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EXHIBIT A

AOL REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 15: 7

All DOCUMENTS which, in whole or in part, interpret, explain, and/or provide meaning
to and/or for the following “personal injury offense” in the ST. PAUL POLICY. “making
known fo any pefson or organization written or spoken material that violates a person’s right of

privacy.”

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 15:

ST. PAUL objects to this request to the extent it seeks documents o1 information o

protected from discovery by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work-product doctiine, or

any other judicially-1ecognized protection o1 privilege. ST. PAUL objects to this request as
vague and ambiguous as to the terms “interpret” and “meaning.” This Request is also overbroad |
as to time and unduly burdensome and seeks documents not relevant to the scope of this .
litigation or reasonably calculated to lead to discovery of admissible evidence. The parties did

not discuss or negotiate the language in the general liability form, including this particular

personal injury offense and the langnage is clear and unambiguous. Any documents created after

issuance of the subject policy are not relevant to this litigation nor reasonably calculated to lead

to the discovery of admissible evidence .

Subject to and without waiving these objections, ST. PAUL has provided documents that

pertain to history and intent regarding this particular personal injury offense in the commercial

general liability form. ST PAUL has produced “Side by Side” documents that explain changes
in the form in 1991 and 1996. St. Paul has not located any earlier “Side by Side”” docurnents w
pertaining to the commercial general liability form. St. Paul has produced all “Side by Side” '

documents it has located pertaining to the technology commercial general liability form.
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AOL REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 22:

All transcripts of deposition o1 trial testimony given by SI. PAUL personnel
concerning any claim under the "personal injury" or "advertising injury” portions of any
policy issued by ST. PAUL concerning the following offense: "matking known to any

person or organization written or spoken material that vielates a person’s right of

privacy.”

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO REQUEST NO. 22:

i

ST. PAUL objects to this request on ihe grounds that it seeks information which is neither
relevant to the subject matter of this litigation nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. ST. PAUL objects to this request to the extent it seeks documents or
information protected fiom dlscovery by the attorney-client privilege, the attorney work—pmduct :\
doct:ine, or any other judicially—recognized protection o1 privilege. Further, the deposition |

testimony sought by AOL pertains to activities and affairs of other ST. PAUL insureds and

disclosure of this information violates the privacy interests of these insureds. ST. PAUL also

objects to this Reciucst as overbroad and unduly butdensome, as ST. PAUL does not collect the

requested documents and the request is not limited to a specific time period. ST.PAUL further
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objects to the production of the specific transcript AOL has identified pertaining to James

Zacharski’s testimony in the Meltose Hotel litigation for all the above reasons and because this
transcript contains confidential testimony regarding settlement discussions and it is subject to a o
protective order in that litigation and production of this transcript by ST. PAUL would violate

the terms of that protective order.
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NETSCAPE REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

All “Side By Side” comparisons 1elating to the “making known " provision of the
Personal Injury coverage in YOUR general liability and/or technology general liability policy
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 6:

ST. PAUL objects to producing these documents as they are not relevant to this dispute
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of'adrrﬁssible‘e\‘fidence.. ST. PAUL further
objects t;> this Request as overbroad, including as to time, and unduly burdensome The parties
did not discuss or negotiate the language in the general liability form, including this particular
personal injury offense and the language is clear and unambiguous. Any documents created after
issuance of the subject policy are not relevant to this litigation or reasonably calculated to lead to
discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these objections, ST. PAUL has produced “Side by Side”
documents that _explain what changes in the commercial general liability form in 1991 and 1996.
St. Paul has not located any earlier “Side by Side” documents pertaining to the commercial
general liability form. St. Paul has ptoduced all “Side by Side” documents it has located

pettaining to the technology commercial genera! liability form.
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NETSCAPE REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NQ. 7:

All “Side By Side” compatisons relating to the “making known” provision of the |
Advertising Injury coverage in YOUR general liability and/or technology general liability policy.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 7:

ST. PAUL objects to producing these documents as they are not relevant to this dispute

and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. ST. PAUL further

objects to this Request as overbroad, including as to time, and unduly burdensome. The parties
did not discuss or negotiate the language in the general liability form, including this particular
personal injury offense and the .language is clear and wnambiguous. Aﬁy documents created after
issuance of the subject policy are not relevant to this litigation or reasonably calculated to lead to _ E
discovery of admissible evidence.

Subj.ect to and without waiving these objections, ST. PAUL has produced “Side by Side”

documents that explain changes in the commercial general liability form in 1991 and 1996. St.

Paul has not located any earlier “Side by Side” decuments pertaining to the commercial general

liability form. St. Paul has produced all “Side by Side” documents it has located pertaining to
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the technology commercial gene:al' liability form.
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NETSCAPE REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8:

All “Side By Side” compazisons 1elating to the “Deliberately breaking the law” exclusion
in YOUR general liability and/or technology general liability policy.
NETSCAPE RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION NO. 8:

ST. PAUL objects to producing documents that are irrelevant to this dispute and not
reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 'ST. PAUL futther objects
to this R;cquest as overbroad, including as to time, and unduly burdensome. The parties did not
discuss or negotiate the language in the general liability form, including this particular personal
injury offense and the language is clear and unambiguous. Any documents created after issuance
of the subject policy are not relevant to this litigation ot 1easonably calculated to lead to
discovery of admissible evidence.

Subject to and without waiving these obiections, ST. PAUL has produced “Side by Side”
documents that explain changes in the commetcial general liability form in 1991 and 1996. St
Paul has not located any earlier “Side by Side” docurnents pertaining to the commercial general
ligbility form. St. Paul has produced all “Side by Side” documents it has Jocated pertaining to

the technology commercial general liability form.
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PLAINTIFFS’ TOPIC FOR EXAMINATION NO. 4:

All changes to the “making known” language of the “personal injury liability”
coverage in ST. PAUL’S technology commercial liability policy since 1985. :
RESPONSE TO TOPIC FOR EXAMINATION NO. 4:

ST. PAUL objects to this topic as being overbroad and unduly burdensome,

including as to time. ST. PAUL objects to the topic to the extent it includes subject

matter that is not relevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of

admissible evidence in this matter. The parties did not negotiate the policy form

language and, thezefore, its creation is not at issue in the~ lawsnit. The pblicy form
language is clear and unambiguous. Any changes made subsequent to the issuance of the
subject policy are not relevant to this dispute or reasonably calculated to lead to discovery i
of admissible evidence,

Subject to and without waiving these objections, ST. PAUL will produce Eric

Solberg to testify regarding any changes to the “making known” language in the

technology commercial general liability form made in 1991 and 1996.
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PLAINTIFFS’ TOPIC FOR EXAMINATION NO. 5:

All changes to the “making known” language of the “Personat Injury liability” |
céver'age.in St. PAUL’S commercial liability policy since 1985 . 7 i
RESPONSE TO TOPIC FOR EXAMINATION NO. S: }

ST. PAUL objects to this topic as being overbroad and unduly burdensome, including as

to time. ST. PAUL objects to the topic to the extent it includes subject matter that is not relevant

and not 1easonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this matter. The
parties did not negotiate the policy form language and, therefore, its history is not at issue in the

lawsuit. The policy form language is clear and unambiguous. Any changes made subsequent to

the issuance of the subject policy are not 1elevant to this dispute or reasonably calculated to lead

to discovery of admissible evidence. Further, the policy at issue is a technology commercial
general liability policy. . [
Subject to and without waiving these objections, ST. PAUL has agreed to produce Eric

Solberg testify regarding any changes to the “making known” language made in 1991 and 1996.
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