
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND 
FOR LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA 

STEVEN R. ANDREWS, 
 
 Petitioner, 
vs.       CASE NO.  2013 CA 3279   
     
THE FLORIDA OFFICE OF THE  
ATTORNEY GENERAL, 

 
Respondent. 

________________________________/ 
 

PETITIONER’S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE SECOND AMENDED 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS AND DECLARATORY JUDGMENT  

 
COMES NOW Petitioner, Steven R. Andrews, hereby files this Motion for Leave to file 

Second Amended Petition for Writ of Mandamus and Declaratory Relief and as grounds 

therefore would allege: 

1. The Respondent has continually argued that the Petitioner has only sought relief 

though Writ of Mandamus.  The essence of this argument made ore tenus is that somehow that 

seeking relief only through a Writ would limit the Petitioner’s rights for the wrongful refusal of 

providing public records, deletion of public records and the delay in production. 

2. The Petitioner has moved to amend adding a Count of Declaratory Judgment 

(Count II) requesting that the Court declare that the Respondent has violated the Florida Public 

Records laws and seeking Supplemental Relief, as well as attorney’s fees. 

3. A copy of the proposed Second Amended Petition is attached hereto as Exhibit 

A.  The Petitioner will confer with the Respondent as to its position as to consenting to the filing 

of his Second Amended Petition.   
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NOW THEREFORE, the Petitioner moves this Court to enter an Order allowing 

Petitioner to file his Second Amended Petitioner for Writ of Mandamus and Declaratory 

Judgment. 

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
       The Law Offices of     
       STEVEN R. ANDREWS, P.A. 
       822 Monroe Street  
       Tallahassee, Florida 32303 
       Tel:  (850) 681-6416   
       Fax: (850) 681-6984 

/s/ Steven R. Andrews_________  
       STEVEN R. ANDREWS 
       Fla. Bar No: 0263680 
       BRIAN O. FINNERTY  
       Fla. Bar No: 0094647 
 
 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing has been 

furnished by electronic transmission this 29th day of August, 2014, to: 

 
The Florida Office of the Attorney General 
c/o Stephanie A. Daniel, Esquire 
PL 01, The Capitol 
400 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL  32399-0150 
Stephanie.Daniel@myfloridalegal.com 
 

 
 
/s/ Steven R. Andrews     

       STEVEN R. ANDREWS  
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EXHIBIT A TO PETITIONER’S 
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO AMEND 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 
SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND 
FOR LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA 

STEVEN R. ANDREWS, 
 
 Petitioner, 
vs.       CASE NO.  2013 CA 3279   
     
THE FLORIDA OFFICE OF THE  
ATTORNEY GENERAL, 

 
Respondent. 

________________________________/ 
 

SECOND AMENDED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS AND  
FOR VIOLATION OF THE FLORIDA PUBLIC RECORDS LAW AND RELIEF  

PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 1, SECTION 24 OF THE FLORIDA CONSTITUTION 
AND CHAPTERS 119 AND CHAPTER 86  

 
COMES NOW Petitioner, Steven R. Andrews, pursuant to Art. I § 24 Florida 

Constitution, Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, Chapter 86, Florida Statutes, and Rule 1.630, Florida 

Rules of Civil Procedure, and sues Respondent, the Florida Office of the Attorney General 

(“OAG”), for violations of the Florida Public Records Laws, for Declaratory Relief, for a Writ of 

Mandamus and for issuance of Alternative Writ of Mandamus/Order to Show Cause for relief 

and as grounds therefore would allege: 

JURISDICTIONAL ALLEGATIONS 

1. This is a civil action for relief pursuant to Article 1, Section 24 of the Florida 

Constitution, Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, Section 119.11 (accelerated hearing and for 

immediate compliance), Chapter 119.12, Florida Statutes (attorney’s fees), Declaratory 

Judgment under Chapter 86, Florida Statutes, including Supplemental Relief, for the issuance of 

an Alternative Writ of Mandamus/Order to Show Cause and relief pursuant to Florida Rule of 

Civil Procedure 1.630.  The Court entered its Alternate Writ of Mandamus/Show Cause on 

February 19, 2014. 
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2. The Petitioner resides in Leon County, Florida.  The Petitioner has made 

numerous Public Record Requests to the Respondent OAG.  Respondent OAG has violated 

Chapter 119 by: (a) not fully complying with the Petitioner’s Public Records Requests; (b) by 

actively concealing public records; (c) by conspiring with others, known and unknown, to 

conceal public records from the Petitioner; (d) by engaging in activities designed to stop or 

otherwise thwart Petitioner from making Public Records Requests; and (e) by delaying the 

production of public records to interfere with the Petitioner’s prosecution of Andrews v. Board of 

Trustees of the Internal Improvement Fund (“BOT”), Case No. 2012 CA 859 and interference 

with Petitioner’s defense of a meritless counterclaim brought by BOT.  

3. Respondent OAG is an agency pursuant to Chapter 119, the Florida Public 

Records laws, and is subject to Florida Statutes 119 and maintains public records defined therein.  

Florida Statute 119.011(12) defines “public records” to include: all documents, papers, letters, 

maps, books, tapes, photographs, films, sound recordings, data processing software, or other 

material, regardless of the physical form, characteristics or means of transmission, made or 

received pursuant to law or ordinance or in connection with the transaction of official business 

by any agency.  See Shevin v. Byron, Harless, Schaffer, Reid and Associates, Inc., 379 So. 2d 

633, 640 (Fla. 1980).  See also Wait v. Florida Power & Light Company, 372 So.2d 420 (Fla. 

1979); Art. I, § 24, Fla. Const.   

4. Public agencies like the Office of the Attorney General have a duty to produce 

public records and in derogation of that duty may not conceal, conspire to conceal, cause delay in 

the production of public records or delete and destroy public records. 

5.  The fact that the records are part of a preliminary process does not remove them 

from the definition of a “public record.”  When material falls within the statutory definition of a 
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“public record” in Chapter 119.011(12), Florida Statutes, and has been prepared to “perpetuate, 

communicate or formalize knowledge, the record is subject to disclosure even if the agency 

believes that release of the nonfinal product could be detrimental.”  See, e.g., Gannett 

Corporation, Inc. v. Goldtrap, 302 So.2d 174 (Fla. 2d DCA 1974) (county’s concern that 

premature disclosure of a report could be harmful to the county does not make the document 

confidential).  Cf. Grapski v. City of Alachua, 31 So. 3d 193 (Fla. 1st DCA 2010).   

6. This Court has jurisdiction and venue is appropriate in Leon County because the 

Petitioner resides and conducts business in Leon County and the Respondent OAG maintains its 

offices in Leon County and by Florida Statute can be sued in Leon County.  

7. Petitioner further seeks by Writ of Mandamus ordering that all public records be 

produced, entering a Declaratory Judgment finding that such public records have not been 

produced or timely produced in violation of Florida Statutes 119, and awarding attorneys’ fees.   

8. The Petitioner’s claims for violation of the Florida Public Records laws, a 

Declaratory Judgment, Writ of Mandamus, and for issuance of Alternative Writ of Mandamus 

pursuant to Article V, Section 5(v) of the Florida Constitution pursuant to Rule 1.630, Florida 

Rules of Civil Procedure, are within the jurisdiction of this Court. 

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS COMMON TO ALL COUNTS 

9. Petitioner restates and realleges paragraphs 1 through 8.  Each of these paragraphs 

incorporated herein contain factual allegations which are relevant to the relief being sought in 

this Count.  

10. Respondent OAG has failed to provide Petitioner access to public records as 

required by Chapter 119 Florida Statutes.  Public records are defined to include: 

“...all documents, papers, letters, maps, books, tapes, photographs, 
films, sound recordings, data processing software, or other 
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material, regardless of the physical form, characteristics, or means 
of transmission, made or received pursuant to law or ordinance or 
in connection with the transaction of official business by any 
agency.”  Florida Statutes, Section 119.011(12) (2013). 
 

11. Further, Respondent OAG overcharged Petitioner for the production of public 

records and further charged Petitioner for public records produced, but not requested, in violation 

of Florida Statutes 119. 

ELECTRONIC AND COMPUTER RECORDS 
 

12. Information stored in a public agency’s computer is as much a public record as a 

written page in a book or a tabulation in a file stored in a filing cabinet.  See Seigle v. Barry, 422 

So. 2d 63, 65 (Fla. 4th DCA 1982); National Collegiate Athletic Association v. Associated Press, 

1 So.3d 1201 (Fla. 1st DCA 2009) and AGO, 98-54; AGO, 1-61 and AGO 85-03.  Accordingly, 

electronic public records are governed by the same rule as written documents and such electronic 

records are subject to public inspection.  AGO 90-04.  Respondent OAG has violated Florida 

Statutes 119 by failing to produce or timely produce all electronic or computer records.  The 

Petitioner requests that this Court, by Declaratory Judgment, find that the Respondent has failed 

to produce, concealed and destroyed electronic and computer records requested by the Petitioner 

in violation of Florida Statutes 119.  

EMAIL MESSAGES 

13. Email messages made or received by agency officers and employees in 

connection with official business are public records subject to disclosure.  This disclosure of 

emails would include communications sent or received by private email accounts which relate to 

the business of the public.  Florida Statute 668.6076 requires that agencies of the State of Florida 

post the following statement in a conspicuous location on agency websites: 

“Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not 
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want your email address released in response to a public records request, 
do not send electronic mail to this entity.  Instead, contact this office by 
phone or in writing.” 

 

This statutory admonition would apply to private email accounts used by state employees 

to conduct state business.  Official business on private emails accounts used by state employees 

or their surrogate/designate must be considered a public record.    See State v. City of 

Clearwater, 863 So. 2d 149, 154 (Fla. 2003).  See also Butler v. City of Hallandale Beach, 68 

So.3d 278 (Fla. 4th DCA 2011).  From time to time, the Court may be required to conduct an 

inspection of a state employee’s private email account to determine if a particular email was 

personal or related to state business. 

14. Additionally, emails considered public records cannot be scrubbed to eliminate 

“cc’s” or “bcc’s” and to the extent that such emails have been scrubbed, such scrubbing would 

constitute a potential criminal violation. 

TEXT MESSAGES, INSTANT MESSAGES, BLACKBERRY PINS, SMS 
COMMUNICATIONS AND MMS COMMUNICATIONS 

 
15. Respondent OAG advised the Department of State (which is statutorily charged 

with development of public records retention schedules) that “the same rules that apply to email 

should be considered for electronic communications including Blackberry PINS, SMS 

Communications, Text Messaging, MMS Communications (multi-media content) and Instant 

Messaging conducted by government agencies.” 

PRESERVATION AND PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST TO OAG 

16. Petitioner sent preservation letters to Respondent OAG on March 20, 2012 and 

April 2, 2012 requesting the preservation of documents.  Such preservation letters1 also 

1 See Ubalake v. UBS Worburg LLC, No. 02 Civ. 1243 (S.D.N.Y July 20, 2004).  When a party sends a preservation letter and 
insists that such communications about preservation obligations reach every custodian of discoverable data and stress the 
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contained Public Records Requests to Respondent OAG (attached hereto as Composite Exhibit 

A).    

17. Set forth below are the Public Records Requests sent to the Respondent OAG and 

are attached as Composite Exhibit A: 

a. March 20, 2012, Public Records Request #1; 

b. April 2, 2012, Public Records Request #2; 

c. April 18, 2012, Public Records Request #3; 

d. May 7, 2012, Public Records Request #4; 

e. December 3, 2012, Public Records Request #5; 

f. January 4, 2013, Public Records Request #6; 

g. July 15, 2013, Public Records Request #7; 

h. November 7, 2013, Public Records Request #8; 

MARCH 20, 2012, PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST #1 AND  
APRIL 2, 2012 PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST #2 

 
18. In connection with the March 20, 2012 and April 2, 2012 Public Records 

Requests, Respondent OAG failed to produce the following public records in violation of Florida 

Public Records laws.  Respondent: 

a. Failed to include all responsive emails, text messages, from both state and 

personal accounts, iNotes from Pam Bondi, and other digital communications requested in the 

Public Records Requests of March 20, 2012 and April 2, 2012; 

b. Failed to conduct a search of all Respondent OAG employees/databases, 

including but not limited to, personal emails, personal computers, public records in possession 

of private persons or entities including communications sent or received in connection with 

importance of the duty to preserve, the party seeking preservation is demanding no more than the developing law suggests is 
warranted.  See also, Swofford v. Eslinger, 671 F. Supp. 2d 1274 (M.D. Fla. 2009). 
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official business; 

c. Failed to conduct a search of all Respondent OAG employees’ text 

messages on state and personal cell phones, as requested by the March 20, 2012 and April 2, 

2012 Public Records Requests;  

d. Failed to produce all requested public records;  

e. Wrongfully asserted exemptions over public records and therefore has 

failed to produce all public records requested; 

f. Failed to complete a proper search for public records requested by only 

using only one search term and such conduct was intentionally wrongful, conspiratorial;  

g. Delayed in producing responsive emails until as late as January 2013, 

which had a chilling effect on the Petitioner’s prosecuting and defending Andrews vs. BOT, 

Case No. 2012 CA 859; and 

h. Failed to produce all records responsive to all Public Records Requests 

including, upon information and belief, emails between General Bondi and the Executive Office 

of the Governor, including emails sent or received from gov.rls@gmail.com. 

19.  As a result of the above listed violations, the Petitioner is entitled to a declaration 

by the Court that the Respondent has failed to comply with Florida Public Records laws and 

therefore the Petitioner is entitled to attorneys’ fees.     

APRIL 18, 2012 PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST #3 

20. In violation of Florida Public Records law, Respondent OAG failed to produce all 

of General Bondi’s calendars which included public meetings, fully and/or timely. 

21. As a result of the above listed violations, the Petitioner is entitled to a declaration 

by the Court that the Respondent has failed to comply with Florida Public Records laws and 
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therefore the Petitioner is entitled to attorneys’ fees. 

MAY 7, 2012 PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST #4 

22. The May 7, 2012 Public Records Request requested the following: 

a. “All notes and documents which mention or contain any  
information regarding General Pam Bondi’s meeting with 
Senator J.D. Alexander on February 21, 2012. This request 
includes but is not limited to any notes taken by General 
Pam Bondi, her Aides, or any other person present at the 
meeting”; and 

 
b. “All of General Pam Bondi’s emails and text messages  

subject to Chapter 119 from January 17, 2012 to February 
3, 2012, February 15, 2012 to March 8, 2012 and March 
19, 2012 to March 23, 2012”. 

 
23. In violation of Florida Public Records laws, Respondent OAG failed to produce a 

print out of Pam Bondi’s calendar (LBL) requested by the Petitioner.  Additionally, OAG failed 

to produce previous versions of public records, both of which were not fully produced or not 

produced without significant delay in violation of Florida Public Records laws.   

24. In violation of Florida Public Records laws, Respondent OAG failed to produce 

the emails setting up this meeting. 

25. In violation of Florida Public Records laws, Respondent OAG failed to produce, 

fully produce and timely produce General Bondi’s public record emails and public record text 

messages requested by the Petitioner. 

26. As a result of the above listed violations, the Petitioner is entitled to a declaration 

by the Court that the Respondent has failed to comply with Florida Public Records laws and 

therefore the Petitioner is entitled to attorneys’ fees. 

DECEMBER 3, 2012 PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST #5 

27. In connection with the Public Records Request dated December 3, 2012 and in 
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violation of Florida Public Records laws, Respondent OAG failed to provide multiple emails 

responsive to the Public Records Request and failed to search each employee’s computer, emails, 

and/or database. Further, the Respondent OAG failed to produce text messages for five other 

individuals named in the Public Records Request.  Respondent OAG failed to produce emails 

and text messages that were responsive to the Public Records Request identified and also failed 

to include them in the employee’s master list of emails that they provided. 

28. The OAG failed to provide complete and accurate email lists by 

excluding/deleting responsive emails.  

29. As a result of the above listed violations, the Petitioner is entitled to a declaration 

by the Court that the Respondent has failed to comply with Florida Public Records laws and 

therefore the Petitioner is entitled to attorneys’ fees. 

JANUARY 4, 2013 PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST #6 

30. In connection with the Public Records Request dated January 4, 2013 and in 

violation of Florida Public Records laws, Respondent OAG failed to provide public records 

responsive to this Public Records Request by failing to include public records in their digital and 

native format.  

31. Respondent OAG completely disregarded the specific request for public records 

in native format.  Not providing the requested public records in native format was done 

intentionally to frustrate the intent of the public records laws and to inhibit Petitioner from 

obtaining public records in a searchable format.  By failing to produce the records in native 

format, Petitioner was required to spend additional time and expense to determine the extent of 

Respondent OAG’s public records violations, including the deletion of public records. 

32. As a result of the above listed violations, the Petitioner is entitled to a declaration 
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by the Court that the Respondent has failed to comply with Florida Public Records laws and 

therefore the Petitioner is entitled to attorneys’ fees. 

JULY 15, 2013 PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST #7 

33. In connection with the Public Records Request dated July 15, 2013, Respondent 

OAG violated Florida Public Records laws by failing to include documents in their digital and 

native format.   

34. Respondent OAG completely disregarded the specific request for public records 

in native format.  By failing to produce the records in native format, Petitioner was required to 

spend additional time and expense to determine the extent of Respondent OAG’s public records 

violations, including the deletion of public records. 

35. As a result of the above listed violations, the Petitioner is entitled to a declaration 

by the Court that the Respondent has failed to comply with Florida Public Records laws and 

therefore the Petitioner is entitled to attorneys’ fees. 

NOVEMBER 7, 2013 PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST #8 

36. In connection with the Public Records Request dated November 17, 2013, 

Respondent OAG violated Florida Public Records laws by failing to provide or timely provide 

public records responsive to this Public Records Request and by failing to provide any of the 

iNotes requested from Pam Bondi’s iPad, including LBL calendars believed to be transmitted to 

the Attorney General’s iPad daily.  Additionally, Respondent OAG asserts that Senior Assistants 

to General Bondi did not maintain calendars for the time period requested, which belies belief 

and is a misrepresentation bordering on fraud.  Further, Respondent OAG charged the Petitioner 

improperly for public records not requested and charged exorbitant hourly rates for the review of 

public records, designed to inhibit and frustrate the Petitioner from making any further Public 

10 
 



Records Requests. 

37. Respondent OAG failed to produce all emails and text messages requested in 

violation of Florida Public Records laws. 

38.  Respondent OAG completely disregarded the specific request for documents in 

native format.  By failing to produce the records in native format, the Petitioner was required to 

spend additional time and expense to determine the extent of Respondent OAG’s public records 

violations, including the deletion of public records. 

39. Respondent OAG has failed to provide Petitioner with access to public records, 

including public and private calendars, as required by Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, even in a 

redacted form.   

40. The claim by Respondent OAG that all unproduced material are exempt pursuant 

to an assertion of attorney work product or privilege is misplaced and unsupported by OAG’s 

statutory claim to any such privilege and the Respondent should thus be required to produce 

these records for inspection by the Court.  

41. Respondent OAG’s failure to allow Petitioner access to the public records at issue 

is a refusal to perform an official ministerial duty in violation of Florida Statute 119.07 for which 

a Writ of Mandamus is the appropriate remedy.   

42. Petitioner has incurred costs and attorneys’ fees in prosecuting this action for 

violations of Florida Statutes 119 and is entitled to recover reasonable attorneys’ fees against 

Respondent OAG pursuant to Florida Statute 119.12. 

UNREASONABLE DELAY IN PRODUCING RECORDS AND  
IRREPARABLE INJURY TO THE PLAINTIFF 

 
43. The impermissible withholding of public records otherwise required to be 

disclosed constitutes, “in and of itself, irreparable injury to the person making the public records 
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request." Grapski v. City of Alachua, 31 So. 3d 193, 198 (Fla. 1st DCA 2010).   

44. For the Court to hold otherwise would allow a covered body to delay meaningful 

access to public records, only to disclose them belatedly and after the utility of such records had 

faded.2  Id.  

45. In that instance, the Court in Grapski found that an assertion of mootness, because 

the violation had been "cured" once the requesting party gained access to the records, would 

disguise a breach of public records law.  Id.  

46. Applying the holding in Grapski to this case, the express language in Florida 

Statutes 119 and the Florida Constitution demonstrate the Respondent’s failure to comply with 

Florida Public Records laws, and the damage to Petitioner was not mooted. Id.  

47. Respondent OAG has violated Public Records laws of the State of Florida for its 

own benefit by impermissibly withholding numerous public records after receiving Petitioner’s 

Public Records Requests, causing the Petitioner irreparable harm.  

COUNT I 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS 

 
48. Petitioner realleges paragraphs 1 through 47 above as if stated herein. 

49. The Petitioner has alleged that the Respondent has violated a clear duty making 

Respondent subject to the issuance of a Writ of Mandamus pursuant to Rule 1.630, Florida Rules 

of Civil Procedure. 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner requests that this Honorable Court issue a Writ of 

Mandamus/Order to Show Cause commanding that the Respondent OAG show cause ordering 

2 Respondent was aware that the Petitioner’s basis for making Public Records Requests was to prosecute its action for 
Declaratory Judgment in Case No. 2012 CA 859 as well as defend himself from a counterclaim, described as “compulsory” 
seeking money damages. The Respondent delayed producing numerous public records and denied the Petitioner meaningful 
access to such public records only to disclose them belatedly and after the utility of such records had faded. In that instance, the 
OAG cannot assert mootness because the 119 violation had been “cured” prior to the filing of a Writ of Mandamus. See Id. 
Further, the Respondent, while representing the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust fund in Case No. 2012 CA 
859 and while impermissibly withholding public records, sought to stay civil discovery in that case.     
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the following: 

a. OAG perform its ministerial duties by permitting the inspection and 

examination of the public records requested for which Respondent OAG has failed to produce 

and for which no exemption applies and to produce copies of such public records without cost 

to the Petitioner; 

b. OAG be ordered to immediately disclose the public records over which 

exemptions are asserted in an unredacted form to the Court for an in camera review;  

c. OAG be ordered to show cause for the impermissible delay in the 

production of public records for more than a reasonable time and to show cause why the 

Petitioner did not suffer irreparable harm and that the belated production occurred after the utility 

of such records to the Petitioner had faded; 

d. OAG be ordered to show cause as to why Petitioner should not be granted 

the relief sought herein at an immediate hearing as to this Count and the Court’s Alternative Writ 

of Mandamus; 

e. Petitioner receive his costs and attorneys’ fees in prosecuting this claim 

and to be provided with all responsive public records which were wrongfully excluded or 

withheld; and 

f. Petitioner receive such further relief as this Court deems proper. 

COUNT II  
VIOLATION OF FLORIDA PUBLIC RECORDS LAWS 

ATTORNEY’S FEES 
DECLARATION 

 
50. Petitioner realleges paragraphs 1 through 47 above as if stated herein. 

51. At all times material hereto, there was in full force and effect Florida Statutes 

86.011 through 86.111 (the “Declaratory Judgment Act”). 

13 
 



52. This is an action for Declaratory Relief pursuant to the Declaratory Judgment Act.  

The purpose of this action is to afford the Petitioner relief from the insecurity and uncertainty 

with respect to its rights, status and other equitable or legal relations resulting from the 

Respondent’s refusal to provide public records or delay in providing public records to the 

Petitioner. 

53. The Petitioner and the Respondent have actual present and adverse interests 

before the Court concerning the Respondent’s obligations to timely release public records upon   

request. 

54. There is a bona fide, actual and present need for the Declaration requested.  

Petitioner claims a right to the information specified in its Public Records Requests whereas the 

Respondent has deleted public records, failed to timely produce public records and simply 

believes it can ignore the Florida Constitution as well as Florida Statutes 119. 

55. Respondent OAG had a clear statutory duty to produce the public records 

requested. 

56. Respondent OAG failed to comply or timely comply with the Public Records 

Requests submitted by the Petitioner in violation of the Florida Public Records laws. 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner requests that this Court issue the following Declaration 

pursuant to Florida Statute 86 and: 

a. Declare that Respondent OAG failed to comply with their statutory and 

Constitutional duty to provide or timely provide public records requested by the Petitioner, 

including a finding that Respondent’s unreasonable delay and refusal to release public records 

responsive to the Petitioner’s Public Records Requests violated Florida Public Records laws; 

b. Declare that Respondent OAG failed to produce all public records requested; 
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c. Declare that Respondent, as Supplemental Relief, produce all public records 

requested not previously produced by any means necessary, including the use of a forensic 

technician for any public records which were deleted or not preserved pursuant to the Petitioner’s 

preservation requests; and 

d. Declare that Respondent OAG be required to pay all Petitioner’s attorneys’ 

fees and costs for prosecuting this action as Supplemental Relief. 

  
Respectfully submitted, 

 
       The Law Offices of     
       STEVEN R. ANDREWS, P.A. 
       822 Monroe Street  
       Tallahassee, Florida 32303 
       Tel:  (850) 681-6416   
       Fax: (850) 681-6984 

/s/ Steven R. Andrews_________  
       STEVEN R. ANDREWS 
       Fla. Bar No: 0263680 
       BRIAN O. FINNERTY  
       Fla. Bar No: 0094647 
 
 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing has been 

furnished by electronic transmission this 29th day of August, 2014, to: 

 
The Florida Office of the Attorney General 
c/o Stephanie A. Daniel, Esquire 
PL 01, The Capitol 
400 S. Monroe Street 
Tallahassee, FL  32399-0150 
Stephanie.Daniel@myfloridalegal.com 
 

 
 
/s/ Steven R. Andrews     

       STEVEN R. ANDREWS  
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	IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND FOR LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA
	Petitioner,
	THE FLORIDA OFFICE OF THE
	ATTORNEY GENERAL,
	Respondent.

