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INTERROGATCRIES
GTE TFLORIDA ' BELLSOUTH SPRINT-FLORIDA
1(a), 2(a), 5{c), 19, 21 l(a), 2(a), 9(a-d)s®,
S(d), Q(B-U)', 15' 19(‘)' 19(b)' 21,
18, 19(a), 19(b), 28(a), 28(h)
21, 21(a), 47(a),
47 (b)

REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

GTE FLORIDA BELLSOUTHE SPRINT-FLORIDA
6, 9, 10, 1l1l*, 12=, 6, 9, 12+ 6, 9, 1l*, 12+
15, 16

*To the extent that the information requested pertains to
relationships among the costs and charges of services provided by
the LECs, or is necessary to verify the information provided to the
Commission in response to staff’s data requests, staff believes
that the companies should be required to respond to these requests.
In view of the time constraints of this proceeding, staff does not
believe that the companies should be required to make any
additional calculations or adjustments in order to provide the
information in the form requested by the Attorney Genaral.

Staff recommends that the Attorney General’s Motions be denied
as it applies to the remaining interrcgatories and requests for
production of documents.
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STAFF ANALXISIS: The pertinent portions of Chapter 98-277, Laws
of Florida, are as follows:

Section 2 (1) The Legislature has determined that
' charges for intrastate switched access
and other services may be set above costs
and may be providing an implicit subsidy
of residential basic local
telecommunications service rates in this
state. Therefore, the Public Service
Commission shall, by February 15, 1999,
study and report to the President of the
Senate and the Speaker of the House of
Representatives the relationships among
the costs and charges associated with
providing basic local service, intrastate
access, and other services provided by
local axchange telecommunications
companies.

(2) (a) The commission shall, by February
15, 1999, report to the President of the
Senate and the Speaker of the House of
Representatives its conclusions as to the
fair and reasonable Florida residential
basic local telecommunications service
rate considering affordability, the value
of service, comparable residential basic
local telecommunications rates in other
states, and the «cost of providing
residential basic local
telecommunications services in this
state, including the proporticnate share
of joint and common costs.

{(b) The local exchange companies shall
provide to the commission by August 1,
1998, cost data and analysis that support
the cost of providing residential basic
local telecommunications service in their
service area, as prescribed by the
commission for purpcses of recommending
the fair and reasonable rate. For the
purpose of verifying the submitted cost
data and analysis, the commission and all
intervenors shall have acceas to the
records related to the cost of providing
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the Attorney General argues that information regarding affiliates
is relevant to this proceeding. The Attorney General states that
some affiliate costs have already been included in the companies’
studies. The Attorney General alsc states that some affiliates
provide services for the LECs, The costs assoclated with
affiliates are, therefore, pertinent to this study. The Attorney
General adds that the fact that these LECs are now price-regulated
companies does not affect the Commission’s ability to review
information on non-regulated services or affiliates in order to
complete the report as directed by the Legislature.

Finally, the Attorney General argues that the companies should
provide copies of responses provided to the Commission staff and to
any other participant in this proceeding, including responses that
have already been provided. The Attorney General asserts that Rule
1.340, Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, requires that answers to
interrogatories be served on all parties. The Attorney General
states that this principle applies even in informal proceedings.
The Attorney General argues that this is not an administrative
burden.

The Companjies

The LECs arque that participants and interested persons are
limited to discovering information relevant for purposes of
verifying the cost data and analysis submitted to the Commission
staff. They note that the Commission staff’s data request asked
for separations cost studies from each local exchange company, with
intrastate operations divided into interLATA message toll,
interLATA special, intraLATA message toll, intralATA special, and
other breakdowns of the companies’ local system, such as extended
area service (EAS) or local private line. The companies assert
that the Attorney General’s interrogatories seek to supplement the
Commission staff’‘s data requests, instead of verifying the
information provided. They argue that this is improper in view of
the language in Section 2 (2) (b} of Chapter 98-277, Laws of
Florida, which states that, ™“For the purpose of verifying the
submitted cost data and analysis, the commission and all
intervenors, shall have access to the records related to the cost
of providing residential basic local telecommunications service of
each local exchange company.” The LECs believe that this language
limits discovery to information necessary to verify the data
provided in response to staff’s data request.

Sprint aaserts that the Fair and Reasonable Rates study is not
a proceeding conducted pursuant to Chapter 120, Florida Statutes.
Sprint argues, therefore, that the Commission’s study is not a
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“pending action” in which discovery is available. In addition,
Sprint argues that the Commission will not make a final
determination in this proceeding that will affect the substantial
interests of any party. As such, Sprint believes that discovery is
not available to intervenors and participants beyond the specific
access to records outlined in Chapter 98-277, Section 2 (2)(b),
Laws of Florida.

Sprint also disagrees with the Attorney General’s assertion
that the .se of the term “charges” in the statute authorizes access
to revenue information. Sprint asserts that charges and revenues
are not equivalent, Sprint also disputes the Attorney General’s
assertion that discovery is allowed regarding the relationships
between the costs and charges of other services provided by the
LECs. Sprint also argues that the Attorney General is actually
seeking earnings information about non-regulated services, rather
than allocation details. Sprint further asserts that the Attorney
General has not justified its request for directory advertising
information.

Similarly, GTEFL argues that a number of the Attorney
General’s interrogatories and PODs seek revenue information that is
unrelated to the .study being conducted by the Commission. GTEFL
argues that the only purpose for seeking revenue information is for
conducting a rate case, which is not what the Legislature intended
in directing this study. GTEFL also asserts that responding to
several of the Attorney General’s interrcgatories would require
GTEFL to manually compile data to produce an additional study,
because GTEFL's systems no longer keep data at the level of detail
requested by the Attorney General.

GTEFL believes that information regarding affiliates and
unrequlated services is outside the scépe of the Commission’s
study. GTEFL also objects to providing GTEFL‘’s last depreciation
study. GTEFL argues that its last depreciation study is irrelevant
to this proceeding and would be inaccurate, because GTEFL uses
economic depreciation, instead of any depreciation prescriptions.

In addition, GTEFL asserts that it should not be required to
provide disconnection information or repair information. GTEFL
argues that such information cannot provide any relevant
information to this proceeding. GTEFL argues that disconnect rates
have no meaningful connection to affordability of local residential
service, because most disconnections are related to high toll
bills. GTEFL also does not believe that repair information has any
relevance in a review of the fair and reasonable rate for basic
local telecommunications service. GTEFL arguea that it should not
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be required to provide irrelevant information. Furthermore, GTEFL
states that interrogatories 21 and 21(a) are unduly burdensome.

BellSouth joins in Sprint’s Response to the Attorney General’s
Motion to Compel. BellSocuth also emphasizes that the Attorney
General seeks information regarding revenues and deregulated
services., BellSouth believes that this information is irrelevant
to this proceeding. BellSocuth further agrees with Sprint that the
Attorney General has inappropriately equated the term “charges”
with “revenues.”

, Regarding POD 6, BellSouth does not believe it should be

required to provide copies of future discovery responses to the
Attorney General. BellSouth states that the Attorney General can
request copies of any future responses if further discovery
requests are served on BellSouth. BellSouth argues that it would
be unduly burdensome to require it to automatically p ovide the
Attorney General with copies of future responses. BellSouth adds
that if the Attorney General’s request is granted, other
participants may make the same request, which would create an even
greater administrative burden for BellSouth.

staff's Analvals

Staff agreas with the Attorney General that the language in
Section 2 (2) (b) does not restrict the scope of discovery in this
matter to information necessary to verify the cost data and
analysis submitted to the Commission. The plain language of
Section 2 (2) (b) states that the Commission and intervenors shall
have access to records necessary to verify the cost data and
analysis., Theres is, however, no statement that discovery is
limited to such information, nor is there any limiting language
indicating that the Legislatura intended to limit discovery in this
manner. Staff agrees with the Attorney General that the scope of
discovery in this proceeding extends beyond verification of cost
data to include information necessary to study “. . . the
relationships among the costs and charges associated with providing
basic local service, intrastate access, and other services provided
by local telecommunications companies.” Chapter 98-277, Section 2
{1), Laws of Florida. Staff believes, therefore, that the Attorney
General’s Motions to Compel should be granted as set forth in
Staff’s Recommendation Statement. Staff believes that these
requests seek information that is relevant or is like'y to lead to
information that is relevant to this proceeding.

Staff does, however, helieve that several of the Attorney
General’s requests seek information that is irrelevant to the atudy
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being conducted by the Commission or are unduly burdensome to the
companies. As indicated by the LECs, this is not a rate case
proceeding.

Specifically, staff does not believe that GTEFL should be
required to manually compile information that its systems do not
maintain in order to respond to Interrogatory 2{(b). Staff believes
that this would be unduly burdensome, particularly in view of the
time constraints under which this study is being conducted. Staff
also does not believe that any of the companies should be required
to provide a depreciation study with the “best fit” observed
average service life indication required by the Attorney General'’'s
Interrogatory 8(a). If the companies have a recent depreciation
study, one completed within the past two years, they should be
required to provide it, but they should not be required to provide
the detailed breakdown required by Interrogatory 8(a). Staff
believes that this would be unduly burdensome.

With regard to Interrogatories 6, 7, 14, and 23, staff does
not believe that these interrogatories seek information that is
likely to lead to information that is relevant to the Commission’s
study. Interrogatories 6 and 7 seek revenue, tax, and expense
information for deregulated services. In developing the
Commission’s report, staff believes that it is appropriate to
analyze the relationship between the costs and charges of providing
deregulated services and residential basic local service., Staff
does not, however, believe that the revenue and expense information
sought through these interrogatories 1is likeiy to lead to
information relevant to the relationships among the costs and
charges of services provided by the LECs, nor does it appear
necessary to verify the information provided to the Commission in
response to staff’s data requests. Staff agrees with GTEFL that
these interrogatories appear to seek information regarding the
profitability of deragulated services and seem more appropriate for
a rate case proceeding.

As to Interrogatory 14, the Attorney General asks whether a
yellow page listing is part of business basic local service and
seeks the name of the largest city where the company provides
business basic local service. Staff does not believe that the
information sought by this interrogatory is relevant or is likely
to lead to information relevant to the relationships among the
costs and charges of services provided by the LECs. Further, the
information sought does not appear necessary to verify the
information provided to the Commission in response to staff’s data
requests. This interrogatory seeks only information regarding the
provision of business basic service. Staff does not believe that
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a response to this interrogatory would lead to any information
relevant to the provision of residential basic local service or to
the relationship between the costs and charges of providing
business and residential basic local service.

Interrogatory 23 sesks information regarding interstate
revenues. Staff balieves that interstate services are outside the
scope of this proceeding.

Interrogatory 9, and PODs 11 and 12, seek information
regarding directory advertising revenues and costs included in the
. separations study requested by the Commission staff. To the extent
that the information regquested pertains to relationships among the
costs and charges of services provided by the LECs, or is necessary
to verify the information provided to the Commission in response to
staff’s data requests, staff believes that the companies should be
required to respond to these requests. Staff does not, however,
believe that the companies should be required to make any
additional calculations or adjustments in order to provide the
information in the form requested by the Attorney General. In view
of the time constraints of this proceeding, staff believes this
would be unduly burdensome. Staff also does not believe that the
companies should be required to respond to interrogatory subparts
9(e) and 9(f). Staff does not believe that these subparts seek
information likely to lead to information relevant to the
Commission’s study.

Further, staff believes that the companies should be required
to respond to POD 6, which seeks copies of discovery responses
provided to the Commisaion staff and other participants in this
proceeding. Staff believes that this is entirely appropriate and
would not be unduly burdensome to the companies. Staff emphasizes
that requiring the companies to respond to the Attorney General’s
POD € should not be construed to require the companies to
automatically serve all participants with all discovery responses.
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INTRODUCTION
1. In some of the [ollowing roquests. the data recucests dated fune 19, 1998 from Tim

Deviin of the Division of Auditing and Financial Analysis will be referred (0 a8 the “tyne 1),
Division of Auditing Requesta.”

a Our copy of those Siaff requents contained two diffurent “Part [ Embedded Cont
Data” sections. Unsless otherwise specifically stated in the (llowing roquests, the requests being
reficred 0 a8 “Part I” will be the st of Staff Part [ requests which includes seven questions and fir
which Raquest 1A bagias “Please provide, oa 8 PCC/FPSC basi...”

3.  Usless specifically stated otherwiss, these requests pertals to your Company’s
mmhumm For eampla, & requast for the number of acc 39 lines
means the aumber of socess lines of your Company ia Florida, 20t netioawide.

INTERROGATORIES

Sepacations

1. IotheJune 19* Divisioa of Auditing Requests, Part [, Roquest J (21), the Staff roquested that
the separstions study include “any farther breakdown of local which your system is capable
of, such as EAS or local privats Gna” If your Company does not provide the septracions
sudy with fooal privets fine brokeen out separately, plesse provide the fallowing information:

s The locel private line revenues for 1997 ’ -

b ‘The local privaie Bne loop count used to apportion the exchinge lioe CAWF
investments among the Category | subcstegocien;
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ATTACHMENT B
d. Plosse mats which of the categocies shown in the workpaper refarred (o in itee 3 of

the Roquont for Production inchude the Cantrax/BSSX or othar Cantrex-type Intaroom
minutes.

With reference to the separstions study cequested i Part [, Requast J of tha June 19*
Division of Auditing Requests,

'y Have the figures used in this sudy for the istrastate servicas beea adjusted to reflect
the FPSC basis as oppased t0 the FOC badls for those aress in which there s a
siguillcant difference? Ifmot, plesss provide the Sgures required to adjust the studv
90 that the istrastate figares are reflective of the FPSC basis.

b. Ploase state the columa in the separntions etudy which includes the revermaes sad
expenses of extended celliag service (BCS).

Part |, Raquast JA(Z)(s) of the June 19* Division of Auditing Requests requires the use of
aa unwaighted DEM for intrastate (but & weighted DEM for interstate). Pleass. provide the
DEM fiuctor for esch asrvice category which wes udiined in the stady Siad in resposse to the
Jone 19* Division of Auditing Requests, and separataly provide the DEM factor for each
sacvicn category which canits Som the use of the weighted DEM fbr both intrastats toll and

| ntrastate switched access. (Contimse to use the waighted DEM fir the interstate servioes)
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ATTACEMENT B

3 What was the state inoome tax emoust fr the Part 64 dereguisted sorvices? Tnclude
the income tax rte and cost of moaey used and show the calculaticn which arrived
ot the state income tax figure.

'3 What was the ast income for the Part 64 dereguleted servioss.

h Mhhmdﬂ“mhumdammu

rdbmﬂhdﬁ!ﬂﬁmﬁmmﬂrhm
mhh- Divislon of Andidag Raquasts, Part [, Request 3

7. 1£ Ghe information is readily eveillable, plesse provide a breskd-wa showing the revenuss,
expenses tams other than incomes), plant in service, and aet isvestment brolom
dowm by emjor Part 64 dereguiated survion. IF any postion of this information s aot readlly
avallshle i the ssenner i which the Company hes dons the calculstions, plesse provide only
the infocmation thet ls rendily svailshle, However, plesse do, at & minkmurm, provide the
rovess beealcdown by Past 64 service,

Dapoxoistion
8. Plasse provide the Dllowiag infbemation fom your Company’s emoet recent deprecistion
study, if you heve cas. 1Y & deprecistion stydy for your Compeny has not besa prepared

within the lsst eight years, you do sot seed (0 respoad to this requast. This requast is st
asking you to conduct & depreciation stady If you have not siready conducted one.

7



s Soparstely for all central offics oquipmant accounts and all outside plant equipment

sccounts, from the most rocent Company deprocistion study which containg
E&i ii&ﬂlégﬁ 188..83&._668.
uting a

b Ploase provide the date of the stady from which the inforastion provided in pert &,
of this Raquest was talom.

o For each of the central office equipment and cutside plent socounts, please provide .

the nat salvage snalysls from the most reomt Company deprecistion study (if aay).
gzlfgiﬂialﬁi; ot of

ilil‘igigll‘*}

&i

With respect to [tem 6 of the Request e Production:

s Are the direciory advertising revenuses and costs which are included (n the seperatioas
sudy requested in Part [, Requent J of the June 19 Division of Auditing Requests,
e same rovemuts and aoets which are showa in the “per book™ coluaw of Soheduls
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-

of line 1S, whichever is higher, would have any significant effoct on rrvemues,
axpenses, (ecss, uncollactible amounts, income taxes, intorest, or balance sheet itemy
other than thase shown o0 Schodule Z-7, pleass indicate what other itemy should be
adjusied, and the amouns. of their adjustment assuming that the figures shown in the
“Coasolidated™ cohsmn of Schedule Z-7 were used 10 replace the figures for oo,
sdverusing that were inciuded in your respoase (0 the sbova-referenced request. ([
you baligve there are no other items that would be significantly impacted, plesse 30
state. if any figures are provided, plasse provide the workpapers which support the
Gigures provided.

axplain the relationship which exists betwesn your Company (the LEC) and the
which publishes the direcsory in your ares. Explain eny relationship
betwean the owmers of the LEC compeny and the compeny that publishes the
divectory in your sren.

|

Basic Local Sacvice

10.  Please ssparataly provide the current monthly rates aad the 1997 sverago quantitios in service
* " Bor Oat-rate singlo-line business basic looal sarvics end seperutaly far £t-rute singie-iins
residance besio local service.

10
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ATTACHMENT B

-

Please stats how the parcent of thess line card and ather NTS COE cotts that was
used in chis modal was determined,

If your Company is utilizing & proxy model in this procesding, plesse state what
parcant of the fine card and other NTS COE costs areincdludedinths -:  * wr &
thet proxy model,

Please state how the parvent of thess fine card and other NTS COE costs that wus
used in this model was determined.

How were cossnon overbead costs end other jolst end coowmon costs. other than the
loop costs and NTS COB costa, lachuded in the costs utliized in this modal? Explain

the conoept used.

Plsass provide any parcantages or figares used 10 inciude the joint snd common costs,
other thes loop and NTS COB comts. (Le. TSLRICE Woi i vt o v) sots prononele
fbr the joist end commna costs other thes the loop and NTS CORT)

i
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38

.

ATTACEMENT B

Since seversl diffarent Sines of services can be casried in o distribution cable palr, this
Intorrogatory sesics to determine how the cost of s distribution cable pur aro spresd among
the servicus niilizing that cable peir in the Company model. In your TSLRIC study for
romdential basic flat rale servics;

[ #

Assume that dows & particular road ia s residential subdivision wn your model, your
model has assemed a 24 pair copper distribution buried cable. Assume the sres that
could be sarved by that cable inchudes twalve fiving units (or potantial living units),
sad the cable has 18 Sam in servics. Uader thess sapamptions, would the procedure
used i your model elfbctively split the cost of that 34 pair cable among the t 've
living units (affectively assigaing the cost of one-twellth of the cable ¢o the frst
service in each lving unic), or would your model effscaively divide the cost of the 24
pair calle by the 18 Hae in servics to arvive ot the cost par service associated with
this osbie? Imalther of these apply, plesss axplain how the proosdure ia yorr model
would handie the costs wnder the above sssumptions.

If your Company is aiso utiizing e proxy mode or other model (o caloulsts the
residentiel fa rase costs, please provids the inlirmation requasted ia the prior portioa
of this Intarrogatory b that peoxy or other modal (othar than & separstioas study).

s it comect thas in your servios territocy during the development of & nsw residential
subdivision, the developers sormally provide the trench used to place distribution cables in
that subdivision? I this is not 4 correct statement, plesss provide the correct statement,

&

Flesse state, geaernlly, in your ares during the development of a residentisl
subdivision, what costs of the tslephoss disicibution rywa= ‘notalled = the
subdivision are borne by the developer, sad what costs are borne by the talephone
company.

24
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-

Ln your TSLRIC cost study for residential besic exchange flat rate servios, have vou
exchudod from the costs in that sudy, those costs which ars normally paid for by the
devdiopar? If yas, please axplein what costs were excgiuded and where in your model
thGes coats are enciuded. Lf you bave aot excluded thoss costa, pleass explain why
nol.

[s it & comrect statament thet in your sarvice territery when & new residential
asbdivision is beiag deveioped, the novmal practics is for the LBC to insau the baried
distribution osbies ganerally peior 10 Ghe time that the roads, drivewsyn, sidowalia,
imwan, bushes, a0 are in placet’ IF this Is et & correct statement, plense provide the
carrect statemant.

Ja your TSLRIC modsl for cesidential basic exchange service, plesse ind'crte what
peromt of the disicibution osbles in & residestial subdivision wers sseumad o include
the costs of instaling tham befhos the roads, ddveways, sidowslla, lowna, bushes, atc:
are ia ploce, and what pervest were gesamed to be installed after thess surfhoe
obetructions were in placs.

I your Company is utiizing & proxcy sodel or other aoa-separations =iy nther thae
the shove-relirence TSLRIC model, plesse provide the informetion requasted in the
prior portions of this Interrogatary fiae that other model s weil

3
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2

45,

ATTACEMENT B

of the economic, regulatary or other standard that your Company cliims suppocts the
corrected statoment provided.

Pleass provide your Company's definition of TSLRIC.

Is it & correct stasement that the properdy calcalated TSIRIC of & service ks equal to the
additions] cout incurred by the Compeny %o producs the eatire cutpat of ¢ particular servics,
holding constent the production of all other services produced by the compeny? If this is oot
2 correct statemcet, plense provide the cocrectad statement, a5 woll as & citation (0 aad & copy

. of the eccaomic, regulatory or other stendard that your Company claims supports the

corrected statement provided.

Is it a correct statesneat thet the property ceiculsted TSLRIC of & service is equal to the
company’s total cost of producing all of its services, assuming the service in question is
offered, loss the company’s total cost of producing all of its services withowt the service in
question? 1F this is not & comect statement, please provide the corrected statement, as well
8 o citation to sad s copy of the economio, regualatocy or ather standard that your Comipany
claims supports the corracted statement pravidod.

With referenco (0 tho concept of cost causstion,

% {s & u correct satamant that if' s Company incurs additional cost to producs the eatire
output of a particular sarvics, holding constant the production of alt other services

p1 ]
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YERIFICATION
STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF
. heving this day parsonelly sppeared befrs the

aotery public whoss signasre and esel are affixad to this document, and either being personslly
knowa t0 the aotary publis or otherwiss heving my identity astablished in & manner set forth in
Section 117.05(S)(k), Focida Statuten, end a0t otherwise belag & person whose docament the actary
public is prohibited Som acterhing wader Seation 117.05(6), Florida Statutes, duly swesr, depce
aad state that I have @neuted the Siregoing Intarrogatories and that the responses are tres ead
cocrest to'the best of my imowledge and bellef

Soum @9 oad cabunfbonl bnfls mo s oyl T Y

e A

My Commbaion laphen
l-ﬂh-_____.“m_ — Gt Oup

b 1]
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YERIFICATION
STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF
N having this day personally sppeared before the

ootary public whose signetire and seal are affixed (0 this document, s~ .. hwr being personally
known to the notary public or otharwise heving my identity established in a manner set forth in
Section 117.05(5)(b), Plocida Stattes, and not otherwise baing & persoe whase jocumant the notary
public is prohibited Som sotariziag under Section 117.05(6), Florida Statutes, duly swear, depose
and state that I heve executed the fhregoing Interrogatories snd that the responses sre true and
correct to the best of ey knowiedgs and bellel

Swerm W and xbonvibed beflate me 8 Gyl AT Y

n
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Jack Shreve/Charias Bock Debra K. Mink
Office of Public Counsel DOMA Florida
c/o The Florids Legisiature JOR1 B, Commercial Bivd.
111 W, Madison St. #812 Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33308
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400
Konneth Hofftawv' ) ol Ellis
Richard L. Spoars Rutiodge Law Firm
Community Association Inatitute P.O. Box 530
9132 Ridge Pine Trall Talishassen, FL. . ..
Orlando, FL 32819
Movica Basone
Doana Canzano Sprint
Wiggins Law Firm 3100 Comberiend Circle #202
P.O. Drawer 1657 Atisnts, GA 30339
Tallahasses, FL 32302
Lysoe G. Brewac
Joha L. Brewecton I, P.A. Northenst Morids Telephone
150 N. Ocange Ave. P.O. Box 435
Suits 1700 Macclonnyy, FL 32063
Orlando, FL 32801
. Harriot Budy
Chyis Kenna ALLTEL Florids, Inc.
Compass Management & Leasing P.0. Box 550
1801 Hermitsge Bivd., Live Oak, FL 32060
Suite 130 .
Tallshasses, FL 32308 Charles Rebwinial®
Spriat-Florida, Inc.
P.O.Bax 2214
1313 Blairstoas Ra. (hand-defivery)
Tallahassos, FL 32316
/
A
Assistant Attormey General

PRSP EIASONARICL SN ARIAA TR
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ATTACHENENT B
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