Furthermore, all ‘Requests will be responded to in accordance with the Florida Rules of
Civil Procedure and applicable local court rules. To the extent that Plaintiffs’ Requests exceed
the scope of permissible discovery, TMS objects and will confine its responses to that required
by the aforementioned rules.

TMS objects to and denies any explicit or implicit reference to TMS as the manufacturer
.of the subject vehicle.

Finally, any failure specifically to mention a general objection in its response shall not be
deemed a waiver of any objection to that discovery request.

RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFES'
SECOND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

Without waiving the foregoing objections, TMS responds to Plaintiffs’ Requests for
Production of Documents as follows:
1. The Dealer Agreement.

RESPONSE: Objection. Request No. 1 is vague and ambiguous as to the term "Dealer

- Agreement," unduly burdensome, not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence, and not limited to any dealership with whom TMS may have an
agreement. Moreover, Request No. 1 seeks the production of confidential and
proprietary information. Plaintiff's only claim is that their vehicle does not conform to its
warranty. Thus, TMS' agreement with any independent authorized dealer is irrelevant to
this action and any request for the same is not calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence.

2. The Account Procedure Manuals.

RESPONSE: Objection. Request No. 2 is overbroad, vague and ambiguous as to the
term "Account Procedure Manuals," unduly burdensome, not reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Further
objecting, Plaintiff's request is not narrowed in any manner to any type of
manuals used by TMS, which precludes an appropriate response. Lastly,
Plaintiff's only claim is that their vehicle does not conform to its warranty.
Thus, TMS' agreement with any independent authorized dealer is
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