/R ~IRYY - CT

)

o b =
(22 ‘_ \ o !:’;
21\ 3 5
oml v = 5

M 1 — Enj}

Qp\ | o s

e o/ cm
O f 4 v X
oR .ﬁ\ = .
m 3 w
Q l'#ﬁ%,\ w o]
A bl

4 M Q5.
= i o X

Exhibit 8.PDF

[ 1o Created by FREE versioﬁ of
=R b/t Conductor

J




EXHIBIT “8”



THOMAS|&

LOICICERDO

VIA EMAIL
August 9, 2016

Kenneth G. Turkel, Esq.
kturkel@BajoCuva.com

Shane B. Vogt, Esq.
Shane.vogt@BajoCuva.com
Bajo Cuva Cohen & Turkel, P.A.
100 N. Tampa Street, Suite 1900
Tampa, FL 33602

David Houston, Esq.

Law Office of David Houston
dhouston(@houstonatlaw.com
432 Court Street

Reno, NV 89501

Re: A.J. Daulerio

Dear Counsel;

Tampa

601 South Boulevard, Tampa, FL. 33606
ph 813-984-3060 fax 813-884-3070 toll free 866-395-7100

South Florida

401 SE 12th Street, Ste. 300, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33316
ph 954-703-3416 fax 954-400-5415

8461 Lake Worth Road, Ste. 114, Lake Worth, FL 33467
ph 561-340-1433 fax 561-340-1432

www tlolawfirm.com

Gregg D. Thomas
Direct Dial: (813) 984-3066
gthomas@tlolawfirm.com

Stuart C. Markman
SMarkman@kmf-law.com
Kristin A. Norse
KNorse@kmf-law.com

Kynes Markman & Felman

100 S. Ashley Drive, Suite 1300
Tampa, FL 33602

Charles J. Harder, Esq.
charder@HMAfirm.com

Harder Mirell & Abrams LLP
132 S. Rodeo Drive, Fourth Floor
Beverly Hills, CA 90212

I write on behalf of A.J. Daulerio to ask that you withdraw Plaintiff’s Renewed Motion
for Sanctions and that you withdraw or modify the Writ of Garnishment since the amount is well
within Mr. Daulerio’s constitutional and statutory exemptions.

First, Plaintiff’s Motion for Sanctions is premised on the allegation that Mr. Daulerio
“concealed indemnity rights.” However, Mr. Daulerio’s employment agreement, which contains
an indemnification provision, was produced to you in Defendants’ very first document
production in this case, in July 2013. In other words, nothing has been concealed, and Plaintiff’s
Renewed Motion seeks relief based on a premise that is not accurate. Accordingly, we request
that you immediately withdraw Plaintiff’s Renewed Motion.
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, Second, Plaintiff’s Ex Parte Motion for a Writ of Garnishment has resulted in a freeze on

Mr. Daulerio’s Chase bank account, which has a balance of roughly $1,500. Setting aside
whether the garnishment was proper, the amount in the account is well under the constitutional
and statutory exemptions. See Fla. Const. art. X, § 4; Fla. Stat. § 222.25(4). We request you
immediately withdraw the writ, and, if Plaintiff continues his effort to garnish this account,
submit a revised order that accounts for the exemptions and take all necessary steps to ensure
that Chase unfreezes amounts that are exempted.

We trust that you will take corrective action as described above and will confirm to us by
the close of business tomorrow that you have done so. We reserve all of Mr. Daulerio’s rights
with respect to both Motions and the Garnishment.

Very truly yours,

THOMAS & LOCICERO PL

P

Gregg D. Thomas

cc:  Seth Berlin, Esq.
Mike Berry, Esq.
Paul Safier, Esq.



