where and what

. was cut, all notices or forms concerning cutting, whether or
not furnished to the owner. It includes, among other things,
number of trees cut, their location, their condition before
being cut, how they were cut, how they were disposed of| and
any other records kept at the time of cutting. If this data or
some of it is contained in media for computer use, 2 copy of
all computer media should be provided.

Objection: ‘Overly broad and unduly burdensome.

18

R e

N

TTTERE TR T



Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 12/21/01 Time: 9:08 AM
Pages: 12 Sender: 9543577641

Remote CSID: pRBARRET6 TATTORNY OFF Fax:9543577641 Dec 21 2001 9:26

x

R T T S

to this request, and it would take months to produce these records. Although this information would

The Department, by Affidavit, indicates that it has millions of pages of records responsive

be valuable, the Department’s objection is valid and this request is withdrawn.

1)

P.10

Request #69: Any and all documents comprising and/or analyzing the raw
data generated from Dr. Gottwald’s study of canker spread in

urban Miami or underlying the tables in the Gotrwald 2001

draft report. This refers to Table 1 (site D1), Table 2 (site
D2), and Table 3 (site D3). It requires, among other things,
production of all the data that was used to determine temporal
period, dates, “Alpha Tree Age,” “Secondary Tree Age,”

Number of “Focal” and “Secondary Infected” trees,
percentage “captured” at 38.1 meters, distance needed to
“circumscribe” at various confidence intervals, and disease
incidence and delta disease incidence. Please also produce all
field notes and diaries, memoranda, or other written materjal
or documents that describe how these tables were produced or
discussed, or their accuracy assessed, or their relevance
determined; all maps showing each tree, whether alpha or
secondary or otherwise; all docurnents in any form showing
whether prevailing winds or other vector information was
considered or imposed; all calculations that produced the

s e - e $8bIeES, including spreadsheet design and ail earlier iterations

respond to this request. Therefore, its objection cannot be sustained and these records must be

on the design or spreadsheets produced before the tables were
completed; and all calculations of the distance between a
“newly-infected tree” to a “previously infected focal tree,”
referred to and used in any of the three tables described
above, including all efforts to employ a VBA for that’purpose.

Objection: Overly broad and unduly burdensome.

The Department has submitted no evidence to establish that it would be burdensome to

produced.

s)

Request #72:  All records of the “769 trees in dooryards” that were located,
how they were located, and all records of their “disease,
severity, age of infection, citrus cultivar, location of infection
in tree, and canopy size,” as stated on page 1 of the Gottwald

19
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2001 draft report.

Objection: The Department answers by referring to a general
- statement contained in paragraph 4 that many of the
requested documents may have been assembled or
prepared by DOACS employees, but delivered to
other persons, such as Dr. Timothy Gottwald, well
prior to the injtiation of the rule development process,
and are therefore not currently in its possession or
control. (“Paragraph 4")

The Department has an obligation to keep public records pursuant to Chapter 119, Florida
Statutes. It is unacceptable for the Depémnent to simply respond that the records have been
“delivered to other persons.” The Department should be ordered to immediately retrieve the records
it has an obligation to maintain and to produce these documents.

t) Request#73:  Allrecords of the “distance measurements” between focal and
secondary trees referred to on page 1 of the Gottwald 2001
draft report. This should include the records of distance

measurements by the Visual Basic Application referred to on
line 28 of page 1 of the Gottwald 2001 draft report.

s et o e ot & s s b = o= A 3% A e

Objection:. = The Department again refers Broward County to Paragraph 4.
Broward County incorporates and adopts its argument regarding Request #72 above.

u) Request #75:  All records of the “cross-correlation” analysis described on
page 2, lines 5 and following, of the Gottwald 2001 draft
report. This should include all statistical studies and their
results, whether in media or hard copy, all data used in the
analysis (properly identified by variable name as used in the
analysis), and all graphic results on this analysis. This should
include all records of each of site 1, site 2, and site 3 (as
reflected in the tables in the report).

Objection:  Overly broad and unduly burdensome to the extent
that it requests “all records of site 1, site 2, and site

3.” DOACS also refers Broward County to paragraph
4, above.
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The Department has submitted no evidence whatsoever that this request is unduly
burdensome or overly broad, which is necessary to sustain its objection. There is no indication of
the number of documents that are at issue, or the amount of time it would take to gather same.
Additionally, Broward County édopts and incorporates the same argument stated above with respect
to the Depanme;nt’s reference to the ambiguous Paragraph 4.

V) Request #86: All records for sites other than Miami Site 1 and Miami Site
2 for which the types of studies or tests were done as

reflected in Figures 6 and 7 of the Gottwald 2001 draft report.

Objection:  Vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome. The Department
‘ further refers Broward County to Paragraph 4.

There is nothing vague about this request. Additionally, the Department has submitted no
evidence whatsoever that this request is unduly burdensome or overly broad. There is no indication
of the number of documents that are at issue, or the amount of time it would take to gather same.

Broward County also adopts and incorporates the same argument stated above with Tespect to the

Deparnnent:é fé-fe;é;c;?o the ambiguous Paragraph 4.

w)  Request#87: Allrecordsreflecting the composition of Miami Site 1, Miami
Site 2, and any other “sites” selected for study in the Gottwald
2001 draft report. This category includes, amorg other
things, all records of the description of these sites, including
all maps (including those maps shown on Figure 8 of the
Gottwald 2001 draft report).

Objection:.  Vague, overly broad, and unduly Burdcnsome. The Department
 further refers Broward County to Paragraph 4.

Broward County incorporates here its position stated with regard to request #86.

X) Request #88:  All documents that indicate or list the citrus trees that were
not cut in 2000 or 2001, despite being either infected or

- within 1,900 feet of an infected tree. For each tree that fits

this category, please provide documents showing the name,

21
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address and telephone number of each person who owned
such a tree, and all maps or other depictions of trees not cut.
To the extent there are documents stating why any or all such
trees have not been cut, please provide those documents as

well.

Objection:  Vague, o;ferly broad and unduly burdensome.

By Afﬁciavit, the Department has stated that it has millions of pages of records responsive
to this request, and that it would take months to produce. This shameful admission is particularly
telling regafding the problefns withthe emdicaﬁon program. That notWithsténding, Broward County
can obtain this infoﬁhation through the Depamnent ina manner less buijdensome to the Department.

Y) Request #30: All documents reflecting the names, addresses, and phone
numbers of all persons employed by the CCEP as surveyors
of trees, geographers or map creators, determinators of the
1900-foot radius of cutting, statisticians or scientists, persons
cutting trees (including contractors engaged to do that work),
observers of cutting, persons who kept records on the site of
trees cut, and persons who decided whether to exempt a tree
or trees from cutting. - '

T Obje;:tion: . Vague, overly bma;i and undﬁ{y burdensoﬁle. 7

By Affidavit, the Department states that it does not have records of its employees of its
contractors, and does not have documents reflecting the ?nfonnatiqp beciaus‘é it cannot definitively
determine which employees performed which of the iisted functions in ;he years specified without
an exhaustive search of its employment records which would take hundreds of ﬁours and require

production of thousands of documents. However, the Department says it can produce a listreflecting

the names, addresses and telephone numbets of its CCEP employees, and should be required to do

so at a minimum.

z)  Request#94: All documents showing expenditures by the Department or
any other state or federal agency in connection with the

22
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“Shade Florida” Wal-Mart card system, and showing any
agreements between any such entity and Wal-Mart,

Objection: Vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome.

Again, this request is not vague. Broward County seeks documents showing how much the
Department or any state or federal agency has spent in the specified program, which was put in place
as a result of the CCEP, and any agreements between any such agency and Wal-Mart related to the
program. The Department’s claim that the request if vague is inexplicable.

While failing to produce any documents in response to the re'quest,} the Department merely
étates ip the Affidavit that to the extent the réqucst seeks individual payment records, it would
require the production of thousands of documents. However, the Departmelnt states that “summary
information can be provided on a reasonable basis in 2 reasonable time frame.” The Department
gives no indication whether the “summary information” already exists. At the very least, a good

faith response required that all records other than the individual payment records be produced, aiong

with the “summary information” referenced so Broward County can determine the adequacy of the

response.

aa)  Request #110: All documents that demonstrate whether the “spread” of
canker beyond the 125-foot “regulatory policy” described in
the Gottwald 2001 draft report was attributable to windblown

~ rain, human activity, or other cause. (Page 7, lines 1-16).

Objection:  Vague.
Again, the request is not vague. It refers to the page and line number of Gottwald’s draft
report, which the Department claims to have relied on for its CCEP.
bb)  Request#117: Allrecords of each and all of the study sites selected within the Miami urban
area and the two sites in Broward County (page 8, first paragraph, Gottwald
12001 draftreport). This category seeks all identification of the sites by map
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or other description, all records of surveys of these sites, all data and data sets
derived from these studies, with appropriate identification of variables, all
statistical or other tests done to the data sets and the results of those tests.
The data sought include all trees identified to be infected with citrus canker,
by whom, when, on whose property, at what GPS and UTM coordinates, and
at what age of disease and of tree. The data should indicate what the nearest
and other neighboring trees were, in what azimuth, at what distance, and by
whom this was surveyed and determined '

Overly broad and unduly burdensome.

The Department has submitted no evidence whatsoever to establish its claim that this request

is overbroad or that it would be unduly burdensome to respond. Therefore, it has not met the burden

necessary to sustain its objection, and these records must be produced.

cc)  Request#118: All records of trees destroyed “elsewhere in the Miami-Dade

et e m f Mt e ————— o hy e 1 s e reee e s 48 A%

Objection:

Co. area” during the study described on page 8, line 5 of the
draft study. This category deals explicitly with the trees that
were destroyed while the study was underway and while trees
in Miami study sites were left untouched during the study
(page 8, lines 4-5). We seek records of the location of all
trees, their owners, whether such trees were infected or
“exposed,” and the date of destruction.. Forany such treesnot — .

destroyed, we seek records of the location of those trees, their
owners, the reasons why the trees were not destroyed, and
who made the decision not to destroy them.

Vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome. »

Broward County 1s willing to retain its own computer expert and would request reasonable

access to the Department’s databases $o an appropriate program can be designed and the information

can be obtained.

dd)  Request#119: All documents supporting the existence of “the large backlog

Objection:

of canker-infected trees elsewhere in the Miami-Dade County
(Page 8, lines 5-6, Gottwald 2001 draft report), and
documenting any and all efforts to eliminate such backlog.

Vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome.
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Broward County is willing to retain its own computer expert and would recjuest reasonable
access to the Department’s databases so an appropriate program can be designed and the information
can be obtained.
ee)  Request #121: All records of the “spread” of infection from the focal point

of three trees referred to on page 8, linel0, Gottwald 2001
draft report, including all surveys or other demonstrations of
the “spread” from these trees and the data and data sets used
in all statistical analyses.

Objection:  Vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome.

Again, the request is not vague and refers specifically to the page and line of the Gottwald

2001 draft report. The Department has failed to produce any evidence as to the number of
documents that exist or the number._of hours that would be réquired to gather same, and therefore has

not met the necessary showing to support its objection that the request is overbroad or burdensome.

wevrmemme o vne e fE)oeem- - REQuIESE #122:.Alliecords_of.the‘designation,descﬁpﬁon, andmapsofsites . ...

B1 and B2 in Broward County, as described on page 8, lines
11 and 12, Gottwald 2001 draft report. This category seeks
all evidence of how these areas were surveyed and described
as B1 and B2, all records of all trees designated diseased, alt
records of “exposed trees” and the radius in each tase on
which that determination was made, all maps of the sites and
applicable radius or radii, all records of trees destroyed within
those sites, and all records of trees that were not destroyed
within those sites although meeting the criteria for
destruction. This category seeks all data and data sets used
for any statistical or other analyses of the trees within these
sites and to compare the spread of disease within these sites
to sites D1 through D3 in Miami, Dade.

Objection: ~ Vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome.

Again, the request is not vague and refers to the specific page and line referred to in the

25

S

R il ) RIS

Ty .



Received Event (Event Succeeded)

Date: 12/21/01 Time: 9:13 AM
Pages: 11 Sender: 9543577641
_Remote CSID: pRORRE 764 INTTORNY OFF Fax:9543577641 Dec 21 2001 9:30 P.06

. »

Gotrwald 2001 draft report. Additionally, the Department has made no attempt to indicate the
number of documents at issue or the number of hours it would take 1o gather same. Thcrefore, the
Department has not made the requisite showing to support its objection that the request is overbroad
or bmdensome.
gg8) Reques;c #123: Al documents demonstrating that “the majority of tree

removals occurred within 2-4 weeks of detection.” (Page 8,

line 16, Gottwald 2001 drafi report.)

Objection: Vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome.

Again, the request is not vague and refers to the specific page and line referred to in the

Gottwald 2001 draft report. Additionaily, the Department has ﬁadé no attempt to indicate the
number of documents at issue or the number of hours it would take to gather samé. Therefore, the
Department has not made the requisite showing to support its objection that the request is overbroad
or burdensome.

-— —-—--hh}—.__ Request #124: All records of 2}l surveys conducted “within each site___ 1o

identify all diseased and asymptomatic citrus trees.” (Page 8,
lines 17-18, Gottwald 2001 draft report,) We seek all maps
that identify the location of diseased trees, exposed trees, and
asymptomatic trees, as well as their precise location by GPS,
UTM, or both. .

Objection: Vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome.
Again, the request is not vague and refers to the specific page and line referred to in the

Gottwald 2001, draft report. Additiohalty, the Defaartment has made no attempt to indicate the

number of documents at issue or the number of hours it would take to gather same. Therefore, the -

Department has not made the requisite showing to support its objection that the request is overbroad

or burdensome.
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ii) Request #126: All documents listing the name, address, telephone number
and/or employer of the “over 16 inspectors, experienced at
recognizing citrus canker infections” who c¢onducted
inspections at the experimental sites. (Page 8§, lines 18-19,
Gottwald 2001 draft report.) Please also include any and all
documents showing where each such inspector worked within
the sites, what days they worked and under whose supervision
or authority, if any, and documents indicating what each of
them found in the form of infected or diseased trees. This
request also seeks all records of their experience and expertise
in “recognizing citrus canker infections.”

Objection:  Vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome. .

The Department claims that it would be burdensome only to identify where each ofthese 16
individuals work on the study site. Broward County will waive that portion of the request, but seeks
the remaining information. This information is neeessafy for subsequent discovery, as it was these
inspectors who purportedly determined how far canker spread, and it was soch determination that

purportedly led to the proposed rule.

assayed as described on page 8, line 21, of the Gottwald draft
report of 2001. This information should include all the data
described in page 8, lines 21 through 26, including the records
of the “infection initiation date (IID)” on line 26. It should
also include all data and data sets of the 18,769 trees or any
sample or subset of these trees used for statistical analysis,
plus the analysis done and the results of the analysis.

Objeetion' Vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome ' |

Again, the request is not vague and refers to the spemﬁc page and lme referred 10 in the

Gottwald 2001 draft report Additxonally, the Department has made no attempt o md;eate the

SENPEXTPEIERER

number of documents at issue or the number of hours it would tal\e 10 gather same. Therefore the

Department has not made the requisite showing to support its objection that the request is overbroad
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or burdensome.

kk)  Request #135: All documents showing that any necessary surveying was
limited or constrained by available resources or by any
expansion of the areas quarantined.

Objection:  Vague.

Again, there is nothing vague about this request. These documents should be ordered to be

produced immediately.

1)  Request #136: All records that demonstrate the basis for the statement that
“the infected trees which existed in the area during the first 30
days were considered focal or ‘alpha trees’ that give rise to
subsequent diseased trees which had 1ID in the second 30 day
period.” (Page 10, lines 3-5, Gotrwald 2001 draft report)

Objection:  Vague.

There is nothing vague about this request. These documents should be ordered to be

produced immediately.

N . .} S Request#l 69 AllL. documems_demonstraimg.whnt_effons were_made _to
determine the nearest neighbor infected tree that accounted
for the finding of “widely dispersed” infected trees within site
D2 at T2. (Page 17, lines 26-28, Gottwald 2001 draft report)

Objection:  Vague, »

Again, there is nothing vagﬁe about this request. These documents should be ordered to be
produced immediately.

nn)  Request #170: All records to show whether any data was gathered, or
analysis performed, outside sites D1, D2, D3, Bl, or B2 to -

account for the spread of citrus canker, and records that

demonstrate whether infected trees outside any of the study

sites may have impacted secondary trees, either to infect

them, or to fit within the distnbut:lons that were created in the
. Gottwald 2001 draft report. -
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Objection:  Vague.

Again, there is nothing vague about this request. These documents should be ordered to be
produced immediately.
00)  Request#171: Allrecords for site D3, from the beginning of the study to the
. end, including any document establishing whether there were
any trees found outside the site that could account for the

single infected tree in D3 at T1. (Page 17, lines 29-31,
Gottwald 2001 draft report)

Objection:  Overly broad and unduly burdensome and that it potentially
applies to all records for all trees within the study site.

Bfoward County withdraws this request. |

Wherefore, Broward County respectfully requests that this Court overrule the Department’s
objections to the interrogatories, overrule the objections to the request for production of documents
(excepts as such requeét is modified as stated herein), deny the Department’s Motion for Protective

Order, order that the interrogatories be fully answered and documents produced within five (5) days

from the date of such Order, and order the Department to permit Petitioners reasonable access to the
Department’s databases to retrieve the information specifically described above as being within such

4

databases.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

ITHEREBY CERTIFY that a copy hereof was faxed and mailed on December 20, 2001, to

all individuals on the attached service list,

Respectfully submitted,

EDWARD A. DION
County Attorney for Broward County
Governmental Center, Suite 423
q ’ 115 South Andrews Avenue
4 Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301
» Telephone: (954) 357-7600
Telecopier: (954) 357-7641

P’ ’ ;

’ By dm/ ﬁ /7/_—//
’ Andrew J/Mgyers

Chief Appellate Counsel

Florida Bar No. 709816

Tamara M. Scrudders

Assistant County Attorney
Florida Bar No, 868426

- .. .
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e rrm - Bt Lavderdale, FI, 33308

David C. Ashbum, Esq.
Greenberg Traurig

101 E. College Avenue

Post Office Drawer 1838
Tallahassee, FL 32302
Facsimile: (850) 681-0207

William J. Bosch, Esq.

100 West Atlantic Blvd.

P.0. Box 2083

Pompano Beach, Florida 33061

SERVICE LIST

City Attorney for the City of Pompano Beach

Facsimile: (954) 786-4617
Jerold Budney, Esq.

515 E. Las Olas Blvd

Suite 1500

Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301
Facsimile:  (954) 765-1477

Michael D. Cirullo, Esq.

Goren, Cherof, Doody & Ezrol, P.A.

3099 East Commerejal Blvd,
Suite 200

Monroe Kiar, Esq.

6191 SW 45% Avenue

Suite 6151A

Davie, FL 33314

Town of Davie Attorney’s Office
Facsimile: (954) 584-9723

Donald J. Lunny, Jr. Esq.

Brinkley, McNemey, et al

200 E. Las Qlas Bivd.

Suite 1800 '

Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33301

City Attorney for City of Plantation
Facsimile: (954) 522-9123

John McKirchy, Esq
Assistant City Attorney
City of Boca Raton

201 West Palmetto Park Road
Boca Raton, Florida 33432-3795
Facsimile: (561) 367-7014

Mike Pawelczyk, Esq.
City of Ft. Lauderdale Attorney’s Office
100 N._Andrews Avenue

Facsimile: (954) 771-4923

Robert A. Duvall, I, Esq.
Dade County Attorney’s Office
{11 NW 1% Street

Suite 2810
Miami, FL 33128
Facsimile: (305) 375-5634

John and Patricia Haire

2121 S.W. 27% Terrace

Ft. Lauderdale, FI. 33312

Pro Se

Facsimile: (954) 587-7865

Chester M. Himel (Retired)
2005 East View Drive

Sun City Center, FL 33573

Pro Se L
Facsimile: (813) 642-0025
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Ft. Lauderdale, FI. 33301
Facsimile: (954) 828-5915

Laz Schneider, Esq.

350 East Las Olas Blvd.

10® Floor *

Ft. Lauderdale, F1. 33301
Facsimile: (954) 523-2872

Brian Shutt, Esq.

200 NW 17 Avenue

Delray Beach, FL. 33444
Facsimile: (561) 278-4755

Barry Silver, Esq,
Corporate Centre
7777 Glades Road

-~ Suite 308
Boca Raton, FL 33434

Facsimile: (561) 488-4678
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