W. CHESTER BREWER, JR., P.A.
ATTORNEY AT LAW
SUTTE 1400
250 AUSTRALIAN AVENUE SOUTH
WEST PALM BEACH, FLORIDA. 33401-5086

TELEPHONE (561) 6554777
FAX (561) 835-8691

October 19, 2017

Via eCourtesy
The Honorable Rodney Smith
Dade County Courthouse
73 West Flagler Street
Courtroom DCC1401
Miami, FL 33130

RE: Jean-Luc Brunel, individually and MCI Model & Talent Miami, LLC vs.
Jeffrey Epstein, Tyler McDonald, Tyler McDonald D/B/A/ YLORG
Case No.: 14-21348 CA 01

Dear Judge Smith:

Please find enclosed a courtesy copy of Defendant, Jeffrey Epstein's, Response to Motion
for Ruling on Service of Process on Defendant, Jeffrey Epstein without a Hearing. Because the
Plaintiff's attorney, Mr. Titone, is asking by way of his motion that you rule on his motion
without a hearing, we are concerned that Mr. Titone may provide his motion to you directly. We
are very much opposed to Mr. Titone's motion and thercfore we have filed with the Clerk the
attached response.

Thank you very much for your consideration of this situation.

Very truly yours,

W. CHESTER BREWER, JR., ESQUIRE
WCB/msk

Enclosure

ce:  Mr. Joseph Titone, Esq.
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Filing # 62990957 E-Filed 10/18/2017 12:26:18 PM

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND
FOR DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

CASENO. 14-21348-CA-01

JEAN-LUC BRUNEL, individually,
and MC2 MODEL & TALENT
MIAMI, LLC.

Plaintiffs,
V.
JEFFREY EPSTEIN,

TYLER MCDONALD, TYLER
MCDONALD D/B/A/ YL.ORG

COMES NOW, the Defendant, JEFFREY EPSTEIN, by and through his undersigned
counsel, and files his response to Plaintiffs Motion for Ruling on Service of Process on
Defendant, Jeffrcy Epstein, Without a Hearing, and states as follows: |

I The Amended Complaint in this matter was filed January 2015 After almost
three (3) years, the Plaintiff has never properly served Defendant, Jeffrey Epstein.

5 On October 16, 2017, Plaintiff, Jean-Luc Brunel, through counsel, filed his
second Motion for Ruling on Service of Process. This motion is essentially a re-file of Plaintiffs
Motion for F.uliﬁg on Service of Process filed March 16, 2017.

3. The single major difference between the October 16, 2017 and March 6, 2017,
filings is that Jean-Luc Brunel is now asking that the court grant his motion without a hearing.

4, Fully aware that Jeffrey Epstein opposes both motions for Ruling on Service of
Process, counsel for Plaintiff has failed to inform the court of any opposition, thus implying by

omission that the motions are agreed upon. Nothing could be further from the truth.
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Jean-Luc Brunel, et al. vs, Jeffrey Epstein, et al,

Cage No.: 14-21348-CA-01

Response to Plaintiff's Motion for Ruling on
Service of Process on Jeffrey Epstein

5. In response to Plaintiffs prior Motion for Ruling on Service of Process
Defendant, Jeffrey Epstein, filed his Memorendum in Opposition to Motion for Ruling on
Service of Process. Mr. Egstain maintains his priot positions with regard to Plaintiff's failure to
properly serve him in what is now 2 years and 10 months after the filing of Plaintiff's amended
complaint. A copy of this Memorandum is attached as Exhibit A, In the seven months that have
passed since Mr. Epstein filed his Memorandum in Opposition, Plaintiff’ has never even
attempted 1o set his motion for hearing.

6. Also in response to Plaintiffs prior Motion for Ruling on Service of Process and
because the Plaintiff had failed to comply with this court's order of October 5, 2016, Defendant,
Jeffrey Epstein, filed a Motion to Dismiss. As grounds for the Motion to Dismiss, Mr. Epstein
relied on the express terms of this Court's Octobet 3 Order that if service were not effected by the
deadline specifically provided in the Order, the case was to be automatically dismissed and "no
garther order of this Court shall be necessary.” Copies of this court's Order and Epstein's
Motion to Dismiss are attached hereto as Exhibits B & € respectively. .In the seven months that
have passed since Mr, Epsiein filed his Motion to Dismiss, Plaintiff never once opposed the
antomatic dismissal of this case.

7. Incredibly, although Plaintiff was clearly informed on December 7, 2016, that the
Plaintiff's last attempted service on November 17, 2016, was ineffective, Plaintiff has not made a
single attempt to properly serve M. Hpstein since that feiled November 17t attempt,

8, The additional time to obtain proper setvice which was so graciously granted by
this court has long since run, Rather than attempt to obtain proper service, the Plaintiff has filed
two badly flawed motions in an attempt lo mislead this court by claiming that proper service was
obtained. The Plaintiff has even gone so far as to try to trick the court into ruling on these

motions without hearing while not informing the court that there is opposition to the motions.
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Jean-Luc Brunel, et al. vs. Jeffrey Epstein, et al.
Case No.: 14-21348-CA-01
Response to Plaintiff's Motion for Ruling on
Service of Process on Jeffrey Epstein
9. Given the flagrant violations of Florida Statutes dealing with Service of Process,
the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, this Court's Order of October 5, 2016, and Plaintiff's
altenpt to mislead the court by not informing the court that there was opposition to his motions
and an outstanding Motion to Dismiss; this maiter should be dismissed with prejudice. NOTE:
This olaim has already been dismissed by operation of this Court's Ordet of October 5, 2016.
WHEREFORE, Defendant, Jeffrey Epstein, moves that the court dismiss, with prejudice,
the claims of JEAN-LUC BRUNEL, individually, and MC2 MODEL & TALENT MIAMI,
LLC. |
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been
electronically futnished via email and/or E-file on the may of October, 2017 to Joe Tyrone,
joctitone 708 @comeast.net.
w. cursTER BREWER, /R
Counsel for Epstein

250 8. Australian Avenue, Suite 1400
West Palm Beach, FL. 33401

By: . /[s/ W.Chester Brewer. Jr
W. CHESTER BREWER, JR., ESQUIRE
Florida Bar No, 261858
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND
FOR DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

: CASE NO. 14-21348-CA-D1
JEAN-LUC BRUNEL, individually,

and MC2 MODEL & TALENT
MIAMI, LLC.

Plaintiffs,
V3.
JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
TYLER MCDONALD, TYLER
MCDONALD D/B/A/ YI.ORG

Defendants.

/
PPO ONTO
RULING ON I OF PROCESS

Having already once received this Court’s indulgence for Plaintiffs’ total
disregard of Florida’s procedural rules governing proper service of process and a 120-day
extension of the time within which to effect service (effectively providing Plaintiffs with a 2-year
service window), Plaintiffs again ignore Florida's jurisdictional prerequisites with their improper
service attempt. They have disregarded this Court’s now service deadline even afier receiving
prompt and repeated notice from the undersigned counsel of their improper and ineffective
service attempt, and, now that the deadline has long passed, ask this Court to bless their
misconduct for a second time.

Service of process in this case is governed by Florida law. Florida Statutes Section
48.031 (1)(a) requires that service of original process be made by personally delivering a copy of
the complaint, petition or other initial pleading or paper to the person to be served, or by leaving
the copies at his or her usual place of abode with any person residing therein who is 15 years of
age or older and informing the person of their contents, Plaintiffs have not met a single one of
these requirements in this case.

When Plaintiffs first filed their complaint in August 2014, Defendant Jeffrey Epstein was
not even a party. Plaintiffs amended their complaint in Janvary 2015 to assert two non-business
countfs ageinst Mr, Epstein personally and caused a summons to be issued on February 9, 2015,
In more than two years since Plaintiffs amended their complaint to include Mr. Epstein as a
party, they have not made a single attempt to serve Mr, Epstein at his residence and usual place
of abode in the United States Virgin Islands.

Plaintiffs made a first half-hearted attempt on March 10, 2015 to serve Mr. Epsiein in
New York by leaving process with a woman at a location that was not Mr. Epstein’s usual place
of gbode. The woman with whom the process was left was not a resident of New York, much
less the location where service was attempted. Plaintiffs never even filed a Notice of Service of
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Process in connection with that failed attempt. The undersigned counsel promptly filed 2 motion
to quash on behalf of Mr. Epstein in April 2013, Plaintiffs waited a full year to respond to that
motion to quash and in their response, perhaps conceding that the attempted service was
improper, asked this Court to disregard the procedural rules and order that Plaintiffs be permitted
10 serve M. Epstein through legal counsel (not the undersigned) not even of record in this case.
After Plaintiffs failed to appear at the hearing that Plaintiffs themselves scheduled on Mr.

Epstein’s motion to quash, on July 28, 2016, this Court granted Mr. Epstein’s motion to quash.

Thereafter, Plaintiffs sought a rehearing, claiming that they did not realize that the
hearing they themselves scheduled was proceeding, and on October 5, 2015, this court kindly
granted Plaintiffs a full 120 additional days within which to properly serve Mr. Epstein or the
matter would be dismissed without further order of this Court.

Although Mr. Epstein’s affidavit confirming the location of his residence in the U.S.
Virgin Islends was filed as part of Mr. Epstein’s original motion to quash, Plaintiffs ignored it.
On November 17, 2016, Plaintiffs chose instead to make only their second service attempt in the
647 days since the original summons was issued to Mr. Epstein (and Plaintiffs’ one and only
service attempt during the period of extension granted by this Court) by leaving the summons
and amended complaint with a non-party at an office address, which was clearly not Mr.
Epstein's personal residence. Among the multitude of procedural defects in connection with
that failed attempt, there is simply no legal authority for substitute service on Mr, Epstein in this
malter by leaving process at an office address. '

Florida Statute Section 48.031 (2)(b) does allow substitute gervice under limited
circumstances that are not applicable here, Under Section 48.031(2)(b) substitute service is
permitted on a sole proprietorship by serving the person in charge of the business at the time of
service if two prior attempts to serve the owner have been made at that place of business,
Plaintiffs’ single attempt at service within this rule is faulty in several respects.

As it relates to Mr, Epstein, the amended complaint filed herein does not make claim
against a business or fictitious entity. Mr. Epstein is named as a defendant in his individual
capacity. Statues governing substitute service of process must be strictly construed and
must be strictly complied with. See Hauser Vs. Schiff, Florida Appellate Court or Fla.App.,
341 So.2d 531 and cases cited therein. Moreover, nowhere in any of the papers filed by
Plaintiffs is it alleged that Mr. Epstein was the owner of a sole proprietorship that does business
at the purported service address in St. Thomas, In fact, the causes of action asserted against Mr.
Epstein in the amended complaint are for decidedly personal conduct by Mr. Epstein in his
individual capacity unrelated to the operation by Mr. Epstein of any business at that office
address, or anywhere else fot that matter. The complaint filed herein does not sound in any type
of business related irtegularity, and certainly, the acts complained of do not and did not arise out
of business type activities. Florida Statute Section 48.031 (2)(b) is entirely inapplicable to the

facts of this case.

BEven if, by some steetch of the imagination, section 48.031(2)(b) could be read to apply
to service attermpts on Mr. Epstein (which it cannot), nowhere in Plaintiffs’ notice of service of
process, the affidavits or the other documents filed by Plaintiffs is it alleged that two atiempts to
personally serve Mr. Epstein as owner had previously been made at this place of business. For
that reason alone, service must also be found to be ineffective,
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The motion and notice filed by Plaintiffs assert that service is impossible on Little St.
James, because this is a private island. Such assertion is absurd on its face, as service of process
takes place routinely on private property. Little St. James is one of seversl residential cays in the
U.S. Virgin Islands, The mode of transportation to such cays may be by boat rather than car, but
certainly service of process is possible on any of them. Access to such cays by boat is common-
place in the U.S, Virgin Islands, and Liitle St. James is well-identified and easily located on any
map, As is evident from the photograph of Little St. James provided by Plaintiffs in connection
with their motion, the Island features a sizeble dock by which those arriving by boat may accoss
the Island. That dock effectively serves as the front door to Little St. James, and as with any
private residence, there was absolutely nothing preventing a process server from proceeding to
the front door and inquiring of Mr. Epstein. Access to Little St. James was certainly available in
this case and should have been attempted, but never was.

As a further example of Plaintiffs’ defective service, Florida Statute Section 48.031 (5)
requires that a person serving process place on the first page of at least one of the processes
served, the date and time of service, and his or her identification number and initials for all
service of process. Nowhere in the notice or the documents attached thereto is there any
information ot indication that this requirement Was complied with in Plaintiffs’ failed and
improper attempt at substitute service, '

In addition, Florida Statue Section 49.031 (1)(a) requires that the person serving the
process inform the person served of the contents of that which is being served. Nowhere in
Plaintiffs’ motion, notice of service of process or the papers attached thereto is it indicated
or stated that Plaintiffs complied with even this basic requirement.

On December 7, 2016, the undersigned attorney informed the attorney for the
Plaintiffs that the November 17, 2016 service attempt was improper and ineffective in that
it did not comply with the statutory requirements of Florida Statutes Section 48,031, Copy
of December 7, 2016 letter attached hereto as Exhibit A. Rather than attempt proper
service even a single time before the expiration of the extended service window granted by
the Court, Plaintiffs chose to do nothing until well after that window closed. Having
received the letter from Mr. Epstein’s counsel on December 7, 2016, a full two months
before the expiration of the extension period, Plaintiffs certainly could have filed their
Motion For Ruling On Service Of Process on Defendant, Jeffrey Epstein, With Attached
Order, before the expiration of the service window, so that if the Court found, as it should,
that Plaintiffs’ service is defective, Plaintiffs would have had sufficient time before the
window closed to effectuate service properly, Instead, and as they have done for the past
two years, Plaintiffs chose to do nothing. Now they ask this Court to again indulge their
fagrant disregard for Florida law and the express order of this Court and hold that proper
service has been obtained, even though, to do so would fly in the face of Florida law.

Because the attempted substitute service was inappropriate and ineffective in
numerous respects, the Court should not grant Pjaintiff's motion for ruling on service of
process, and should rule that there has been no service of process on Jeffrey Epstein in this
matter. Further, the Court should grant Epstein’s Motion to Dismiss, which accompanies

this Memarandum.
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CERTIFIC OF SERVI
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that a true and correct copy of the foregoing hes been electronically
furnished via email end/or E-file on the 30th day of Murch, 2017 to Joe Titone,

joetitone708@comoast.net,

W. CHESTER BREWER, JR., P.A.

Counsel for Epstein

250 8. Australian Avenue, Suite 1400
West Palm Beach, FL. 33401

(561) 655-4777 - Telephone

(561) 835 -
E-Mail;

By: 1 ster €
W. CHESTER BREWER, JR., ESQUIRE
Florida Bar No, 261858
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W. CHESTER BREWER, JR., Jil}
ATTORNEY AT LAW
SUTTH 1400
250 AUSTRALIAN AVENUE SOUTH
WEST PALM BEACH, FLORIDA 334015086

TELGPHONE (561) 6554777
FAX (361) 835-8691

December 2, 2016

Via Email: joetitone708@comeast.net

Joe Titone, Esq.
621 8.E. 5th 5t
Pompano Beach, FL 33060

Re: Service of Process

Dear Joe,
December 7, 2016

Via Email: joetitone708(@comeast.net

Joe Titone, Fsq.
621 S.E, 5" Street
Pompano Beach, FL 33060

Re: Service of Process

Dear Joet

1 have had an opportunity to review the Notice Service of Process that you filed in the Jean Luc Brunel/Jeffrey Epstein
case. From my review it is clear that once again the attempt to serve runs afoul of Florida Statutes 48,031, as well as the
holding in the Third District in HAUSER VS. SCHIFF, I have attached a copy of thut case for your ready reference.

Tt is now almest two years past the January 2015 filing date of your clients’ amended complaint jolning Mr. Epstein as a
defendant to the otiginal action filed in August 2014. 1 remind you that no ettempt was made to even serve Mr, Epstein
untll March 10, 2015, The required Natice of Service was never filed with the Court in respect of that attempt, which
you, yourself, conseded in your later filed Motion for Reconsideration was improper service, After rescheduling the
hearing on Mr. Epstein's April 29, 2015 Motlon to Quash four separate times, you failed to appear at the July 27, 2016
hearing on that Motion which was delayed for more than a year after its original filing date. The Court pranted Mr.
Epstoin’s motion in your absence.

At the subsequent October 5, 2016 hearing on your Motion for Recongideration, you sought perdon from the Court for
your failure to appeer at the July 27, 2016 hearing en Mr. Epstein's Motion to Quash, You sought to exeuse your

.absence, claiming that due to a brain issue you somehow misunderstood the date on which you Wwere io appear even

though it was you, yourself, who cancelled the previ 2016 hearing date and specifically

scheduled the hearing to take piace on July 27, 2016. EXHIBIT

A
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The Court's grant of an additional 120 days for servics in deference to your medical Issues did not confer on you a license
to continue fo distegard the jurladictional perquisites of proper service, with which you have failed to comply even after
having had 681 days to do so. The failure to properly serve M. Epstein again is evident from the face of your Notice of
Service of Process. Mo response to your clients’ Amended Complaint is due or should be expeoted unless and until proper
service is made. | remind you that the Judge required such service be made niot later than 120 days following his October
5, 2016 order.

Please be guided accordingly.

Very truly yours,

Ch T,

W. Chester Brewer, J.R..-.
Atlorney at Law
One Clearlalce Centre
250 Australian Avenue South
- Suite 1400
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

T1561.655.4777 F | 561.835.8691
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and HAVERFIELD, 3.
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EFTAO0788375



IN THE ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF FLORIDA
IN AND FOR DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA
" CIVIL DIVISION

JTEAN-LLUC BRUNEL
Civil Action No,: 14-21348 CA 01

Section 34
PlaintifT,
Vs,
JEFFREY EPSTEIN,
TYLER MCDONALD, TYLER
MCDONALD IVB/A/ YLORG

Defendants.

ORDER ON PL. IFF’S MOTION FOR
THIS CAUSE having come before the Court it is hereby ORDERED AND ADJUDGED:
THE MOTION 1S__ < /CARLTED

LA TIE . Jh LRATES) /20 DAYC T
AT SERueL . 4 SR,

—

Jc.f"

L4 e

. il

] Y AN
P _als TS

P The Honorable Rodney Smith
ﬂggéﬁ.}i 'E’UNI;L‘H ' Circuit Court Judge

Copies Furnished: all counsel of record

23
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE
ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND
FOR DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

CASENO, 14-21348-CA-01
JEAN-LUC BRUNEL, individually,
and MC2 MODEL & TALENT
MIAMI, LLC.

Plaintiffs,
Y5,

JEFFREY EPSTEIN,

TYLER MCDONALD, TYLER

MCDONALD D/B/A/ YL.ORG
: Defendants.

D JIE JAN'S MOTION T
- COMES NOW, the Defendant, Jeffrey Epstein, a resident of the United States Virgin
Islands, by and through his undersigned counsel, and files this Motion to Dismiss, and as good

grounds therefore states as follows:

l. | On October 5, 2016, this Court ordered Plaintiffs to effect service on Mr. Epstein
within 120 days of the date of that order (i.c., by 1o later than February 2, 2017) and ruled that if
Plaintiffs did not effect service within that time period, this case would be dismissed with
prejudice and “no farther order of this Court shall be necessary.” As fully explained below,
Defendant Jeffrey Epstein respectfully moves to dismiss all claims by Plaintiffs against him in
this Action because, even afler the undersigned counsel gave Plaintiffs timely and repeated
notice of their improper and ineffective service attempt, Plaintiffs took no action to comply with
the Court’s service deadline. -

2 In complete disregard for Florida’s procedural rules and Florida Statutes Section
48,031(1)(a), on March 10, 2015, Plaintiffs improperly attempted to serve Defendant Jeffrey

Epstein in New York by leaving process with a woman at 2 location that was not Mr. Epstein’s
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usual place of abode, Plaintiffs never even filed a Notice of Service of Process in connection
with that failed attempt.

3. The undersigned counsel promptly filed a motion tp quash on behalf of Mr.
Epstein in April 2015, which motion included Mr. Epstein’s affidavit confirming the location of
his residence and usual place of abode in the United States Virgin Islands.

4, Plaintiffs waited a full year to respond to that motion to quash and in their
response, perhaps conceding that the attempted service was improper, asked this Court to
disregard the procedural rules and order that Plaintiffs be permitted to serve Mr. Epstein through
legal counsel (not the undersigned) not even of record in this case.

5. After Plaintiffs failed to appear at the hearing that Plaintiffs themselves scheduled
on Mr. Epstein’s motion to quash, on July 27, 2016, this Court granted Mr, Epstein’s motion to
quash.

6. Thereafier, Plaintiffs sought a rehearing, claiming that they did not rmiize that the
hearing they themselves scheduled was proceeding, and on October 5, 2015, this court kindly
granted Plaintiffs a full 120 additional days within which to properly serve Mr. Epstein. The
Court further ruled that if service is not effected within that time, this matter would be dismissed
without prejudice and that “ne further Order of this Court shall be necessary.”

7. Plaintiffs made no attempt to comply with the procedural requirements of Florida
Statutes Section 48.031(1)(a) and refused to even attempt service on Mr, Epstein at his U.8.
Virgin Islands residence and usual place of abode. Instead, on November 17, 2016, Plaintiffs
chose to make only their second service attempt in the 647 days since the original summons was
issued for Mr. Epstein in this case (which was Plaintiffs’ one and only service attempt during the
period of extension granted by this Court) by le.iving the summons and amended complaint with

a non-party at an office address, which was clearly not Mr. Epstein’s personal residence.
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8. For the numerous reasons cited in Mr. Epstein’s Opposition to Mutiuﬁ for Ruling
on Service of Process, Plaintiffs’ November 17, 2016 service attempt was improper and
ineffective.

9. On December 7, 2016, the undersigned attorney informed the attorney for
the Plaintiffs that the November 17, 2016 service attempt was improper and ineffective in
that it did not comply with the statutory prerequisites of Florida Statutes Section 48.031,
Copy of December 7, 2016 letter attached hereto as Exhibit A,

10.  Rather than attempt proper service even a single time before the expiraticn
of the extended service window granted by the Court, Plaintiffs chose to do nothing until
well after that window closed. Having received the letter from Mr, Epstein’s counse! on
December 7, 2016, a full two months before the expiration of the extension period,
Plaintiffs certainly could have filed their Motion For Ruling On Service Of Process on
Defendant, Jeffrey Epstein, With Attached Order, before the expiration of the service
window, so that if the Court found, as it should, that Plaintiffs’ service is defective, Plaintifis
!.;.fuu]d have had sufficient time before the window closed to effectuate service properly.
Instead, and as they have done for'the past two years, Plaintiffs chose to nothing until well
after the service deadline expired. Now they ask this Court to again indulge their flagrant
disregard for procedural law and the orders of this Court and hold that proper service has
been obtained, even though, to do so would fly in the face of Florida law.

1. Because Plaintiffs have failed to even attempt proper service on Mr. Epstein for
well over two years following their January 2015 filing of the amended compleint first joining
Mr. Epstein as o party in this action, the Court should enforce ils October 5, 2016 order and
dismisas this matter as against Mr. Epstein.

12. Moreover, because Plaintiffs actions demonstrate a flagrant disregard for ﬂ:u:

procedurel requirements of Florida law and the express order of this Court and evince a marked

EFTAO00788379



WHEREFORE, Defendant Jeffrey Epstein, respectfully requests that this Court dismiss
the Amended Complaint as it pertains to Mr, Epstein, with prejudice end for such further relief as

this Court find just and proper.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been electronically

furnished via email andfor E-file on the 30th day of March, 2017 to Joe Titone,

joetitone708(@oomoast.net.
W. CHESTER BREWER, IR, [}

Counse! for Epstein

250 8. Australian Avenue, Suite 1400
West Palm Beach, FL. 33401

(561) 655-4777 - Telephone

(561) 83 - Fax
E-Mail:

By: /8! W. Chester Brewer, Jr.
W. CHESTER BREWER, JR., ESQUIRE

Florida Bar No, 261858
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W. CHESTER BREWER, JR., [}
ATTORNEY AT LAW
SUTTE 1£00
250 AUSTRALIAN AVENUB S0UTH
WEST PALM BEACH, FLORIDA 1340]-5086

TRELEPHONE (561) 6554777
FAX (561) §35-8691

December 2, 2016

Via Email: joetitone708@comeast.met

Joe Titone, Esq,
621 S.E. 5th St.
Pompano Beach, FL 33060

Re: Service of Process

Dear Joe,

December 7, 2016

Via Email: joetitone708@comcast.uet

Joe Titone, Esq.
621 S.E. 5" Street
Pompano Beach , FL 33060

Re: Service of Process

Daar Joe:

I have had an opportunity to review the Notice Service of Process that you filed in the Jean Luc BrunelJeffrey Epstein
case. From my review it is clear that once again the attempt to serve runs afoul of Florida Statutes 48.031, us well as the
holding in the Third District in HAUSER VS, SCHIFF. | have witached a copy of that case for your ready reference,

It is now almast two years past the January 2015 filing date of your cllents’ amended complaint jolning Mr. Epstein s &
defendant to the original action filed in August 2014, I remind you that no attempt was made to even serve Mr, Epstein
until March 10, 2015, The required Notice of Service was never filed with the Court in respect of that attempt, which
you, yourself, conceded in your later filed Motlon for Reconsideration was improper service. Afler rescheduling the
hearing on Mr, Epstein’s April 29, 2015 Motion to Quash four separate {imes, you failed to appear at the July 27, 2016
hearing on that Motion which was delayed for more than a year after its original filing date. The Court granted Mr,

Epstein's mnﬂon in your absence.

At the subsequent October 5, 2016 hearing on your Motion for Reconsideration, you sought pardon from the Court for
your fallure to appear at the July 27, 2016 hearing on Mr, Epstsin's Motlon to Quash. You sought to excuse your

-absence, claiming that due to a brain issue you somehow misunderstood the dats ot which you were to appear even

though it was you, yourself, who cancelled the previ 2016 hearing dete and specifically
scheduled the heardng to take place on July 27, 2016. EXHIBIT

I_A
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The Court’s grant of an additional 120 days for service in defsrence to your medical issues did not confer on you & license
fo continue to disregard the jurisdictional perquisites of proper service, with which you have failed to comply even after
having had 681 days to do so, The failure to properly serve Mr. Epsteln again is evident from the face of your Notice of
Sarvice of Process. No response to your clients’ Amended Complaint is due or should be expected uness and until proper
service is made, 1remind you that the Judge required such service be made not later than 120 days following his October

5, 2016 order.
Please be guided accordingly,

Very truly yours,

C JP,

W, Chester Brewer, J.R., [l
Atftorney at Law

One Clearlake Centre

250 Australian Avenue South
Suite 1400

West Palm Beach, FL 33401

T|561.6554777 F | 561.835.8691
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