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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
MIAMI DIVISION

_________________________________________________________________ X
EMMA VATZA TVTA7 =t af
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Plaintifis,

L'

KURT 5. BROWNING, Secretary of State of
Florida, ef o/,

Defendants.
................................................................. X

PLAINTIFF FLORIDA PUBLIC EMPLOYEES COUNCIL 79, AFSCME, AFI.-
CTOS RESPONSES AND ORJECTIONS TO DEFENDANT SECRETARY OF

STATE'S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

C A ' 1 — =4

Plaintiff Florida Public Employees Council 79, AFSCME, AFL-CIO, (“Plaintiff” or
“AFSCME Council 797) by its attorneys, subrmits the {ollowing Objectlions and
Responses to Defendant Secretary of Stale’s First Set of Inlerrogatories, dated April 24,

2007.

The following General Objections are incorporated into each Specific

Response and Objeclion as if fully set forth therein:

] Plaintiff objects to the [ntcrrogatorics, and cach and every
Adatirmtimam and metEictian tharain ta tha avfant tlhat tlaasyrs fad are 1mmeanoe Ty avo ol
L JILNLLIWAIL AL LTt LE-R I WMl b lld, LA LW WA LRddl LLILAL 'LI.J.L'_Y. kﬂ.} [= ¥ AL § IJ.PI.UP\.«I., ku; CAlb- WY Ul.l..y
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broad as to time and content; (¢} are unduly burdensome or oppressive; (d) are vague or
ambiguous; () are unreasonably cumulative or dupiicative; or (f) seek information that is
to the discovery of admissible evidence, or is immaterial.

2. Plaintiff objcets ta the Inlerrogatories, and each and every
definition and istruction therein, te the extent the information sought: (a) is subject to
lhe attorney-client privilege; (b) constitutes work product; (c) was prepared in
anticipation of litigation or for trial; or (d} is otherwise privileged or exempt from

discovery. In responding to thesc Interrogatoties, Plainliff does not intend to waive, and

shull not be construed as having waived, any privilege or protection, inclnding hut not
himvited ta thie gttoreses [ [, | P R I ., [,
LELILAVLAL LLF, LITL II.I.LI.LHJI\.-JI bl W N 0 I Wil ke JJl L [ lVIlLJsLJb

3. Plaintiff objects to the Interragatories to the extent that they seek

the dentifcation of persons including, but not limited to, any of Plaintiff’s counsel, who

have gained knowledge or information of facts solely by virtue of their participation in

to the discovery of information relevant to the claims or defenses of any party, and
impermissibly sceks discovery of attorney work product and altorney-client
COIMMUNICAlons.

4. Plaintiff obfects to the Interrogatories, and each and cvery

1

definiiion and instruction therein, to the exteni that they contain undefined or other
terminclogy that is vague, ambiguous or colloquial, insofar as such terminology dees not

permit Plaintiff to reasonably ascertain the content of the request, rendering the request

1
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evidence. Nonetheless, Plaintiff will make a good faith effort to interpret and respond to

the Interrogatories subject to the limitations stated herein.
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it they would impose on it obligations
beyond thosc impoesed by applicable provisions of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
the Rules of this Court, or the case law Interpreting each of them.

6. Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatories, and each and every
that the information sought contains

confidential, personal or private, or sensitive business information, or scnsitive union

membership or political strategy informalion protected by the First Amcndment, or are

documents that Plaintiff may not produce pursuant to the law or a court order of any
county or jurisdiction in which it does business. Plamtift wilt not preducc such

information or docwments withoul an appropriate court order addressing such

8. Plaintitf obfects to the Interrogatories, and each and cvery

definition and instruction therein, to the extent that they call for information outside

Lad
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Q. Plaintiff ebjects to the Interrogatories, and each and cvery
definition and instruction therein, to the exient that they call for information already in

Defendant’s possession, custody o

10, Plainiiff objects io the Interrogatoties, and cach and every
definition and instruction therein, (o the extent that they call {or information readily
available through public sourccs, from sources that are more convenient, less burdensome

or less expensive, of [ron sources that are more readily available to Defendant than o

11. Plaintiff objects to the Inlerrogatorics, and each and every
definition and instruction therein, to the extent that they are not narrowly tailored to call
in Plainti

LR TN PO LU AN EA LN DY i1

for information likely to be
information likely to be in the posscssion of other parlies or non-parties to this action.
12. Plaintiff objects to the Definition of the terms “you,” and “vour™

on the grounds that such definitions are vaguc, overly broad and unduly burdensome,

excepl msofar as such definitions refer to those Plaintiff entitics, subsidiaries, employees
or members with significant 1nvolvement in voter registration.
13, PlaintiiT objects to the Interrogatories to the extent that they are

vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and seek the
identities of “all” individuals with knowledge af a particular subjcct matter, since it is not
individuals with knowledge of a particular subjcet matier,
14, Plaintiff objects 1o cach and cvery request (o the extent that it calls

for the production of “all” documents pertaining to a specilic subject, on the ground that

I
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posscssion, custedy, or control where there is 4 reasonable likelihood that responsive

documents may be located.

"“ime pertod beginming on October 4, 2004, and ending on November 7, 2006" on the
grounds that it is overly broad and does noet reflect accepted practice that the earlicst date
upon which an election cyele begins is the day fellowing a gencral election.

16.  Plaintiff objects to the Definition of the term “Person” on the
grounds that it is vague, overly broad, and unduly burdensome, except insolar as such

definition refers to a natural person or legal entity,

would imposc on it obligations beyond those imposed by applicable provisions of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the Rules of this Court, or the case law interpreting

therm.

the grounds that it s vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome.

19, Plaintiff objects to the Definition of the term “identity™ on the
grounds that providing the witness’s telephone number; the name address and telephene
number of each of the witness’s emplovers; the corporations of which the witness is an
officer ot dircetor; and each business in which the witness is a principal 15 vaguc,

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome. To the extent known, Plaintiff will provide the

n
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20.  PiaintifTs responses and objections to the Interrogatories are not
intended to be, and shall not be construcd as, an agreement or concuwrrence by Plaintiff

with Defendant’s characterization of any facts, circumstances, and/or legal obligations,

Plamiiff further objects to the Interrogatories to the cxtent that thev contain express or
implied assumptions of fact or law with respect to matters al issue in this case.

21. The fact that Plainti{T has responded to a particular request shall
g that responsive documents exist or that
acknowledges the propriety of the request.

22, Plainiiff’s responses are not intended to, and shall not, be
consirued as an adniission that the information is relevant, material, admissiblc in
evidence or as a waiver of any applicahle privilege.

23. The information pravided herein is based on Plaintiff’s present

knowledge, information, and belief. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement, amend or

-

coniained herein.

L



Case 1:04-cv-22572-JLK  Document 282-2  Entered on FLSD Docket 10/08/2007 Page 8 of 66

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES

Interrogatory No. 1:  What is the name and address of the person answering
these interrogatories, and, if applicable, the person’s official position or relationship with
the party te whom the interrogatories are directed?

Response to Interroeatory No, 1

the foregoing {ieneral Objections, the
name of the persen answering the Interrogatories is: Alma R. Gonzales, Special Counsel,
AFSCME Council 79, 3064 Highland Qaks Terrace, Tallahassee, FL 32301

Intcrrogatory No, 2:  List the

helieved or known by vou, your agen your allorneys to have any knowledge
concemmq any oflhe 1ssues in this ae tmn and specily the subject matter about which the

wiiness has ki mwiedge.

Rosponse to Interrovaiory No. 2:

Plaintiff objects 1o Interrogatory No. 2 on the grounds that it is vague, averly
broad, unduly burdenseme, and to the extent that it secks matcrial that is neither relevant
of admissiblc cvidence. Subject to, and without waiving any of the foregoing General
Objections, PlaintifT responds as follows: Based on information to date and a reasonable
mquiry, Plaintiff believes that Alma R. Gongzales, Damon A, Silvers, Cynthia Hall, Dale
Ewatt, Monica Russo, Debra Dion, Clarence Frost, John Henley, and Carolyn Thompson
{c/o undersigned counsel) may have knowledge conceniing voter registralion by the
unions in Florida; that Dennis D. Graham and Rebert 1lauptman (c/o undersigned
counsel) may have knowledge conceming the computation proecss by which potentially
Y. Diaz, Guiliermo Diaz, and John T.anman (c/o undersigned counsel), and Andre Neal

Bembry, Jorge A. Gonrzalez, Ebony 5. Roberls, Lesonia G. Adams, Linda S. Delpiano,

R |
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Fernande Canada, who have provided affidavits (including their then current addresses),
and certain other injured union members listed in the exhibits to the original complaint or

the second or third amended complaints (whose addresses arc provided on such lists, if

e

ihe lack of a grace period; and that lon Sanche, Supervisor of Elections for Leon County,
may have knowledge concerning the voter regisiration process in Florida. Plaintiff

reserves the right to supplement its response to this Interrogatory il and when additional

Interrogatory No. 3: Have you heard or do you know about any statement or
remark made by or on behalf of any party to this action, other than yoursclf, concerning
any issue in this action? If so, state the name and address of each person who madc the
statemenl or statements, the name and address of each person who heard it, and the daiz,
lime, place, and substance of each statement.

Response to Interrogalory No. 3

T

intiff Gujﬁcls io Interrogaiory Wo. 3 on the grounds thai it is vague, overly
broad, unduly burdensome, and to the exient that it seeks matcrial that is neither relevant

to the claims or defenscs of any party nor reasonably caleulated to lead o the discovery

-

of admissible evidence. Subject to, and without waiving any of the forepoing General or
Specific Objections, Plaintiff responds as follows: Plaintiff refers the defendant

Secrelary to the affidavils filed in this action together with certain pleadings on hehalf of

plaintiffs for responsive materials that are already in the possession of the defendunls.

those individuals who have provided affidavits that were filed in this action have made
statements concemning issucs in this aclion, and Alma R. Gonzalez, Cynthia Hall, and

Dale Ewarl have made statemenits concerning the unions” voter registration aclivilies in

=]
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ef al., Casc No. 06-21265-CIV-SEITZMCALILEY (5.D. Fla.). Plaintiff reserves the
right to supplcment its responsc to this Interrogatory if and when additional information
comes 1o ils altention,

s
1

the trial of

$0, state as to each such wiiness the name and busincss address of the

witness, the witness’s qualifications as an expert, the subject matter upon which the
wiiness is expected to testify, the substance of the facts and opinions to which the wimess
15 expecied to testify, and a summary of the grounds for each epinion.

r‘
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Response 10 Inferrogatory No. 4:

Plaintiff objcctis to Interro
Plaintiff will designate expert witnesses and provide ¢xpert disclosures, [ any, in

accordance with its obligations under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

Interrogatory No. 5:  Tdentify all persons whom vou intend to call as witnesses al

trral.

Response to Interrogatory No, 5:

[ —— Fh s

atory No. 5 on the grounds that it is preinaturc.

Plaintitf will provide a list of witnesses that it intends to call at an appropriate time before

trial.

Interrogatory Na. 6: Do you contend that any of your members who timely filed
their voler registration applications during 2006 Election Cycle were not placced on the
voter rolls and w re prevented [rom casting a vote in the November 2006 elections? If

n

your answer 1s “yes,” please identily each member, and identify all other persons, facts,
and documents which support or are related to your contention.

Responsge o Interrogatory No, &
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to the claims or defenses of any party nor reasonubly calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible cvidence.

Objections, Plamniiif responds us follows: Plaintiff is unabic at present to respond to this
interrogatory, given thal il lacks certain information, which has vet to be provided to the
PlaintifT by the defendant Secretary and/or the defendant countics, concerning idenlities
of voters who submittcd voter registration applications to the defendant counties prior to
the ¢ 1l were deemed incomplete, which information may be
necessary o identily union members [njured by the lack of 4 grace period in 2006. At

present Plaintiff does not have an alternative method of identitying such union members

that does not rcly on the informa
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General and Specific Objections, Plaintiff agrees to identify such members and produce
relevant non-privileged documents as such information becomes available, Plaintiff

reserves the right to supplement its response Lo this Interrogatory if and when additional

Interropatory No. 7: Do you contend that any of your members identificd in
your answer to interrogatory number (6) were prevented from casting a vote in the
November 2006 ¢lections because they did net receive timely notice of an crror or
omission on their application before the general election? If your answer is “yes,” please
1dentify each member and identify all other persons, facts and documents which support
or are related to your contention

Plaintiff objects w this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is premature. Further,
Plainuff objects to this Intcrrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and to the extent that it secks material that is neither relevant to the claims

or defenses of any purt
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cvidence. Subjecl to, and without waiving any of the loregoing General and Specific
Dbjections, Plaintiff rcsponds as follows: Based upon information to datc and a

reasonable search

acks cortain infort 13&01’1, which has ¥
Secretary and/or the defendant counties, concorning identities of voters who submitted

voler registration applications the defendant counties prior lo the closc of books m 2006

that were deemed incomplete, which information may be necessary te identify union

circumstances that coniribuled Lo their injury. At present Plaintiff does not have an
allernalive methed of identifying such union members that does not rely on the

or produce non-privileged documents to the extent that such documents have a bearing on
the issucs in this case 1l and when they become available, Plaintiff reserves the right to

supplement its response to this Interrogatory 1 and when additional information becomes

1 . =

FCJ

i‘l} UJ. VOur mcmbers lﬂﬁnllllcu 11'1
nterrogatory number {6) were prc\a cnted from casting a vote in the
MNovember 2006 elections because they were not provided an opportunity ta correct their
applications deemed incomplete hefore the gencral election? If vour answer is “yes,”
please identify each member and identify all other persons, fucts and documents which
supporl or are related to vour contention. ‘
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Response to Inlerrouatory Mo, B:

Further, Plaintiff objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it 1s vague and
ambiguous us to the term “before the general election™, overly broad, unduly

burdensome, and to the extent that 11 seeks material that is neither relevant to the claims

fa—y
fa—y
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or defenses ol any party nor reasonabiy caiculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
cvidence. Subject lo, and without waiving any of the furegoing General Objections,

Plaintiff responds as follows: For the reasons given in Interrogatory No. 6 Plaintiff has

formation to the cxtent that such information has a bearing on the issucs in this case if
and when it becomes available. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement its responsc to

this Interrogatory il and when additional information becomes avatlable.

Interrogatory he. 9:  Please describe in detail your voter reg*lstratwr cfforts
~ 3 B e IS PR L N ) || [ sy =] CUITIENTS § 1
during the 2006 Election Cycle, identifying all persons, facts and documents which relaie

c _
to those efforts, including but not limiled to, training provided to persons who conducted
or otherwise participated 1n the voter registration drive, the specific steps taken lo register
voters, elforts 1o confirm registration after submission of applications, efforts to correct
errors or omissions in the applications both before and afler submission of those
applications, and voler registration goals.

Response to Tnterroalory No. 9:

broad, unduly burdensomec, and to the extent that it seeks material thal is neither relevant

to the claims or defenscs of any party nor reusonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible cvidence. Plainliff further objects to this Intcrrogatory in that it improperly
seeks the disclosure of sensitive political information of an assaciation engaged in

advocacy to a governmental entity in violation of the plaintiff union members’ rights
under the First Amendment of the United Slates Constitution. Plaintiff further objects to
this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is calculated Lo subject Plainti (T to harassment,
intimidation, and oppression, in that il has the effect of invading, intruding into, and
chilling the Firsi Amendment associational and privacy interests of Plaintiff and its
canstituents. See, e.g., NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449 (1958); Talley v. Calijornia,

362 U.S. 60 (1960);, Gibson v. Florida Legislative Investiszation Committee, 372 11.S. 539

—
I3
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-

{1963);

T r

atchtower Bibie & Tract Society v. Village of Strarton, 536 LS. 150 (2002).
Subject Lo, and without waiving any of the foregoing General Objections, plaintiff

responds as follows: Plaintiff refers the defendant Sccretary to the statements of Alma

‘wart concerning the unions” voler registration
activities in testimony before Judge Scitz in League of Women Vorer of Flovida,et al. v.
Sue M. Cobb, et al., Case No, 06-21265-CIV-SEITZMCALILEY {S.D. Flu.) already in
the possession of the defendant Secretury. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement its

& iis atiention.
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Interrogatory No. 10: Do you contend that any of your members did not register
to vote during the 2006 Election Cyele because of the 29-day voter registration deadline?
If so, identify each such member, cxplain why the member did not register before the
deadline, und identify all individuals and documents relating to that member’s failure to
register.

Rcsponse {o Interrogatory No, 10:

T 4

Plaintitf objects to Tntertogatory No. 10 on the grounds that it is prematurec.

Further, Plaintiff objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, overly

of admissible evidence. Plaintiff also objects to this Inlerrogatory on the grounds that the
phrase “did nol register to vote hecause of (he 29-day voter registration deadline” is

vague, ambiguous, and/or undefined and is therefore incapable of any precise

o
=]
]

determination or interpretation. Subject to, and without waiving any of the foregoing
(reneral Objections, plaintilf respends as follows: Bascd on information to date and a
reasonable search, Plamtiff is unable at present 1o respond to this interrogatory, given that

it lacks certain information, which has yet 1o be provided to the Plaintiff by the defendant

nd/or the defendant ¢co

IR LREE N B LW EAES§ L

Secretary
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voter registration apphcations to the defendant countics prior to the close of books in

2006 that were deemed incomplete, which information may be necessary to identify

and circumstances that contributed to their injury. At present Plaintiff docs not have an
altemative method of identifying such union members that does not rely on the
informalion vet 10 be provided by the defendants. Plaintif f agrecs to provide information
or produce non-privilcged documents Lo the extent that siuch decuments have a bearing on
the issues in this casc if and when they become availabie, Plaintiff reserves the right to

supplcment its response to this Interrogatory if and when additional information becomcs

available.

Interrogatory No. !1: Tdentify all individuals wha are not your members but who
were initially registered during the 2006 Election Cyele as a result of your voler
regislration efforts.

Response 1o Interrogatory No. 11:

Plaintiff objects to Interrogatory No. 11 on the grounds that it is vague, overly

elenses of any party nor reasonably calculated Lo leud to the discovery
of admissible evidence. Plaintii further objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that
it 18 caleulated to subject Plaintiff to harassment, intimidation, and oppression, in that it
has the effect of invading, intruding into, and chilling the First Amendment associational

L] i

and aintiff and s constituenis. See, e.g., NAACP v, Alabama, 357

privacy inlerests o
U.5. 445 (1958); Talley v. California, 362 U.S. 60 (1960); Gibson v. Florida Legisiative
Investigarion Commitree, 372 118, 339 (1963); Warchiower Bible & Truct Sociery v

Village of Stratton, 536 U.S. 150 {2002)

L (L4053 L s L i
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Dated:  New York, New York
May 29, 2007
As to Objections:

PAUL. WEISS, RIFKTND, WHARTON &
GARRISON LLE

N

Saral Nolan

1285 Avenue ol the Americas

MNew York, New York 1001040064
My LVWEY L AL B WL TR

Tl £2179% 272 10%0

FAONG (2le) 373-2000

Teaer: ™1™ A 1 19

FdX. L12-94%2-1 11

E-muil: mhalberstamadpaulwelss.com

Mary Jill Hanson

Florida Bar No.: 0727369
Hanson, Perry & ]
400 Executive Cent
West Palm Beach, F
Tel: (561) 686-0550

Fax: (561) 686—28(}2

Email: mjhansont@hpjlaw.com
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Judith A, Browne
Elizabeth 5. Westfall
Advancement Proiect

ML AL -]

1 ?’1:’] ?u‘f Ctreet BT Q}nite f}!

A FRAL Rk, L T Y gk

Wnehiertae TUWY 00WVY
VW ASIIHIZION, DAL SUS

Phoneg; 202-728-9557

Fax: 202-728-935§
emall: cwestfallZead vancementproiject.org

" Pro huc vice motion to be filed.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
MIAMI DMYISTION

CASE NO.04-22572-CIV-KING

V.

KURT 5. BROWNING, Scerctary of State of
Florda, et af.,

PLAINTIFF AFL-CIQ’S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANT
SECRETARY OF STATE’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

Pursuanl to Rules 26 and 33 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
Plaintiff American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Qrganizations
(*Plaintiff” or “AFL-CI0”), by its attorneys, submits the following Objections and
Responscs to Defendant Secretary of State’s First Set of Interrogatories, daled April 24,
2007,
GENERAL OBJECTIONS TO ALL INTERROGATORIES

The following General Objections are incorporated inte cach Specific

laintiff objcets to the Interrogalones, and each and every

[a—

definition and instructlion therein, to the extent that they: (a) are improper; (b) are overly
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broad as lo time and content; (¢} arc unduly burdensome or oppressive; (d) are vague or

ambiguous; {c) are unreasonably cumulative or duplicative; or (f) seck information that is

2. Plaintiff obyjects to the Interrogateries, and each and every
definition and instruction therein, to the exient the information sought: (a) is subject 1o

the attorney-client privilege; (b) constitutes work product; (c} was prepared in

discovery. In responding to these Interrogatories, Plaintiff does not intend te waive, and

shall not be construcd as having waived, any privilege or prolection, including but not

3. Plaintift objects to the Interrogatorics to the extent that they seek
the identification of persons including, but not limited to, any of Plaintiff’s counsel, who
have gained knowledge or information of facts solely by virtue of their participation in

this htigation on the erounds that to List suc 3 : 15 ot recasonahlvy calenlated to lea
E £ 0 LSt such person nol reasonably calculated fo leag

ﬂ
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mnpermissibly soeks discovery of atlomney work product and attorney-client

communications.,

g, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatories, and sach and cvery
Asfimitinr ardd motrmrodioe thcmeds don 4la i pacd et t o dle mar e wvas A e o o el
LU TN ] LILESLL L) LIl L LIS A LTI LI LLT y LANIELATTT LT TITICO UL ULNCT

terminology that is vague, ambiguous or colloquial, insofar as such terminclogy does not
permit Pluintiff to reasonably ascertain the content of the request, rendering the request

unduly burdensome and not rcasonahly calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible

|
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evidence. Nonetheless, Plaintiff will make a good faith effort to interpret and respond to

the Interrogatoties subject to the limitations staled herein.
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beyond those imposed by applicable provisions of the Federal Rules of Civil Pracedure,
the Rules of this Court, or the case law interpreting cach of them.
Q. Plaintiff objects to the Interrogalories, and each and every

-

definition and ins horeln, to the extent that the informaliion sought contains
confidential, personal or private, or sensitive business information, or sensitive union

membership or political strategy information protected by the First Amendment, or are

nondisclosure. See, e.g., NAACP v. Alabama, 357 U.S. 449 (1958); Talley v. California,
362 VLS. 60 (1960); Gibson v. Florida Legisiative Investigarion Committee, 372 11.8. 539

(1963), Watchiower Bible & Tract Society v. Village of Stration, 536 U8, 150 (2002),

7 Plamtiff objects to the Interrogatories, and each and every
definition and msiruction therein, to the extent thai they call for information or

documents that Plaintiff may net produce pursuant to the law or a court order of any
county or jurisdiction in which it does business. Plainti{f will not produce such

information or documents withoul an appropriate court order addressing such

PSP nois [P e T (L
LI LI ]LLY IaslSs Ol Jlllis;, LILITIS
R. Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatories, and cach and cvery

definition and mstruction therein, to Lthe extent that they call for information ocutside

[¥5)
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9. Plaintiff objects to the [nterrogatories, and each and every
definition and instrueiion therei A the avrant that thew call for infnrmation alraady in
RS A blACAL LA L WAl B VAW sk WL RLLGA R LI.JUJ’ WAl IWri B LIRFI NIRRT PN 41 u‘“"'.' 111

10. Plaintift objects 1o the Interrogatories, and each and every

definition and instruction therein, to the extent thal they call for information readily

or less expensive, or from sources that are more readily available to Defendant than to
Plaintifl.

11. Plaintiff objects to the Interrogalories, and cach and every
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information likely to be in the posscssion of other parties or non-parties to this action.

12. Plaintiff objcets to the Definition of the terms “you,” and “vour”

-pt insofar as such definitions refer to those Plaintifl entities, subsidiarics, employees
or members with significanl involvement in voter registration,

13, Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatories to the exlent thal they are

1dentitics of “all” individuals with knowledge of a particular subject matter, since it is not

feasible to identify “all” mdividuals with knowledge of a particular subjecl matter.

14. Plaintiff objccts to cach and every request Lo the extent thart it calls

for the nroduction of “all” documents aertainine (o g snecific cuhicct on the oranngd that

r PR AL WA Lr l—"-“ l‘-"-‘-‘lllb ' R UIJVVLIJ'-’ -JHUJU\-‘!:, L I S L DJ.'\'LI.I Tl Ligwll

prsale Tranmrresm i 10 mmwpemade e ool A M W ™1~ I o 11 1. a1 i~ H s
sl lallguagde iy UYeTnmudd 410 unduly ouraensome, Flallflill will scarcn thosc THes in 15
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posscssion, custody, or control where there is a reasonable likelihood that responsive

documents may be located.

15 Plaintiff ohjects (o the definition of "2006 Election Cyele" as the
"time period beginning on October 4, 2004, and ending on November 7, 2006" on the

grounds that it is overly broad and does not reflect accepted practice that the earliest date
upon which an election cycle begins is the day following a general election.
16.  Plaintiff objcets to the Definition of the term “Person™ on the

d unduly burdensome, except insofar as such
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definition refers to a natural persen or legal entity.

17. Plainliff objects te the Definition of the term “documents”™ on the

would impose on it obligations heyvond thosc imposcd by applicable provisions of the

Federal Rules of Civit Procedure, the Rules of this Court, or the case law intcrpreting

them.
1ff objcets to the Definition ol ihe term “c
the grounds that 11 13 vaguc, overly broad and unduly burdensome.

19.  Plamtiff objects lo the Definition of the term “identily” on the
grounds that providing the witness’s telephong number; the name address and telephone
number of each of the witness’s cmployers; the corporations of which the witness is an
officer or director; and sach business in which the witness is u principal is vague,
ambigucus, and unduly burdensome. To the extent known, Plaintiff will provide the

naime and titfe of persons identified herein and their last known address or present contact

address,

LA
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20, Plainuff’s responses and objections to the Interrogatorics arc not
intended to be, and shall not be construed as, an agreement or concurrencs by Plaintiff

with Defendant’s characterizanon of any facts, circumstances, and/or legal obligations,

Plaintiff further objects to the Interrogatories to the exteont that they contain express or
implied assumptions of fact or law with respect to maiters at issue in this case.

21.  The fact that Plaintilf has responded to a particular request shall

not be interpreted as implying that responsive documents cxist or that PlaintifT
acknowledges the propriety of the request.
22. Plaintiff’s responses are not mlended to, and shall not, be

construed as an admission that the information is relevant, material, admissible in
evidence or as « waiver of any applicable privilegce.
oy L ot TR T TP I 111 . O | a1 rxdt L e .
23, The information provided herein is based on Plaintiff™s present
knowledge, information, and beliel. Plaintiff reserves the right 1o supplement, amend or

correct all or any parts of any response provided herein, and reserves the right to object to
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SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES

Interrogatory No. 1: What is the name and address of the person answering
these interrogatories, and, 1{ applicable, the person’s official position or relationship with
the party 1o whom the interrogatories are dirccted?

LLEJIE YIRRY ¥} nE Ry | LS 1

Subject to, and without waiving any of the foregoing General Objcctions, the
name of the person answering the Interrogatorics is: Damon A. Silvers, General Counscl

for the AFL-CIO, 815 16th Street N.W. Washington, DC 20000,

Interrogatory No. 2:  List the names and addresses of all porsons who are
PN IR R, P P PR, e b o s o R 1.1
helieved or known by you, vour agents, or your attormcys to have any Knowieage

v ]
he subjcet matter about which the

=
—

conccrning any of the issues in this actlon; and speci
witness has knowledge.

Response to Interrogatory INo. 2:

PlainufT objecls o Interrogatory No. 2 on the grounds that it is vague, overly

=t
]
—t
=
fa]
L]
o
n.l

aims or defenses of any party nor reasonably calculated to fead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. Subject to, and wilthout walving any of the foregoing General

Objections, Plainliff responds as follows: Based on information to dale and 4 reasonablc

Ewart, Monica Russo, Debra Dion, Clarence Frost, Jehn Henley, and Carolyn Thompson
(c/o undersigned counsel} may have knowledge concerning voter registration by the

unions in Florida; that Dennis D. Graham and Robert Hauptman (c¢/e undersigned

—

counsel) may have knowledge concerning the compulation process by which potentially
injured union members were identificd in 2004 as sel forth in their atffidavit: that Emma

Y. Diaz, Guillermo Diaz, and John Lanman (¢/o undersigned counsel), and Andre Neal

Bembry, Jorge A. Gonraler, Ebony S. Roberts, Lesonia G. Adams, Linda 8. Delpiano,

~d
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Fernando Canada, who have provided affidavits (including their then current addresscs),

and cerlain other injurcd union members listed in the exhibits to the original complaint or

the lack of a grace peried; and that Ton Sancho, Supervisor of Clcetions for Leon County,
may have knowledge concerning the voter registration process in Florida. Plaintiff

reserves the right to supplcment its response to this Inlerrogatory if and when additional

Interrogatory No. 3:  Have you heard or do you know aboul any statement or
remark made by or on beball of any parly to this action, other than yourself, concerning
any issue in this action? If so, state the name and address of each person who madc the
slatement or statements, the name and address of cach persen who heard it, and the date,
fime, place, and substance of cach statement.

Response 1o Inlerrogatory Na. 3:

Plaintiff objects to Interrogatory No. 3 on the grounds thai it 1s vaguc, overly
broad, unduly burdensomce, and to the extent that it seeks matertal that is neither relevant

to the claims or defenses of any party nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

ol admssible evidence. Subjeet to, and without waiving any of the foregoing General or
C"_..n...! T F ] S prmmmd A o o g - % a Fid k| a
Specilic Objections, Plaintiff responds as follows: Plaintiff refers the defendant

secrelary 10 Lhe affidavits filed in this action together with certain pleadings on behalf of

plaintifts for responsive materials that are already in the possession of the defendants.

those individuals who have provided affidavits that were filed in this action have made
statements concerning issues in this aclion, and Alma R. Gonzalez, Cynthia Hall, and
Dale Ewarl have made statemients concerning the unions® voter registration aclivilies in

lestimony before ludge Scitz in League of Women Voter of Florida,et al. v, Sue M. Cobb

LhRLVIW Sl e LIy

o
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ef al., Case No. 06-21265-CIV-SEITZ/MCALILEY (S.D. Fla.). Plaintiff reserves the

Interrogatory No. 4: Do you intend to call any expert witnesses at the trial of
this casc? If so, state as to each such wilness the nume and business address of the
witness, the witness’s qualifications as an expert, the subject matter upon which the
wilness 15 expecied Lo testify, the substance of the facts and opinions to which the witncss
is expected to testify, and a summary of the -g_u-d__ for cach oninion.

Loal11 e S 2RI Y VL

Responsc fo Interroeatory tvo. 4:

Plainti{l objecis to Interrogatory No. 4 on the grounds that it is premature,
Plainti [ w1ll designate expert witnesses and provide expert disclosures, il any, in

accordance with its obligations under the Federal Rules of Civil Precedure,

Plaintiff olyjects to Interrogatory No. S on the grounds that il is premature.
Plaintif will provide a list of witnesses that it inlends Lo call al an appropriate time before

trial.

Interrogatory No. 6 Do you contend that any of your members who iimely filed
thear voter registration applications during 2006 Biection Cycic were not placed on the
voter rolls and were prevented from casting a vote in the November 2006 elections? 1f
vour answer is “yes,” pleasc identify each member, and identify all other persons, facts,

and documents which support or are related to your contention.

Response to Interrogatory No. 6;

=1

Further, Plaintiff objccts to this Interrogaiory on ihe grounds that it is vague, overly

broad, unduly burdensome, and to the extent that it seeks material that is netther relevant

N
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1o the claims or defenses of any party nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence,

Cirihrert 1oy une .'
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bjections, Plamiiff responds as follows: P

—

aintiil ts unable at present to respond to this
interrogatory, given thal it lacks certain information, which has yet to be provided to the
Plainuff by thc defendant Secretary and/er the defendant countics, concerning identities

of voters whe submutled voter registration applications to the defendant counties prior (o

FaTa] b1

the close of books in 2006 that were deemed incomplete, which information may be

necessary to wdentifly union members injured by the lack of a grace period in 2006. At
present Plaintiff does not have an alternative method ol identifying such union menthers
that does not rely on the in
(reneral and Specific Gbjections, Plaintiff agrees to identify such members and preduce
relevant non-privileged documents as such information beceomes available. Plaintiff

reserves the right to supplement its response to this Inlerrogutory if and when additional

Intetirogatory No. 7: Do you confend that any of your members identified in
your answer to interrogalory number (6} were prevented from casting a vole in the
November 20006 elections because they did not receive limely notice of an error or
omission on their application before the general election? If your answer is “yes,” plea
denlify each member and identify all other persens, facts and documents which sup pﬂﬂ
or are related to your conteniion.

Response t

4

Plaintiff objects to this Interrogatery on the grounds that it is premature. Furlher,
Plamuif objects to this Intcrrogatery on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad, unduly

burdcnsome, and to the extent that it seeks material that is neither relevant 1o the ¢laims

arty nor reasonably caleul

=fenges ol anv n
or defenses ol any party
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evidence, Subject to, and without waiving any of the (oregoing General and Specific

Objections, Plaintiff responds as follows: Based upon information to date and a

.
=

1t facks cerluin informaiion, which has yet to be provided to the Plaintiff by the defendant
Secretary andfor the defendant counties, conceming identitics of voters who submitted
votcr registration applications the defendant counlties prior (o the close of books in 2000
that were deemed incomplete, which information may be negessary to identify union

a8

members mjured by the lack of 4 grace period in 2006 and any other relevant facts and
circumstances that contributed to their injury. At present PlaintiHT docs not have an
allernative method of identifying such union members that docs not rcly on the

yett
ot produce non-privileged documents to the extent that such documents have a bearing on
the 1ssues in this casc if and when they become available. PlaintilT reserves the night (o
supplement its responsc to this Interrogatory 1f and when additional information becomes
availahle.

Interrogatory No. 8: Do you contend that any of your members identified in
your answer to inferrogatory number (6) were prevented from casting a vote in the
Novenmber 2006 clections because they were not provided an opportunily to correct their
applications deemed incomplete before the general election? T vour answer is “yes.”

pleasc 1dentify cach member and denti(y all other persons, fucts und documents which
support or are related o YOUr contention

Response to Interropatory No, 8:
(5] LY o LI, S Y J oo 4 C I T T .
LIALNIIIT 00]CCls {0 INBITORATOTY NOe. a On ine grounds inat 1t 1s premaiure,

Further, Plamtiff objeets to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague and

ambiguous as to the term “before the general election”, overly broad, unduly
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or defenses of any party nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible

evidence. Subject to, and without waiving any of the foregoing General Objections,

ntificd any union members in Interrogatory No. 6, but PlaintifT agrees to provide
information to the extent that such information has a bearing on the issues in this case il
and when 1t becomes available. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement its response to

this Interrogatory 1 and when additinnal informarion becomes available.

Interrogatory No. 9:  Please describe in detail vour voter registration cfforis
during the 2006 Election Cycle, identifying all persens, facts and documents which relate
to those elforts, including but not limited to, training provided to persons who conducied
or othcrwisc participated in the voier registration drive, the specific steps taken to register
voters, efforts to confinm registration after submission of applications, efforts to correct

Response to Interrogatory No. 9:

Plainiiff objcets to Interrogatory No. 9 on the grounds that it is vague, overly
broad, unduly burdensome, and to the extent that it seeks matetial that is neither relovant
to the claims or defenses of any party nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
seeks the disclosure of sensitive political information of an association cngaged in
advocacy 10 a governmental entity in violation of the plainiiff union members’ rights

under the First Amendment of the United States Constitution, Plaintiff further objects to

intinudation, and oppression, in that it has the elTect of invading, intruding into, and
chilling the First Amendmeni associational and privacy interests af Plaintiff and its
constituents. See, e.g., NAACP v, Alabama, 357 U.5. 449 (1958}, Tulley v. California,

362 LS. 60 (1960);

A L.
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(1963); Waichtower Bible & Tract Society v. Village of Stratton, 536 U.S. 150 (2002).

Subject to, and without waiving any of the foregoing General Objections, plaintiff

Gonzalez, Cynthia Hall, and Dule Ewart conceming the unions’ voter registration
activities in testimony before Judge Seitz in League of Women Voter of Florido,et al. v,
Sue M. Cobb, ¢ af., Case No., 06-21265-CIV-SEITZ/MCALILLEY (§.D. Fla.) already in
the possession of the defendant Secretury. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement its
response to thig Interropgatory if und when additional information comes to its attention.
Interrogatory No. 10: Do you contend that any of yvour members did not register
to vole dunng the 2000 Elcetion Cycle because of the 29-day voter registration deadline?

If so. identify each such member, explain why the member did not register before the
deadline, and identify all individuals and documents relating to that member’s failure to

Response to Interrosatory No. [0;

Plaintiff ohjecis to Interrogatory No. 10 on the grounds that 1t 1s premalure,
Further, Plaintiif objects to this Interrogalory on the grounds that it 1s vague, overly
broad, unduly

15COVErY
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of admissible evidence. Plaintiff also objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that the
piwase “did net register to vote because of the 29-day voter registration deadline” is
vague, ambiguous, and/or undefined and is thereforc incapabic of any precise

fthe foregoing
General Objeclions, plaintiff responds as follows: Based on information Lo date and a

reasonable search, Plamtitf is unable at present (o respond to this interrogatory, given that
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voter registration applications to the defendant counties prior to the close of books in
2006 that were deemed incomplete, which information may be necessary 1o identify

srind 1n 24
T B AP DL LT
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and circumstances that contributed to their injury. At present Plaintiff does not have an
altcrnative method of identifying such union members that does not rely on the
information vet to be provided by the defendants. Plaintiff agrees to provide information
or produce non-privileged documents to the extent that such documents have a bearing on

the 1ssues in this case 1f and when they become available. Plaintiff reserves the right to

supplement ils responsc to this Intcrrogatory if and when additional information bocomes

availablc.
F'I"IIF‘FT'-’\(TJ vy o ]n 1 1 ]!‘ar\fl‘F‘x( 1 I 1“({;11“(‘1]‘1]:: X7 A ara At wrnne mﬂml‘lnrc ]‘I'I‘f iR ™
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Response to Inierrogatory No. ii:

PlaintifT objects to Interrogalory INo. 11 on the grounds that it is vague, overly

broad, unduly burdensome, and to the extent thal il sccks matenial that is neither relevant

5 oLl

et e

ot
-
i
.

o

of admissibie evidence. Flamiff further objcets te this Interrogatory on the grounds that
it is calculated to subject Plaintifi to harassmeni, intimidalion, and oppression, in that it

has the effect of invading, intruding mto, and chilling the First Amendment associational

U.S. 449 (1958); Talley v. California, 362 U.S. 60 (1960);, Gibson v. Florida Legislative
Investigation Commitice, 372 1.8, 539 (1963); Warchtower Bible & Tract Society v.

Village of Stratton, 536 U.S. 150 (2002},

,._
Ja
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As 1o Objections:

" Pro hac vice motion o be filed.
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YERIFICATION

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

COUNTY OF

BEFORE
ﬁmfn SHrer3

ME, the undersigned authority, personally appeared
, who swears or affirms that s/he has read the

above and foregoing Answers to Interrogatories and the same are true and correct to the
best of her/his knowledge and belief. S/he is personally known to me or has produced

o ¥ S iAo

LU PR o P L

Fl L H!ﬂl& A8 IQCIINCanion,
SWORN TO OR AFFIRMED before me th13 & 5 day of f ¥,

2007.

Signature of Notary

Ty, P
CABBIDER £, PREE R _

PRINT, TYPE OR STAMP NAME OF
NOTARY

My Commission ExpiresJuns 14, 201%

16
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
MTAMI DIVISION

CASE NO.04-22572-CIY-KING

................................................................. 4
JI:I_\'FIJ.hI'f!.: S Lrlﬂlllé.;\l. L J_[AJ.Z Lﬂlf a! n

o P N i iyl

Plaintiffs,

V.

KURT S, BROWNING, Secretary of Siate of
Florida, ef al.,

i TR . R I,

PrEICAaans.
................................................................. X

PLAINTIFF AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY AND
MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES, AFL-CIO’S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO
DEFENDANT SECRETARY OF STATE’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

PlamtifT Amencan Federation of Staie, County und Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO
{(“Plant{T” or “AFSCME™) by 115 atlomeys, submits the following Objections and

Responses to Defendant Secretary of State’s First Set of Interrogatories, dated April 24,

2007,
Ta™ LM 4T W FRI'FEAITE RS ST 4 FES BT I
TONS TO ALL INTERROGATORIES

The following (Feneral Objections are incorporated into each Specific

Responsc and (Objection as if fully set forth therein:

1. Plainti[f objects to the Interrogalories, und cach and every
{Il;—‘n Tl ] molrnslinn theraim tn tha aviant that thass fal ars imanesmars Chy ora saararlsy
LTI i HESGUCUON WICTEL, W0 LIS CRICHL Ukt NCY. L ay 4T IMPTOPCI. (0} aic OVOTLY
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broad as to time and content; {c) arc unduly burdensome or oppressive; (d) are vague or

ambiguous; {¢) arc unreasonably cumulative or duplicative; or (f) seek information that 1s

neather relovant to the slaime s defancse A any ety inre 1g reanconahly calonlonted in lead
LI L] Ll YAALEL L% Rl Wlodlidiny L7 Wil wliodied W0 (.ux_y IJI.J-«I I.J" IVl Ll l\.'(.ln;u.ulu.ul_r WL AL LU Leed LUF dWwridng
to the discovery of admissible evidence, or is immaterial.

2, Plaintiff objects to the Intcrrogatorics, and cach and cvery

definition and instruction therein, to the extent the information scught: (a) is subject to
the attorney-client privilege; (b) constitutes work product; (c) was prepared in
anticipation of litigation or for trial; or {d) is otherwise privileged or exempl rom
discovery. Tn responding to these Interrogatorics, Plaintift does nol intend (0 waive, and

shall not be construed as having waived, any privilege or protection, including but not

himited ta tha nt‘l‘nmanP“nn‘l and urarl nrodnet nrvileraee
BIRLLNL LRl I,I_F: |8 Y W) {.II,,I.UIIIUJ’ e ELl%Wrl Bl LiR1%E WY LEL BN IJI.Uu [T LEh N lJ'l.l » LLU&\-’IJ-
3. Plaintift objects to the Interrogalories to the extent that they seek

the identification of persons including, but not limited to, any of Plainlift’s counsel, who

have gained knowledge or information of facts solcly by virtue of their participation in

to the discovery of information relevant to the claims or defenses of any pariy, and
impermissibly seeks discovery of attorney work product and attorney-client
communications,

4. Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatories, and each and every
definition and insiruction therein, to the extent that they contain undefined or other

terminology that Is vague, ambiguous or colloguial, insoflar as such terminology does not

permit Plaintiff to rcasonably ascertain the content of the request, rendering the request

]
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cvidence., Nonctheless, Plaintiff will make a good faith offort to intcrpret and respond to

the Interrogalories subject (o the limilalions stuled herein.

h
g
=

definition and insiruction therein, to the exient that they would impose on it obligations
beyond those imposed by applicable provisions of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,

the Rules ol this Court, or the case law interpreting each of them.

6. Plainti[T ohjects to the Interrogatories, and each and evory

confidential, personal or private, or sensitive business information, or sensitive union

membership or political strategy information protected by the First Amendment, or are

nondisclosure, See, e.g., NAACE v. Alabama, 357 U.8, 449 (1958); Tulley v. California,
362 U.S. 00 (1560); Gibson v. Florida Legisiative Investigation Committee, 372 U.5. 539

{1963); Watchiower Bible & Tract Society v. Village of Stration, 330 U.S. 150 (2002).

-]
g
=
i
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efimtion and instruction therein, to the extent that they call for information or
documents that Plaintitf may not produce pursuant to the law or a court order of any
county or jurisdiction in which it does business, Plaintiff will not produce such
information or documents witheut an approprizale court order addressing such
confidentiality issues or obligations.

8. Plaint{T objects 1o the Inlerrogatonies, and cach and cvery

definition and instruction therein, to the extent that they call for information outside

Lkt
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9. Plaintiff objeets to the Interrogatories, and cach and every
defimtion and instruction therein, to the extent that they call for information alrcady in
Delendant’s posscssion, custody or control.
defimtion and instruction therein, to the extent that they call for infermation rcadily
available through public sources, from sourccs that are more convenient, less burdensome

or less expensive, or from sources that are more readily available to Defendant than to

11. Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatorics, and cach and every
definition and instruction therein, to the cxtent that they are nol narrowly tailored to call
tor information likely to be in Plaintiffs’ possessign, custody or control, but rather scek
information likely to be in the possession of other parties or non-parties to this action.

12, Planhif objects to the Definition of the terms “you,” and *your™

on the grounds that such definitions arc vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome,

or members with significant involvement in voter registration
13. Plamniiff vbjecis to the Interrogatories to the oxtent that they are

vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and seek the

identities of “all” individuals with knowledge of a particular subject mattcr, since it is not

feasiblc to identify “all” individuals with knowledge of a particular subject matter.
14, Plaintiff objecls 1o each and every request to the extent that it calls

for the production of *all” documents pertaining to a speeific subject, on the ground that

such language 1s overbroad and unduly burdensome. Plaintiff will search those files in its
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posscssion, cusiody, or control where there is a reasonabie likelihood that responsive

documents may be located.

15 Plamtiff objects to the definition of "2006 Elcction Cycle" as the
1'1—:n11—| ﬂl‘xv—:hr"l kbﬁiﬂv\ii‘\q e sal n-“-"‘/\l‘\ai‘ }1 qnnﬂ ﬂﬂ}" ﬂ'l"l}'l"l"'lfl' Ialal 1}\1.’6‘411’11‘1;1" .-Jr F]““”lﬁ" Falal 'I’\ﬂ
[N L PLJ LLiLL I.J'Lv"D!lllllllb RELT AL LAI L 5, LU, LU LedlhdllL WALL LMW Y Rl LUl S ST LA RN B

grounds that it is overly broad and does not retlect accepied practice that the earligst date
upon which an election cycle begins is the day following a general election.

16. Plaintiff chjects to the Definilion of the term “Person™ on the

definition refers to a natural person or legal entity.

17. Plaintift ohjects to the Definition of the term “documents™ on the
grounds that it is vague, overly broad, and unduly burdensome, and to the extent that it
would impose on it obligalions beyond those imposed by applicable provisions of the
Federal Ruies of Civil Procedure, the Ruics of this Couri, or the case iaw inierpreiing
them.

18. Plaintiff objects to the Definition of the term “communication™ on
Plainiiff objects io the Definliion of ihe term “identiiy” on ihe
grounds that providing the witness’s telephone number; the name address and telephone

number of each of the witness’s employers; the corporations of which the wiitness is an

ambiguous, and unduly burdensome. To the extent known, Plaintiff will provide the
name and title of persons identified herein and their last known address or present contact

address.

t_n
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20, Plaintiff’s responses and objections to the Interrogatories are not

intended to be, and shall not be construed as, an agreement or concurrence by Plaintiff

amniiff also reserves the nght to contest any such characterization as inaccurate.

—

Plainliff further objccts to the Interrogatorics to the cxtent that they contain cxpress or
implied assumptions of fact or law with respect 1o matlers al issue in this case.

21. "The fact thal Plaintiff has responded to a particular request shall
nui be interpreied as nnplying that responsive documenis exisi or that Plainiiff
acknowledges the propnely of the request.

22, Plaintiff's responses are not intended to, and shall not, be

cvidence or as a waiver of any applhicable privilege.

23, The information provided herem is based on Plainlifls present

knowledge, information, and belief. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement, amend or

contained herein.

o
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SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES

Interrogatory No. 1:  What is the name and address of the person answering
these interrogatories, and, if applicable, the person’s official position or relationship with
the party to whom the intcrrogatorics are directed?

A PO PV U L | . 1
vithout walvi 12 Il L1

name of the person answering the Tnterrogatories is: Jessica Robinson, Associale General

Counsel, American Federation of State, County and Municipal Cmployees, 1101 17"

Interrogatory No, 2:  List the names and addresses of all persons who are
helieved or known by you, your agenls, or your atiormneys to have any knowlcdge
concerning any ol the Issues in this action; and specify the subject matter about which the
witness has knowledge.

Response to Inlerrogatory No. 2:

Plainti 1cets to Inlerrovalory No. 2 on the sronnds that it is vaoue, overly
Plamtit ohiccts to Interrogalory No. 2 on the grounds thar oNe, Y
Tawrnmd yran A drs lnvred mimamas sy mgad 4 Fln Aot ot F manlen smotarial Fnt a0 mati e oo
1LUicud, ML }' [P RN L) N LS IO LOr LIS sl 1inadh L AT RS LIl EaL LIl IS LI Ein iy ellll

lo the claims or defenses of any party nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence. Subject to, and without waiving any of the (oregoing General

inquiry, Plaintiff believes that Alma R. Gonzales, Damon A, Silvers, Cynthia Hall, Dale
Fwart, Monica Russo, Debra T¥on, Clarence Frost, John Henley, and Carolyn Thompson

(c/o undersigned counsel) may have knewledge concerning voter registration by the

nd Robhert H uptman { {c/o undersis nrd

‘]
‘]

imjured umon members were identified in 2004 as set forth in their affidavit; that Emma

Y. Dhaz, Guillermo Diaz, and John Lanman (c/c undcersigned counscl), and Andrc Neal
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Bembry, Jorge A. Gonzalez, Ebony 5. Roberts, Lesonia (5. Adams, Linda S. Delpiano,

Femando Canada, who have provided aftidavits (including their then current addresscs),

.
—
"
W+
r
1
2+
-
|
b
5
T

known), each may have knowledge concenmng the burden impased on ham or her due 1o
the lack of a grace period; and that [on Sancho, Supervisor of Elections for Leon County,

may have knowladge concerning the voter registration process in Florida. Plaintifl

nnnnnnnn dlen wed o~ L b ainl mine mamd e gimmae mam in o owlad o Taad eiiim ot e L. [ R UTYRR I VI p— |
TSI Y Sn LIS TEETIL LU = L,L}ll ICTIICTIL 1L ICHiIUIIhC Lid LIS I 1 J'_l:"ﬂl.UI)l' 1T A1 WIS Al Lo i
information comes to its attention.

Intcrrogatory No. 3:  Have you heard or do you know about any statement or

remark made by or on behalf of any party to this action, other than vourself, conceming

any 1ssue in this action? If sa. state the name and address of esach nerson who made the
any 1ssu€ 1n s aciion: 1T 80, staie the name and address oI €acil personn who made 1he
atartan st oo oratemrante e vamme and addesoe af oacl nerenn who heaed 4 and the dats
LR = AL SN WS Y AL Ny JLHL‘-’ALI\-‘IAI—U Ll Blcblliibe CRLAM] Uil oD W wddiell PI—lﬂUll YIS LIl Al 1L, CRLIAL LW uul.u:.

time, place, and substance of each statement.

-y

Kesponse to Inierrosatory No. 3

Plaintitf objects to Interrogatory No. 3 on the grounds that it is vague, overly

broad, unduly burdensome, and to the extent that it seeks material that is neither relevant

of admissible evidence. Subject to, und withoul wulving any of the foregoing General or
Specific Objections, Plaintiff responds as follows: Plaintift refers the detendant

Secretary to the affidavits filed in this action together with certain pleadings on behalf of

Plaintiff further responds that based on information Lo date and a reasonable inquiry,
those individuals who have provided affidavits that were filed in this action have made

slalements concerning issues in this action, and Alma R. Gonzaler, Cynthia Hall, and

MNale Bwrart have rmiade of
L.-'l.ll.\.-' ‘_.'V. et A ok

o
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testtmony before Judge Scitz in League of Women Vorer of Florida,et al. v. Sue M. Cobb,

et al., Case Ne, 06-21265-CIV-SEITZ/MCALILEY (5.D. Fla.). Plainliff reserves the

Interrogatery No. 4: Do you intend to call any expert witnesses al the trial of
this case? 1f so, state as to cach such witness the name and business address of the
witness, the witness’s qualifications us an expert, the subject matter upon which the
witness 15 expeeted to testify, the substance of the facts and opinions to which the witness

is expected to testily, and a summary of the grounds for each opinion.

Plaintift objects to [nterrogatory No. 4 on the grounds that it 1s premalurc.
Plaintifl will designate expert witnesses and provide expert disclosures, if any, in
accordance with its obligations under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,

Interrogatory No. §:  Identify all persons whom vou intend to call as witnesses at

PR |
LLldl.

Response to interropatory No, 5:

Plaintiff objects to Interrogatory Na. 5 on the grounds that il is premature.

Plaintiff will provide a list of witnesscs that it intends to call at an appropriate time hefore

Interrogatory No. 6: Do you contend that any of yvour members who timely filed
thetr voter regislration applications during 2006 Eleciion Cycle were not placed on the
voter rolls and were prevented from casting a vote in the November 2006 clections? It
your answer is “yes,” please identify each member, and identity all other persons, facts,
and documents which support or are related to your contention.

he grounds that it is premature.
Further, Plaintiff objects to this Interrogaiory on the grounds that it is vague, averly

broad, unduly burdensome, and to the extent thal 1t secks matcrial that is neither relevant

pe)
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io the claims or defenses of any party nor reasonably calcnlated to lead to the discovery

ol admissible evidence.

intcrrogatory, given that it lacks certain information, which has yet (o be provided to the
Plaintift by thc defendant Secretary and/or the defendant counties, conceming identities

of voters who submitted votcer registration applications to the defendant counties prior to

neeessary to identify union members injured by the lack of 4 grace period in 2006, Al

present Plainiiff dees not have an alternative method of identifving such union members

[
"
W

that does not rely on the information yet 1o be provided by the defendants. Subje
(ieneral and Specific Objections, Plaintiff agrees to identily such members and produce

relevant non-privileged documents as such information becomes available. Plaintiff

reserves the right to supplement its response to this Interrogatory if and when additicnal

Trtegys ornteoen s Wl Fr v ovrmrr ot thot g e P | — S [
LITLL T T dALul] Y LML, J, L _"Uu CUMILELIWL Lndl d llJ’ Ul JIUI,”_ OICITIOETS 1ucuLJ.11LU 1E1
vour answer to interrogatory number (6} were prevented frem casting a vote in the

November 2000 clections because they did not receive limely notice of an crror or
omission on their application before Lhe general election? If your answer is “yes,” pleasc
identily each member and identify all other persons, facts and documents which support
or are related to your contention.

Responsc to Interroeatory No, 7

Plamtiff objects to this interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and to the extent that it seeks material that is neither relevant to the ¢laims

or defenses of any party nor rcasonably caltculated 10 lead to the discovery of admissible

=
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evidence. Subject to, and without waiving any of the foregeing General and Specific

Objections, Plamtiff responds as follows: Based upon information 1o date and a

reasonable search, Plaintitf 1s unable at present to respond {o this interrogatory, given that
H Ao ler momad s S a e e Y o . i s
it lacks certain information, which has yet to be provided 1o the Pluintiff by the defendant

Secretary and/or the defendant counties, conceming idenlities of volers who submitted
veter registration applicalions the defendant counties prior to the close ol bocks in 2006

that were deemed incomplete, which information may be necessary to identify union

ERTTR PR P Y A L

w o A R Rt: (R [ & & 1 RN [ al 1 R . . 1
MEMBETS |||J Ured oy t d gradce perioad I L0000 dnd dny Quncer releyalll [dels and

circumstances that contributed to their injury. At present Plaintilf does not have an

alternative method ol identilying such union members that does not rely on the

or produce non-privileged documents to the cxtent thar such documents have a bearing on
the issues in this case 1f and when they become available. Plaimtiff reserves the right to
supplement its response to this Interrogatory 1f and when additionai information becomes

available,

Interrogatory No. 8 Do you contend that any of yvour members identifted in
your answer fo interrogatory number (6) were prevented from casting a vote in the
November 2006 clections hecause they were not provided an opportunity to correct their
applications decmed incomplete before the general election? If your answer is “yves,”
please identify each member und identify all other persons, facts and documents which
support or are relaled to your contention.

Further, Plaintiff objccts to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague and
ambiguous as to the term “before the genoral election™, overly broad, unduly

hutden

and to 1

1_1
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or defenscs of any party nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence. Su
not identified any union members in Tnterrogatory No. 6, but Plaintiff agrees to provide
information to the extent that such information hus a bearing on the issues in this case if
and when 1l becomes available, Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement its response o
this Infertogatory if and when additional information beeomes available,
Interrogatory No. 9:  Plcase describe in detail your voter registration efTorts

during the 2006 Electien Cycle, identifying all persons, lacts and dacuments which relate
lo those efforts, including but net limited to, training provided to persons who conducted

or otherwisc participated in the voter registration drive, the specific steps taken to register
voters, efforts to confinm rcEl'q‘rrmlnn alter submission nf'annh:‘ahgns, cfforts to correct

errors or OTISSIONS in the ﬁppllcatmnb both before and after submission ol those

Response to Interrogatory No. &

Maintiff objects te Interrogatory No. 2 on the grounds that it is vague, overly

bread, unduly burdensome, and to the extent that it secks material that is neither relevant

further objects {o this Inierrogatory in that it improperiy
sccks the disclosure of sensitive political information of an association engaged in
advocacy to a govemmental entity in violation of the plaintiff union members’ rights
under the First Amendment of the United States Constitution. Plaintiff further objects to
this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is caleulated to subject Plaintiff to harassment,
intimidation, and oppression, in that it has the effect of invading, intruding into, and

chilling the First Amendment associational and privacy intcrests of PlaintifT and its

constituents, See, e.g., NAACP v. Alubuma, 357 U.S. 449 (1958); Talley v. California
362 ULS. 60 (1960); Gibson v. Florida Legisiative Investigation Commiitee, 372 U.8. 330

f—
[



Case 1:04-cv-22572-JLK  Document 282-2  Entered on FLSD Docket 10/08/2007 Page 47 of 66

(1963); Watchtower Hible & Tract Society v. Village of Stratton, 536 1.8, 150 (2002).

Subject to, and wilhout waiving any of the foregoing General Objections, plaintiff

Tiing the umons’ voler regisiration
aclivilics In testimony before Judge Seitz in League of Women Voter of Florida.et al. v.
Sue M. Cobb, et ul., Case No, 06-21265-CIV-SEITZ/MCALILEY (S.D. Fla.) already in

the possession of the defendant Secretary. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement its

B P L [T

== I F T T o TN P )
Tesponse Lo LNis INteimogatory i I

‘hen additional information comes 10 1is atiention.

Interrogatory No. 10: De you contend that any of your members did not register
to vote during the 2006 Elcction Cycle because of the 29-day voter rogistration deadline?
It so, identify cach such member, explain why the member did not register before the
deadline, and 1denti(y ull individuals and documents relating to that member’s failure to
register.

Response to Intcrrogatory No. 10:

Plaintiff abjects to Interragatory No. 10 on the grounds that it is premature,
Further, Plaintiff objects to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, overly

broad, unduly burdensome, and to the extent that it seeks material that is neither relevant

of admissible evidence. Plaintift aiso ohjeets to this Intcrrogatory on the grounds thal the
phrase “did not register to vote because of the 29-day voter registration deadline” is

vague, ambiguouns, and‘or undefined and is therefore incapablc of any precise

General Objections, plaintiff responds as follows: Based on information to date and a

reasonable search, Plaintiff is unablc at prosent to respond 1o this interrogatory, given that
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voter registration applhications to the defendant counties prior to the close of books in
2006 that were deemed incomplete, which information mayv be necessary to identify

und circumstances that contributed to their injury. At present Piaintiff does not have an
alternative method of identifying such union members that does not rely on the
information yet to be provided by the defendants. Plaintiff agrees 1o provide information
ot produce non-privileged documents to the extent that such documents have a bearing on
the 1ssues 1n this cuse if and when they become availahle. Plaintiff reserves the right to

supplement its responsc to this Interrogatory if and when additional information hecomes

availablc.
Intarroaratrarmy ™ 11 TAdarmtifir all imAiwridhiale wilas ges sk vanr o hore kot whae
A R T R LY APCLIVIL Y Gl LR YIRS WYL e LIV YUl Liive s Lul vy iald
e g ada e Fla s e od o B O O T T I I e U o A gy
WLl LiEIblell LINE Sy B L \_,l}-’blc i d TEHUIE UL }‘UUI_ VL]

registration efforts,

Response 1o Interrogalory No. 11:

Plaintiff objects to Interrogatory No. 11 on the grounds that it is vague, overly

broad, unduly hurdensome, and to the extent that it seeks material that is neither relevant
1w tho mloidemss rim ol ead i pmn e s mmrraedbw s wn e wem I T [ e L . L . |
B LEIC Ll UL UCICIINS U] -r.l.l.l_Y Pd.l..l.l,y U Teads 1Ly TUW T LRl CUF Tad] WOy LIS Ulsllry I}"

oi admissible evidence. Plaintiff further objeets to this Interrogatory on the grounds that
it 1s calculated to subject Plaintiff to harassment, intimidation, and oppression, in that it
has the cifeet of invading, intruding into, and chilling the First Amendment associational
and privacy i
U5, 440 (1958); Talley v. California, 362 U.S. 60 (1960); Gibson v. Florida Legisiative
Investigation Committee, 372 U.S. 339 (1963); Warchtower Bible & Tract Society v.

Village of Stratton, 536 T1.S. 150 (2002,

sLbin d iy == 2.
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Dated: New York, New York
May 29, 2007

As to Objections:

* Pre hac vice motion 1o be filed.

Entered on FLSD Docket 10/08/2007

Page 49 of 66
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MUNICIPAL EMPLUYEES
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
- BEFORE ME. the undersioned anthorily. nersonally anncares
- T E , signed authorily, personally appeared
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above and foregoing Answers to Interrogatoties and the sarne are true and correct to the
best of her'his knowledge and belief. S/he is persenally known to me or has produced

tj;,if?.*%i.l( An Pessn as identification.
u 'I

SWORN TO OR AFFIRMED before me thiseA% day of_{¥1vam
2007, —— '
J

My Commission Expires
June 14, 2009

16
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
MIAMI DIVISION

CASE NOL.04-22572-CTV-KING

_________________________________________________________________ X
EMMA YAIZA DIAZ, et al.,
T - ooas U
Plainteits,
Y.
KURT S. BROWNING, Sccretary of Statc of
Florida, ef al.,
M e et s
LACICTILIAN L
_________________________________________________________________ X

PLAINTIFF SEIL’S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO DEFENDANT
SECRETARY OF STATE’S FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

Pursuant ta Rules 26 and 33 of the Federal Rulcs of Civil Procedure,
Plaintiff Service Employees International Union (“Plaintiff” or “SEIU™), by its allorneys,

“ T

ibmits the following Objections and Respanses to Defendant Scerctary of State’s First

RiLALE

Selof Interrogatonies, dated April 24, 2007,

GENERAL OBJECTIONS TO ALL INTERROGATORIES

The following General Objections are incorporated into each Specific

Responsc and Objection as if fully set forth therein:

—
=
2
=
—

definition and instruction therein, to the extent that they: {a) are improper; (b) are overiy

broud as to time and content; (¢) are unduly burdensome or oppressive; (d) are vague or
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ambiguous; {e) arc unreasonably cumulative or duplicalive; or (f) seek informalion that is

neither relevant to the claims or defenses of any party nor is reasonahly calenlated to lead

T

3

laintift objects to the Interrogatories, and each and cvery
definition and instruction therein, o the extent the information sought: {a) is subject to
the attorney-client privilege; (b) constitutes work product: (¢) was prepared in
anticipation of litigation or for trial; or (d) s otherwise priviloged or gxempt from
discovery. [n responding to ihese intcrrogatories, Plaintiff does net intend 1o walve, and
shall not be construed as having waived, any privilcge or prolection, including but not

limited Lo, the attorney-client and work product privileges,

%
=

the 1dentification of persons including, but not limited to, any of Plaintiff’s counsel, who
have gained knowledge or information of facts solely by virtue of their participation n
this litigation on the grounds that 1o list such persons is not reasonably calculated to lead
impermissibly sceks discovery of attorney work product and attorney-client
communications.

4. Plaintiff objects to the Tnterrogatories, and cach and every
definition and instruction therein, 1o the cxtent that they contain undefined or other
termuinology that is vague, ambiguous or colloquizl, insofar as such terminclogy does not
permit Plainti ff to reasonably asceriain the content of the request, rendering the request

unduly burdensome and not reasonably calculated to lead (o the discovery of admissible

N
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evidence. Nonethcless, Plaintiff will make a good faith effort to interpret and respond to

the [ntcrrogatories subject to the limitations stated herein,

LA
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herein, to the extent that they would imposc on it obligations
beyond those imposed by applicable provisions of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,
the Rules of this Court, or the casc law inlerpreting each of them,

f. Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatorics, and each and every
definition and instruction therein, to the exient that the information sought contains
contidential, personal or private, or sensilive business information, or sensitive union

membership or political strategy information protected by the First Amendment, or arc

nrotected from disclosure by anv aorcement wilth recnart ta e dond el e
e RS eahr nS Y L3 e L L LR LR 1 S8y R ] B i A RO UUII]J‘.I\JlltlalIl.}' s

362 ULS. 60 (1960); Gibson v. Florida Legistative favestigation Commitiee, 372 U.S. 530

(1963); Watchiower Rible & Tract Society v. Villuge of Stratton, 536 U.S. 150 (2002).

documents that Plaintiff may not preduce pursuant to the law or a courl order of any
county or jurisdiction i which it does business. Plaintiff will not produce such

information or documents without an appropriate court order addressing such

8. Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatories, and cach and every
definition and instruction therein, to the cxtent that they call for information outside

Plaintiff’s possession, custody or control.

Led
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9. Plaintiff objecis to the intorogatorics, and cach and cvery

dcfinition and instruction therein, to the extent that they call for information already in

definition and instruction therein, to the extent that they call for information readily
availabic through public sources, from sources that are more convenjent, less burdensome

or less cxpensive, or from sources that are more readily available to Defendant than to

11. Plaintiff objects to the Interrogatories, and each and every
definilion and instruction therein, to the extent that they are not narrowly tailored to call
for information likely to be in PlaintilTs" possession, custody or conirol, but rather seek
information likely 1o be in the possession of other parties or non-parties to this action.

i2.  Plaintiff objects to the Definition of the terms “you,”™ and “your”

on the grounds that such definitions are vague, overly broad and unduly burdensoine,

or members with significant involvement in voter registration
13, Plaintiff objccts to the Interrogatories to the extent that they are

vague, ambiguous, overly bread, unduly burdensome and oppressive, and seek the

identitics of “all™ individuals with knowledge of a particular subject matter, sinca it is not

14. Plamntill objects (o each and cvery request to the oxtent that it calls

for the production of “all” documents pertaining to a spoecific subject, on the ground that

FEY
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possession, custody, or control where there 1s a reasonable likelihood that responsive

documents may be located.

grounds that it 18 overly broad and does not reflect accepted practice that the earhest date
upon which an clcction cvcle begins is the day following a general election.

16. Plaintiff objects to the Definition of the term “Pecrson™ on the
grounds that ii Is vague, overly broad, and unduly burdensome, except insofar as such
definition refers to a nalural person or legal enlity.

17.  Plaintiff objects to the Definitien of the term “'documents™ on the

would impose on 1t obligations beyond those imposed by applicable provisions of the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the Rules of Uis Court, or the case law inlerpreting
them.

18 Plaintilf ohjects to the Definition of the term
the grounds thaf 16 15 vague, overly broad und unduly burdensome.

19, Plaintiff objects 1o the Definition of the term “identify” on the
grounds thaf providing the witness’s telephone number; the name address and telephone
number of each of the wilness’s emplayers; the corporations of which the witness is an
officer or director; and each business in which the wiiness is a principal 15 vague,
ambiguous, and unduly burdensome. To the extent known, Plainu (T will provide the

name and title of persons identified herein and their 1ast known address or present contact

address
aATrcss.

[
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20, Plaintiff's responses and objections to the Interrogatories are not

intended to be, and shull not be construed as, an agreement or concurrcnce by Plaintiff

Plaintiff further obyjects to the Interregatorics to the cxtent that they contain cxpress or
implied assumptions of fact or law with respect 1o matters at issue in this case.

21. The fact that Plaintiff has responded to a particular request shall
noi be interpreied as implying that responsive documenis exist or that Plamiil
acknowlcdges the propricty of the request.

22, Plaintiff’s rcsponscs arc not intended to, and shall not, be

evidence or as a waiver of any applicable privilege.
23. The information provided herein is based on Plaintitf™s proscnt

knowledge, information, and belief. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement, amend or

the admissibility of all or any part of the responses provided herein and any information

containcd herein.

o
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SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES

Interrogatory No. 1:  Whar is the name and address of the person answering
these mterrogatories, and, if applicable, the person’s official position or relaticnship with
the party to whom the Interroeatories are directed?

2 R LR R L)

General Objeciions, the name ol the person answenng ihe Inierrogaiornies 15 John [
Sullivan, Associate GGeneral Counsel, SETU, 1800 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.,

Washingten, D.C. 20036.

TF‘TpﬁananT Fa ) f) T i[‘" fl'\n Narmed a3t QHH"QC‘EQC‘ nF Q]] b Tzi e el 1‘.]"\“ gV
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concerning any ol the issues in this act lon and specily the subject matter about which the

witness has knowledge.

Response 1o Interropatory No. 2:

Plaintiff objects to Interrogatory No. 2 on the grounds that it is vague, overly

of admissible evidence. Subjeet to, and without waiving any of the foregoing General

Objecuons, Plainliff responds as follows: Based on informalion to date und « reasonable

Ewart, Monica Russe, Debra Dion, Clarence Frost, John Henley, and Carolyn Thompson
{c/o undersigned counsel} may have knowledge concerning vater registration by the

unions in Florida; that Dennis 1), Graham and Robert Hauptman (¢/o undersigned

;

P U JUS T

Y. Diaz, Guillermo Dhaz, and John Lanman {c/o undersigned counsel), and Andre Neal

Bembry, Jorge A. Gonezalez, Ehony S. Roberts, Lesonia G. Adams, Linda S. Delpiano,

-~
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Fernando Canada, who have provided affidavits (including their then current addresses),

and certain gther injured union members listed in the exhibits to the original complaint or

known), each may have knowledge concerning the burden imposed on him ot her due o
the lack of a grace period; and that lon Sancho, Supervisor of Elections for Leon County,
may have knowledge concerning the voter registration process in Florida., Plaintiff
rescrves the right to supplement its response to this Intcrrogatory if and when additional
information comes to its attention.

Interrogatory No. 3:  Have you heard or do yvou know about any stalemenl or
remark made by or on behalf of any party o this action, other than voursell, concerning

any issue in this action? If so, state the name and address of each person who made the
statement or statements, the name and address of each person who heard it, and the date,

am A annh otatoran
L WU wde D LAl Ledd

fimn nl
L 1 1
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Response to Interrogatory No. 3:

Plaintift objects to Interrogatory No. 3 on the grounds that it {s vaguc, overly
broad, unduly burdensome, and to the extent that it secks material that is neither relevant
without waiving any of
Specific Objcctions, Plaintiff responds as follows: Plaintiff refers the defendant
Sceretary to the affidavits filed in this action together with certain pleadings on behalf of

nlainti(Ts for responsive materials that are already in the possession ol the defendants,

those individuals who have provided affidavits that were filed in this action have made

statcments concerning, issues in this action, and Alma R. Gonzalez, Cvnthia Hall, and

Dale Ewart have made statements conce o The unions’ voler remstration aclivifies i
Dale BEwart have made statement neernin g the unions’ voigr remstralion aclivifies
fergdzamn s b Toeed oz B e 22 F opmmaem it T s cne T it nms o d” FF maad T s ot ad xr Lo A 7o Ld
iCSUMONY OCIOTE JUUEE HENZ Il LEGFUE OF WORICH vV OISF OF DLoFHE, &1 4i, V. Jué . o6,
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et al., Case No. 06-21265-CIV-SEITZ/MCALTLEY (S.D3. Fla.). Plaintiff reserves the

right to supplenient its response to this Interrogatory if und when additional information

rogatory No. 4: Do you intend to call any expert witnesses at the trial of
this casc? If so, state as to each such wilness the name and business address of the
witness, the wilness’s qualifications as an expert, the subject matter upon which the
witness is expected to testify, the substance of the facts and opinions to which the witness
is expected (o teslify, and a summary of the grounds for each opinion.

T2

Response to Intertoratory No. 4:

Plaintilfwill designale expert witnesses and provide expert disclosurcs, if any, in
accordance with its obligations under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

Interrogatory No. 5:  Identify all persons whoni vou intend to call as witncsscs at

Plaintiff objects to Interrogaiory No. 5 on the grounds that it is premaiure.

PlamtilT will provide a list of witnesses that it intends to call at an apprepriate time before

trial.
Inlsrm gatory No. 6: Do you contend that any of your “11{.“71‘._.‘61'5 who timely filed
N o S U N, o o - rpuy. L ; L S PR I 1
th tration applications du G0 Cyele were not placed on the

voter rolls and were prevented from casting the I\ovcmbcr 2006 elections? I
your answer 1s “yes,” please identify each mcmbcr, and tdentify all other persons, facts,
and documents which support or are related to your contention.

Response 1o Interrogatory No. 6:

broad, unduly burdensome, and to the extent that it seeks material thal is neither relevant

w0



Case 1:04-cv-22572-JLK  Document 282-2  Entered on FLSD Docket 10/08/2007 Page 60 of 66

to the claims or defenses of any party nor reasonably caleulated to lead to the discovery

of admissible evidence,

Objections, Plainti fT responds as tollows: Plaintitf is unable at present to respond to this
interregatory, given that it lacks cerluin information, which has yet to be provided to the
Plaintiff by the defendant Secretary and/or the defendant counties, concerning identities
the close of books in 2006 thai were deemed incomplete, which information may be
necessary 1o 1dentify union members injured by the lack of a grace period in 2006, At
present Plaintiff docs not have an alternative method of identifying such union members
that does not rely on the information yet to be provided by the defendants. Subject to its
General and Specific Objections, Plaintiff agrees to identify such members and produce
relevant non-privileged documents as such information becomes available. Plaintiff

reserves the right to supplement its response to this Interrogatory if and when additienal

Interrogatory No. 7: Do you contend that any of your members identified in
your answer to inferrogatory number (6) werc prevented from casting a vote in the
November 2000 clections because they did not receive timely notice of an error or
cmission on their application before the general election? If your answer is “ves,” please
identify each menber and identify all other persons, facts and documents which support

Sy 4 INLR RN LWL EN | R §

or arc rclated 1o vour condention,

e b

Response to Interrogatory No. 7

Plaintiff objects to this Interrogatory en the grounds that it is premaiure. Further,
Plaintift objeets to this Interrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, overly broad, unduly

burdensome, and to the cxtent that it seeks material that is neither relevant to the claims



Case 1:04-cv-22572-JLK  Document 282-2  Entered on FLSD Docket 10/08/2007 Page 61 of 66

cvidence. Subject to, and without waiving any of the foregoing General and Specific
Chjections, Plaintiff responds as follows: Based upon information to date and a
reasonable search, Plaintiff is unable at present to respond to this interrogatory, given that
acks certain information, whic
Seeretary and/or the defendant countics, concerning ideniitics of voters whoe submuited
voler registration spplications the defendant counties prior 1o the close of books in 2006

that were deeined incomplete, which information may be necessary te identify union

circumstances that contributed to their injury. At present Plaintiff does not have an
alternative method olidentilying such union members that does nol rely on the
information yet to be provided by the defendants. PlantifT agrees to provide information
or produce non-privileged documents to the extent that such documents have a bearing on

the issues in this case if and when they become available. Plaintiff reserves the right to

supplement its response 1o this Imterrogatory il and when additional information becomnes

available,
Tt ader crmboenr Blm W TV vrmas Ammatadacd et g AF crmaie s amadheae s danti B ad i
PLILL D LA AL Y TYLS, . [ LN JII._J'U LUTIRCLINY LGl a. l_Y Ly § yl_llll LA RRIN ] & JRd L ] J1L
vour answcr to interrogatory number (6} were prevented {rom casting a vote in the

November 2006 giections because they were not provided an oppertunity to correet their
applications decemed incomplete before the general election? Tf your answer is “yes,”
please identily each member and 1dentify all other persoms, facts and documenis which
support or are related to vour contention.

Response to Interrogatory No. 8:

-

Further, Plaintiff objects to this inlerrogatory on the grounds thal it is vague and
ambiguons as to the term “belore the general election”™, overly broad, unduly

burdensome, and to the extent that it seeks material that is neither relevant to the claims

11
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or defenses of any party nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery ol admissible

evidence. Subject to, and without waiving any of the foregoing General Objections,

not identified any union members in Interrogatory No. 6, but Plaintiff agrees to provide
information to the extent that such information has a bearing on the issucs in this case if
and when it becomes availablc. Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement its response to
this Interrogatory if and when additional information becomes available.

Interrogatory No. 9:  Plcase describe in detail your voler registration ciforts
during the 2006 Election Cycle, identifying all persons, facts and documents which relate
to those efforts, including but not limited to, training provided to persons who conducted
or otherwise participated in the voter registration drive, the specific steps taken to register
voters, elforls to contfirm registration after submission of applications, cfforts to corrcet
EITOIS OF omissions in the ap;ohcatmns both before and after submission of those

Response to Interrogatory No. 9:

PlaintiiT objects Lo Interrogatory No. 9 on the grounds that it is vague, overly
broad, unduly burdensome, and to the extent that it seeks mulerial that is neither relevant
to the claims or defenses of any party nor reasonably calculated to lcad to the discovery
ence, Plaintift further o
sccks the disclosure of sensilive political information of an association engaged in

advecacy to a governmental entity in viclation of the plainiff union members’ rights

under the First Amendment of the United States Constitution. Plaintift further objects to

intimidation, and oppression, in that it has the effcct of invading, intruding into, and

chilling the First Amendment associational and privacy intcrests of Plainti(T and its

constituents, See, e.2., NAACP v. Algabaina, 357 11.8. 449 (1953)-

362 U.S. 60 {1960); Gi

\
5
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(1963); archtower Bible & Tract Society v. Village of Stratton, 536 US. 150 (2002).
Subject to, and without waiving any of the foregoing General Objections, plaintiff
responds as follows: Plaintifi relers the defendant Secrelary to the statements of Alma
activities in testimony before Judge Seitz in League of Women Voter of filorida,et al. v.
Sue M. Cobb, et al., Case No. 06-21265-CIV-SEITZ/MCALILEY (S.D. Fla.) alrcady in

the possession of the defendant Secretary. PlaintilT reserves the right 1o supplement its

Interogatory No. 10: Do you contend that any of your members did not register
to vote during the 2006 Election Cycle because of the 29-day voter registration deadline?
If 5o, identily each such member, explain why the member did not register before the
teadline, and identify all individuals and documents relating to that member’s failure to
register.

Response o Interrogatory Ne, 10:

Further, Plainliff objcets to this Intcrrogatory on the grounds that it is vague, overly

broad, unduly burdensome, and to the cxtent that it seeks material thal is neither relevant

to the claims or defenses of any party nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. Plaintiff also objects to this Tnterrogatory on the grounds that the

phrase “did nol regisicr to vote because of the 29-day voter registration deadline™ is
vague, ambiguous, and/or undefined and is therefore incapable of any precise
dctermination or interpretation. Subj
Gieneral Objeclions, plaintiff responds as follows: Based on information te date and a
reasonable search, Plaintiff 1s unable at present 1o respond te this interrogatory, given thal

it lacks cerlain information, which has yet to be provided to the Plaintiff by the defendant
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voter registration applications to the defendani counties prior to the clo
2006 that were deemed incomplete, which information may be necessary to identify

union members injured by the lack of a grace period in 2006 and any other relevant facts

and circumstances that contributed to their injury. At present Plaintifl does not have an
I R e in e o R T =1- — 1L ..
altemative method of identifying such unicn members that does not rely on the

informalion vel 1o be provided by the defendants. Plaintiff agrees to provide information

or producc non-privileged documents o the extent that such documents have a bearing on

supplement its response to this Interrogatory it and when additional information hecomes
available.
Interrogatory ~No. Identify ail individuals who are not your membecers but who

11:
were initially registered during the 2000 Election Cyele as a result of your voter
registration efforts.

Plainiiff objects to Interrogatory No. 11 on the grounds that it is vague, overly
hroad, unduly burdensome, and to the extent that it seeks material that 1s neither relevant

casongbly calculated to lead to the discovery

it {s calculated to subjcet Plaintiff to harassment, intimidation, and oppression, in that it
has the cifect of invading, intruding into, and chilling the First Amendment associational
and privacy interests of Plaintiff and its constitnents. See, e.g., NAACP v. Alabama, 357

ULS. 449 (1958):; Talley v. California, 362 1.8, 60 (1960); Gibson v. Florida Legisfative

Investigarion Committee, 372 U.S. 539 (1903 ), Watchtower Bibie & Tracl Society v.

Fillage of Stratton, 536 1.8, 150 (2002).

—
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Dated:  New York, Now York
May 29, 2007
Ag to Ohjections:
El - i
Pro hac vice motion to be file

Entered on FLSD Docket 10/08/2007

PAUL, WEISS, RIFKIND, WHARTON &
GARRISON LLP
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*
Sarah MNolun

1285 Avenue of the Americas

New York, New York 10019-6064
Phone: (212) 373-3000

Fax: 212-492-0111

E-mail: mhaibeistami@paulweiss.com

Fionda Bar No.: 0727169

Hanson, Perry & Jensen, P.A.

400 Executive Center Drive, Suite 207
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401

Tel: (561) 686-6550

Fax: (561} 680-2802

Email: mihanseni@hpilaw.com

Washingion, DC 20036
Phone: 202-728-9557
Fax: 202-728-0558%
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VERIFICATION

SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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cJe.L-J 3 ]?S}#DFE ME the undersigned authority, persenally appeared
wlle b - Who swears or affirms that s/he has read the
shove and foregoing Answers to [ntem:ngatoﬁﬁs rNd the same are true and correct to the

best of herfhis knowledge and belisf $/he is personally known 1o me or has produced

f w& as identificstlon. =T
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