








At BRILL & RINALDI, Tue Law FirM, the “team approach” is more than just lip
service. Unlike other law firms which promise team approach, BRILL & RINALDI,
Tue Law Firm, was specifically designed to guarantee that every client receives
the attention of every lawyer and staff. BRILL & RINALDI, TuE Law FirMm, was
created as a boutique law firm with the intent to take less cases but give more
personal attention. BRILL & RINALDI, Tuae Law Firm, understands that hiring
an attorney usually accompanies the most difficult times of our client’s life. This
is why our legal team is dedicated to providing responsive, honest and passionate

legal representation.

Our firm is committed to providing the highest standard of legal representation to our
clients. BRILL & RINALDI, Tug Law Firm, understands the value of personal service.
Yet personal attention must also be coupled with experienced and educated advice.
BRILL & RINALDI, Tue Law Firwm, strives to provide quality advice to all their clients,
based on their years of experience. This experience comes from representing clients,
both inside and outside of the courtroom. All of the attorneys at BRILL & RINALDI,
The Law Firwm, are trial attorneys, which means that when you are represented by
the attorneys at BRILL & RINALDI, Tue Law FirMm, you are being represented by a

lawyer knowledgeable in the law and who is willing to prosecute your case all the way
if needed.

i

David W. Brill Joseph J. Rinaldi, Jr.










—~——

_._r-:_-lll.ql.l.l.-

annnnnnnaaan







JURY VERDICT:

$9,486,000










ADMIRALTY/MARITIME
CREWMEMBER INJURY AND DEATH

Severely Brain Damaged

Plzu'ntiff was working as a seaman for Defendant aboard one
of Defendant’s cruise vessels. Under the law, the Defendant
was obligated to provide prompt and adequate medical treatment for any illness

or injury the Plaindiff suffers while on board.

During a three day period while the ship was on an Alaskan journey,
Defendant failed to properly diagnose Plaintiff or send Plaintiff ashore for
a proper diagnosis. Plaintiff was suffering from a sentinel bleed event in his
brain during that time frame, and Defendant misdiagnosed Plaintiff aboard
the ship with an acute gastroenteritis and allergic meningitis. Defendant
then failed to airift the Plaintiff from the vessel for hospital care when it
was clear Plaintiff was suffering from a left anterior communicating artery
aneurysm rupture. The Defendant instead opted to continue its journey for

its passengers to see a glacitr.

Plaintiff suffered severe and debilitating neurological deficits, inclusive of
profound brain damage, from the aneurysm and consequential meningitis
and hyrdocephalus. Plaintiffs damages are so profound that he does not eat
unless instructed to or speak unless spoken to, and he requires continuous

attendant care.

After we fled suit, the Defendant cruise line settled with us for a confidential

amount that will afford the Plaintiff the care he requires for his lifetime.




l ADMIRALTY /MARITIME
- CREWMEMBER INJURY AND DEATH
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= young crewmember was working as a waitress aboard a cruise ship in one Lf'
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I of the ship’s many restaurants. The restaurant had a revolving door which <
e led to the kitchen. Crewmembers rushing to do their job often pushed the revolving door to get
l through the doors more quickly than the door turned on its own. A fellow crewmember failed to
—
l look ||1rc1'.:3-_l'| the viewing window and pushed the door without a'ca|'|~;iui-.-r"||'|~[- that our client was
- ~.~..|||1i|1:HI in the opposite direction. The door hit our client’s foot causing her to tall forward, strike
I her head on the door and then fall to the Hoor.
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[ Cﬂnfidentiﬂl Settlement desperately in need of medical care from a specialist ashore. The ship was required by
! W|th thE C['[_"SE I"]E law to make provision of prompt and adequate medical treatment. The ship sent the
I securing the financial woman to a shore side physician who diagnosed t

- surgery. Yet, instead of coordinating the surgery for the crewmember at a properly

I future of our client.

1e need for an immediate spinal

equipped hospital, the cruise line sent her thousands of miles away to her home
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l country where the surgery could be done ar a cheaper cost to the cruise line.
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[he result of the cheaper surgery was an improperly performed surgery which left our young client

I paralyzed. We successfully brought her to Miami to secure her treatment with some of Miami’s
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l finest physicians. Eventually, the treatment these physicians provided permitted the woman to walk

- again, but her mobility remained severely limited. She also continued to suffer from bowel and

l bladder incontinence. Her spouse had to provide round-the-clock care.
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I We reached a confidential settlement with the cruise line securing the financial future of our client
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PREMISES LIABILITY INJURY AND DEATH

Pool Drowning

T he boy was only five years old. It was his first time in

a pool. The day camp’s counselors and swimming club’s
lifeguards were supposed to watch the child and keep him safe.
They didn’t. The boy ended up in the deep end and drowned.
‘The counselors and lifeguards could have still saved him if any
of them knew how to perform CPR properly, but none did.
We quickly and diligently secured the evidence of the gross
incompetence of the counselors and lifeguards, including copies
of 911 calls, interviews of witnesses and helicopter photographs
of the scene. Then we won confidential settlements on behalf of

both grief-stricken, surviving parents.
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Ocean Drowning

There was a risk of dangerous rip currents, as indicated by the red warning
flags posted at the lifeguard towers along the beach that day. However, the employee
decided to take the patients to an 1solated stretch of beach more than a half a mile
away from the nearest lifeguard tower, from which the rip current warning flags were
not visible. And the employee did not make any effort to ascertain what the rip
current conditions were that day. No one from the facility did. Defendants were
therefore unaware of the heightened danger of rip currents and, as a result,
did not warn Decedent and the other patients in the employee’s charge of “We were humbled and
this elevated level of danger.
BRILL & RINALDI, THE Law FirMm, sued the facility and the honore’d to advocate for our
employee for wrongful death in Volusia County Circuit Court, for being client’s husband —a man

negligent under the Florida common law, and being neglectful under who, in life, was a heroic
Florida’s Adult Protective Services Act. The case was amicably first-responder who valiantly
resolved recently. battled his illnesses and who,

BRILL & RINALDI, Tue Law FIrMm’s, client was devastated by
her husband’s death. The resolution of the case was, she said, “a huge
emotional release. I’'m so grateful.”

David Brill, the managing partner of BRILL & RINALDI, Tue
Law FirMm, commented that “People suffering from, and getting treatment and care
for, PTSD and addictions are textbook examples of vulnerable adults for whom the
Adult Protective Services Act was enacted. We were humbled and honored to
advocate for our client’s husband — a man who, in life, was a heroic first-responder
who valiantly battled his illnesses and who, in death, will forever be loved
and mourned.”

in death, will forever be loved
and mourned.”



HOLDING MANUFACTURERS ACCOUNTABLE
FOR KNOWN PRODUCT DANGERS

RILL & RINALDI, THE Law Firm, working alongside The McKee Law
B Group, represented Floral Acres, LLC, a commercial ornamental plant
nursery whose poinsettia crop allegedly suffered extensive damage after the use of
V-10161 VPP Fungicide (Adorn). The case was Floral Acres, LLC v. Valent U.S.A.
LLC, Howard Fertilizer & Chemical Company, Inc., and Nufarm Americas - a

complex product liability case in Palm Beach County Circuit Court.

The lawsuit alleged that the manufacturers and distributors knew the product could cause harmful
phytotoxic effects on poinsettias based on field testing and university research, yet continued
marketing it without adequate warnings. We further alleged that product labels sold to growers omitted

an important EPA-approved warning regarding the risk to poinsettias.

Our claims included negligence, strict product liability, failure to warn, deceptive trade practices, and

the sale of a misbranded pesticide.

The case was ultimately resolved through a confidential settlement. While the settlement terms remain
confidential, this result reflects our firm's commitment to handling complex product liability and
commercial damages cases and holding manufacturers accountable when dangerous products cause

significant harm.




JUSTICE AFTER BEING LET DOWN

A grieving widower came to BRILL & RINALDI, Tut Law Firwm, after firing a self-proclaimed
bigger and better law firm, feeling frustrated and unheard.He suffered the unthinkable loss of his

beloved wife from a car crash caused by the negligence of a company driver who never should have been

behind the wheel.

BRILL & RINALDI, THE Law FirM, took over the case, and did more in a handful of months than the
prior firm did in about two years. Through relentless investigation and effort, we located a reluctant eye
witness to the crash who had photographic evidence proving the company driver lied that our client’s
now deceased’s wife didn’t have her headlights on, and we cajoled the witness to do the right thing and
share the evidence and testify. The witness delivered. And we, in turn, delivered results that brought our
client peace. This case concluded with a significant confidential settlement, securing justice and

accountability - both of which were long overdue - for the widower.

At BRILL & RINALDI, THE Law Firm, we prove bigger doesn’t always mean better. Real justice

requires focus, dedication, and the courage to take on powerful defendants — and win.




ANOTHER SUCCESSFUL SETTLEMENT FOR
AN INJURED MARITIME WORKER

Our client, a dedicated maritime worker employed as a barge captain and

deckhand, was seriously injured while performing his duties aboard a barge

operating on navigable waters in Florida's Intracoastal Waterway. While our client

was following orders and removing chains from a piling—as he was required and

directed to do—the pile driving hammer suddenly dropped without warning onto his dominant right

hand. Our client suffered devastating injuries.

We pursued a negligence claim under the Jones Act, asserting that the employer failed to provide our
client a safe place to work and was therefore negligent in multiple respects—including failing to
properly train and supervise the crane operator, failing to maintain the crane equipment, and failing to
operate the crane properly. We also pursued an unseaworthiness claim under the General Maritime Law
of the United States, asserting that the barge was not reasonably fit for its intended purpose and lacked
a competent crew. And we also pursued claims for maintenance and cure, the centuries-old maritime
doctrine requiring employers to provide injured seamen with medical care and living expenses during
their recovery. In this case, the employer callously tried to improperly classify our client as land-based

worker entitled to far more modest state worker’s compensation benefits, despite our client's clear status

as a Jones Act seaman entitled to maintenance and cure benefits.

While the specific terms of the settlement are confidential, we can say that our client has received the

compensation and justice he deserved for the harm he suffered.

BRILL & RINALDI, THE Law FirMm, prides itself on holding maritime employers accountable when

they fail to provide safe working conditions for the men and women who work on our nation’s waterways.
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MULTI-MILLION DOLLAR MARITIME VICTORY
FOR INJURED YACHT CREW MEMBER

V annessa R. Lucier, highlights our commitment to pursuing justice through every available legal

avenue. Ms. Lucier, a chef and stewardess aboard the M/Y Happy, suffered serious injuries to her
left arm and shoulder on February 25, 2024, after being directed to assist the vessel owner's intoxicated
girlfriend back to the yacht. Despite knowing of prior dangerous incidents involving this individual,
her employers placed the crew at risk and later failed to provide the maintenance and cure benefits

required under maritime law.

After the defendants failed to respond to the lawsuit filed in Broward County Circuit Court,
BRILL & RINALDI, Tur Law Firm obtained default judgments and presented the case
before a jury. The jury awarded $2,761,134 in damages, finding the defendants liable for both

negligence and their willful failure to provide maintenance and cure.

When the judgment remained unpaid, our firm filed an in rem action in the United States

District Court for the Southern District of Florida and obtained a warrant to arrest the
Happy. The United States Marshals Service arrested the vessel on May 8, 2023, prompting the
defendants to challenge the action in federal court and the Florida Fourth District Court of Appeal.

For months, our attorneys litigated the matter simultaneously in state trial court, federal district court,
and state appellate court. Through this strategic, multi-forum approach, the parties ultimately reached

a confidential settlement.

While the settlement terms remain confidential, this case demonstrates BRILL & RINALDI, THE Law
FirM, dedication to holding negligent parties accountable and pursuing justice, no matter how many

courts it takes.
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After contentious
litigation, all of the
entities settled,
each for
confidential amounts.

MOTOR VEHICLE INJURY AND DEATH

Motorcycle-Car Crash

H usband and father of two young |‘|[*.|}'~i was El':n-'at|i11; on a nnﬂm'r}-'n:'|[-
i;u;';uling_ north. At the same time, a woman was [1;n-n;']i11§1_ east 1n
!H'i' CAl. "'.h llh’ woman 1'{::!("‘:['{! Ih{' "-ill.]['.' '-;EIUJH_. *-;|]-'.‘. IU[:L‘.V:;! hmh ways at lh{'
intersection and saw no vehicles ilnpn]iﬂ;]‘wr from Crossing. Unbeknownst
to her, the husband/father was riding up to the same intersection, yet
was blocked by iar:dgj_-;'h on the median. The woman [':mcctduﬂ [0 Cross

the intersection and by the time the husband/father noticed the woman

-;.'mh&cil]; the intersection, it was too late.

We filed a wrongful death lawsuit on behalf of the gentleman’s wife and
children against various entities responsible for the maintenance of the

I!L'L!E_','L‘H in the median. After contentious ii[Eg:li'inH, all of the entities settled,

each for confidential amounts.




Crane Disaster

harness, unconscious.
BRILL & RINALDI, TaeE Law FirMm, sued the crane company.
[ts crane operator was negligent in failing to level the ground on which
the crane’s outriggers were placed, and in failing to use sufficient matting
under the outriggers’ floats to displace the forces created by the crane’s
ground bearing pressure.
As crane cases typically do, the case presented a variety of
A f tar “ t|ga t| ng the complicated issues, including: whether an agreement to lease the crane
Case for more than implications were; and whether worker’s compensation immunity
two year81 the Cdse applied to bar the case. After litigating the case for more than two years,
Was Settled (0 the the case was settled to the parties’ satisfaction. “It’s crucial that an injury
D arties’ satisfaction.  victim hires an attorney who has sufficient knowledge and experience in

and the operator was signed, and if so, by whom and what the legal

handling the type of case that the victim has and who 1s willing to spend
the time, effort, and money needed to overcome the defenses and prove the case,”

said Joe Rinaldi, of BRILL & RINALDI, THE Law FIrm.






LONGSHORE INJURY AND DEATH

[ hree Longshoremen Asphyxiate

Thr:. 20 foot long tank contained argon in a super-cooled

liquid form. It had a rusted and broken safety wire on the

important valve located on the tank, indicating the valve was tampered
with; someone tightened the valve too much, likely in an effort to preserve

more of the argon product for the end user.

The tank was lowered into the bottom of the hold of a ship for
transport to another country. Before the ship could leave port,
however, the argon started leaking excessively out of the tank and
into the hold of the ship. One longshoreman went down to inspect
the tank. But the argon had displaced the oxygen in the hold, so the
man suffocated. A second longshoreman — the father of five children
whom we represented — went down to rescue the first man. He, too,

was overcome by the argon and suffocated. A third man followed,

and suffered the same fate.

We led the prosecution of the wrongful death cases against 14 different
companies responsible for contributing to purtting the defective tank in

commerce and causing the deaths of the three men.
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After over seven years Co Itlstruc.tzon Slte
of litigation, BRILL & Iraumatic Brain Injury Case

RlNALDl’ .THE Law FlRM’ On March 6, 2017, Pablo Rubio Ortiz suffered a grievous, traumatic brain
settled with the last of mnjury while working as a carpenter’s assistant on a new home development
those Defendants for a construction site, when strong winds blew down a partially constructed
confidential sum. concrete block wall, collapsing it on top of Mr. Ortiz’s head. The wall
should have been braced, but was not. A designated safe area around the
wall should have been demarcated, but was not. A warning of the danger that the

strong winds posed should have been given, but was not.

b/

and arduous, implicating barriers to suit such as workers
compensation immunity. That didn’t deter BRILL &
RINALDI, THE Law FirM. “T am immensely proud to
say that we were tireless and imaginative in our pursuit
of justice and accountability for Mr. Rubio Ortiz and his
wife and son,” said David Brill, the managing partner of
BRILL & RINALDI, THE Law Firwm.






APPEALS

Whipple vs. Royal Palm Gardens, et al.

n an August day, Dwayne Whipple and Kimberlee Whipple took their
O?-}fear-uld son Kevin to the hospital and left their younger decedent,
2-year-old, Jaylen Whipple in the care of his aunt and his great-aunt at the
Whipples apartment in Royal Palm Gardens. Royal Palm Gardens borders another housing community,
Homestead Colony Apartments. These two housing communities are separated by a chain-link fence, which
travels the perimeter of, and are owned and controlled by, Defendant Royal Palm Gardens. Two other Defendants,
Swezy Realty and Centennial Management Corporation, had management responsibilites of Royal Palm Gardens.

‘The aunt went to retrieve her cell phone charger out of her car. Unbeknownst to her, Jaylen
followed her out the front door of the apartment. He crawled under the hedges and through
one of the gaps/holes in the chain-link fence into the neighboring Homestead Colony
Apartments. Rescue divers later discovered Jaylen submerged a few feet from the shoreline of
the lake. He was taken to the hospital and pronounced dead due to drowning,

We filed a wrongful death action against the Defendants on behalf of Mr. and Mrs. Whipple
for the death of their young son alleging that Jaylen died as a result of the Defendants’
negligence in failing to properly maintain a boundary line fence on their property in a safe

and secure manner. The trial court granted the Defendants’ summary judgement motion
seeking a dismissal of the case. The trial court concluded, as a matter of law, that the Defendants owed no
legal duty to Jaylen to properly maintain the fence so as to prevent him from access to the lake. The trial court
also concluded that as a matter of law, the Defendants’ alleged negligence was not a legal cause of Jaylen’s
drowning death.

We appealed. We recognized that the established law in Florida is and was that no one could be held legally
responsible for not building a fence. But we contended that the trial court erred in not finding that the
Defendants were potentially liable, pursuant to a legal theory called the undertaker’s doctrine, for having
undertaken to in fact build one — that the Defendants voluntarily undertook to build a perimeter fence around
the subject property, and therefore had the implied duty to act with reasonable care to maintain that fence.

‘The appeals court agreed with us and reversed the trial court.
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