COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

Franklin County ss                                                                         Superior Court

                                                                                                       Docket #07-132 

Michael Elbery

        v.

John D. Shepherd

Benjamin A. Shepherd

Steve Patlin

Leslie Patlin

Patlin Enterprises. Inc.                                                        COMPLAINT - AMENDED
Lincoln Logs. Ltd.

Nikki Patlin, aka Nikki Miller

Kristy Coburn

Introduction: This is a lawsuit for breach of contract, and fraud resulting from a contract by the above defendants to provide certain services and products, including building plans as required by the Mass. Building Code, in order to build a Lincoln Log House by the plaintiff. The contract was signed in Franklin County, Mass. on 12-17-04.

Parties:

1. The plaintiff, Michael Elbery, resides at 105 Laurel St., Lee, Mass.

2. Steve Patlin is a dealer/agent for Lincoln Logs and owner of Patlin Enterprises Inc. of  Charlemont, Mass., (Franklin County). Patlin lives at 95 East Hawley Rd., Charlemont, Mass. 01339. Patlin and his company, Patlin Enterprises., believe they are immune from legal liability due to the fact that they are agents for Lincoln Log. Patlin has all his customers sign a document that he thinks alleviates him and his employees and corporation (Patlin Enterprises) from any legal liability for their illegal conduct sounding in tort surrounding those customers and Lincoln Log house contracts. 

3. Patlin Enterprises Inc. is a Mass. corporation at 95 East Hawley Rd., Charlemont, Mass. that allegedly sells Lincoln Log house kits. Patlin Enterprises is an agent/dealer for Lincoln Logs Ltd.. Hereinafter, Patlin Ent.

4. Lincoln Logs Ltd. is a New York domestic business corporation headquartered out of Chestertown, New York. Hereinafter, Lincoln Log. According to New York State Dept. of Corp. Division they are at P.O. Box 135, 5 Riverside Dr., Chestertown, New York 12817-0135. Lincoln Logs Ltd. is not registered with the Mass. Secretary of State to do business in Massachusetts.

5. Leslie Patlin is an employee of Patlin Enterprises, Inc.; she lives at 95 East Hawley Rd., Charlemont, Mass.

6. Nikki Patlin is an employee at Patlin Enterprises; she lives at 95 East Hawley Rd., Charlemont, Mass.

7. Kristy Coburn is an employee at Patlin Enterprises, she lives in a trailer park at an unknown address in the Town of Zoar, Mass.

8. Benjamin A. Shepherd is chief financial officer of Lincoln Logs Ltd. Shepherd, as below Count XII, engaged in unlawful activities/racketeering that makes him guilty of violating federal RICO laws.

9. John D. Shepherd is the Chief Executive Officer of Lincoln Logs Ltd. according to Federal S.E.C. filings for that company. John D. Shepherd, as below Count XII, engaged in unlawful activities/racketeering that makes him guilty of violating federal RICO laws.

Background Facts:

10. Michael Elbery was introduced to Steve Patlin on about May of 2004 regarding the construction and purchase of a Lincoln Log house kit.

11. From December 2004 Steve Patlin and Patlin Ent. assured Elbery that any Lincoln Log house could be constructed for three times the cost of the Lincoln Log House Kit (inclusive of the cost of the kit). This is the Lincoln Log/Patlin Enterprise three times pricing formula. The defendants put this in writing.

12. Steve Patlin claimed that Elbery would be able to build Lincoln Log houses in the Berkshires for a construction cost of about $160,000.00 (3 times kit price) using their Valcour Island model including all construction and land improvement costs. The Kit cost was $54,000.00 after changes to the standard model.

13. Steve Patlin and his daughter (Nikki Patlin) and wife (Leslie Patlin) and Patlin Ent. assured Elbery that they would handle any and all designs, plan changes and customization of the basic Lincoln Log houses and related plans that Elbery would require. They guaranteed the plaintiff that he would be assisted with any and all architectural needs/services to build the house. They assured Elbery that they would take care of everything required to plan the design of any Lincoln Log house he chose. They put this guarantee in writing. 

14. Steve Patlin assured Elbery that he had 23 independent contractor crews available who would assemble any Lincoln Log house kit at a cost of 50% of the Kit cost. Patlin put this in writing. This is the “50% rule” of the Patlin Pricing Formula.

15. Patlin Enterprises/the defendants documented the above pricing guarantees/formulas in writing. 

16. The defendants have sent these same documented claims of pricing guarantees as promotional marketing, as in paragraphs 11-15, to thousands of unsuspecting consumers, via the U.S. mail (mail fraud) and at home and trade shows, who have dreams of building a Lincoln Log house at a price (Patlin Formula), as above, that will never happen. This is massive fraud on society.

17. Steve Patlin went to each piece of land Elbery intended to purchase and advised him on what type home would look best on each property and where to situate each Lincoln Log house of the property/land.

18. Elbery acted on the defendant’s above pricing promises/guarantees and other representations, as above, and bought land in Becket, Mass. with the intention of building Lincoln Log houses due to Patlin’s/defendant’s promises and representations, as above. None of these representations by Steve Patlin and his family were true but knowingly false.

19. Elbery further acted on the representations made by the defendants, as above paragraphs 11-15, and on December 17, 2004 Elbery signed two contracts with Patlin Enterprises to buy 2 Lincoln Log house Kits at a fixed price. Elbery gave Patlin Ent./Lincoln Log a $2,000.00 deposit. $1K for each house contract; $500.00 to be refunded should Elbery chose not to exercise but cancel the contract. This all in writing.

20. Included in the contract with each house were to be provided complete house plans that would pass the Mass. Building Code as required by a Building Inspector, and of course, Mass. Law.

21. Also included in the contract was to be assistance with design of the houses by Patlin Enterprises and all architectural assistance that Elbery required. The defendants guaranteed Elbery that he would not have to figure out anything regarding customization of the basic Lincoln Log models, but that they had done this 100’s of times before and would tell Elbery exactly what would work best, or at a minimum present various alternatives from the hundreds of designs they had accumulated and cataloged over the years. All design changes to the basic Lincoln Log house had to be done through Patlin Ent., only. Lincoln Log would not deal directly with Elbery.

The plans as ordered by Elbery were promised in 4 weeks.

22. The first set of plans produced by Lincoln Log in the winter of 2005 were absolutely worthless. They represented none of the changes Elbery had ordered; rather Lincoln Log simply produced a set of plans for a standard Valcour Island. Elbery would not even attempt to present this first set of plans for a building permit because they were so defective.

23. After a long, difficult and incompetent process by the defendants, Lincoln Logs produced a "final" set of house plans for Elbery's first house on 4-27-05 or over four months time. This production was, in addition to other project stopping problems, late by months. All plan changes and instruction to Lincoln Log had to come from Patlin Ent.; the plaintiff was not allowed to deal directly with Lincoln Log.

24. Those plans in #23 were immediately rejected by the Becket Building Inspector due to failure of those plans to comply with the Mass. Building Code.

25. The Becket Building Inspector had a long list of failures in those final plans. Lincoln Log produced a set of addendum plans in feeble attempt to comply with the Mass. Building Code as required by the State of Mass. and the Becket Building Inspector.

26. The allegedly corrected plans were immediately failed, again, by the Becket Building Inspector. This would be the 3d set of plans to be rejected by the plaintiff. This contractual breach by the defendants halted Elbery’s plans to build a Lincoln Log house in 2005.

27. Elbery attempted to contact Lincoln Log about the plan’s rejection, but Lincoln Log refused to talk to Elbery. Elbery had invested at this point over $6,000.00 in the plans because Lincoln Log gets paid first before producing anything.

28. Elbery sent a certified letter to Lincoln Log informing them that they had violated/breached contract with Elbery and alerted them to the home plans being rejected by the Becket Building Inspector for non-compliance with the Mass. Building Code. 

29. Lincoln Log refused to reply and offered absolutely no assistance or advice. Lincoln Log refused to speak or acknowledge Elbery unless he signed a letter stating that Lincoln Log was correct and that the Building Inspector was wrong regarding the rejection of the building plans produced by Lincoln Log and Patlin Ent..

30. Leslie Patlin would force Elbery to rescind his letter that stated that Lincoln Log had produced sub-standard house plans for Elbery and was therefore in violation of contract. Leslie Patlin ordered Elbery that if he did not rescind his claim of violation of contract

by Lincoln Log, in writing, that no one would talk to him from either Patlin Enterprises or Lincoln Log and that he would be out over $6,000.00.

31. Leslie Patlin would chastise Elbery for talking to her help at Patlin Enterprises and then state that Elbery could only talk to her. She would later refuse to talk to Elbery, as did the entire Patlin Family refuse to talk to Elbery, and Kristy Coburn would be reluctantly assigned to Elbery. This is more acting in bad faith by the defendants. All the conversations were by phone.

32. The defendants including the Patlin family further refused to aid and complete their contractual duties due Elbery after the plans were rejected for the third time. The members of the Patlin family stated that Lincoln Log or they would not provide the necessary plans for the house as required by the Mass. Building Code and Becket Building Inspector, Keith Fox.

33. The Patlins insisted that Lincoln Log was not wrong but the plans were rejected (three times at this point) because they claimed that Becket Building Inspector, Keith Fox, was being a  “real jerk” and that Lincoln Log could not be wrong.

At this point of $6,000 invested, Elbery requested he be refunded in full for all monies he had to pay in advance to Patlin Ent. and Lincoln Log. And Elbery was told they would not pay him anything.

34. A few months later, the Patlins learned that the Becket Building Inspector was being replaced. The Patlins instructed Elbery to re-submit the rejected building plans when the new Building Inspector started. The Patlins instructed that things would be different when the new building inspector started.

35. At one point, after the plans were rejected for the third time, due to the defendant's incompetence, Steve Patlin told Elbery "never mind law 701" "you can Kiss my ass" and slammed the phone in Elbery's ear. Further refusing to accept his contractual duties, but continuing his fraud. Elbery documented this incident and sent a letter to Lincoln Logs only to receive no response, again.

36. Elbery re-submitted the same plans with hope that the new Becket Building Inspector would approve the house plans that he had purchased from the defendants.

37. The New Building Inspector in Becket immediately rejected the Lincoln Log house plans for failure to comply with the Mass. Building Code. This rejection was exactly for the same reason the first Becket Building Inspector failed the plans.

38. Elbery again tried to correct the house plans for the same Valcour Island starting about October 2006. And submitted, due to Lincoln Log demands, another $2,800.00 to make these corrective changes.

39. Now November 2006, Kristy Cremes Coburn of Patlin Enterprises and Liaison Officer Pat of Lincoln Logs assured Elbery that the latest changes to the same plans (now over two years in process) would be completed in four weeks.

40. After waiting 2 weeks for the latest version of the plans, the defendants contacted Elbery and claimed they had lost Elbery’s plans on the Lincoln Log computer, which at that point, he had paid over $8,600.00 for. The defendants claimed that it was impossible for them to continue to make the necessary changes to Elbery’s house plans because the plans no longer existed on their computer. After a few discussions, and several weeks later, the defendants miraculously found the plans intact!!!

41. Throughout the entire ordeal from the December 17, 2004 contract signing until the plaintiff finally gave up dealing with Lincoln and Patlin Ent. by notifying the defendant of the defendant’s breach of warranties and contract, the plaintiff found blatant errors in each of the six generations of house plans produced by the defendants over the 21/2 year period of defective work product. At all times once the defendants got their initial $2,000.00 deposit, the defendants were rude, insulting, hostile, and discriminatory to the plaintiff and worked against the plaintiff’s interests regarding completion of plans for a Lincoln Log house.

42. The plaintiff had to review and correct the defendant’s plans (all six generations) for errors, which were plentiful throughout 6 generations of defective plan production. The plaintiff would have to repeatedly plead with the defendants to correct their defective work product and produce a set of plans for the house as contracted. The best that the plaintiff could say for the defendant’s attitude towards him is that they were totally insincere and had decided before the contract was signed that they would cheat the plaintiff and defraud him. 

43. Then Lincoln Log had their attorney call the plaintiff inquiring via letter if the plaintiff wanted to continue the contract, which would require another check for $80,000.00!!!! These people have moxie!!! The plaintiff declined comment and told the attorney that the plaintiff was doing business with Lincoln Log and Patlin and that they should contact the plaintiff.

Written Guaranteed Refund on Second Contract - Refused

44. The plaintiff asked for the balance due on the second contract of which he never proceeded with or acted on. He received no value from that second contract which he paid a deposit of $1,000.00. Lincoln Logs guaranteed in writing that under these circumstances they would refund $500.00 of the $1,000.00 deposit. Lincoln Log refused to refund 1 cent. Lincoln Log wanted the plaintiff to sign an unconscionable release that would allow Lincoln Log to maintain the release via attorney’s fees at the plaintiff’s expense.

45. The defendants violated dead lines (4 weeks v. 21/2 years), produced defective plans, produced the contracted work in an unworkman like manner that was not to the satisfaction of the plaintiff, lost and eliminated the plaintiff’s plans, prevented the completion of the plans being completed on a timely basis so to be commercially feasible/useful to the plaintiff, refused to provide Elbery with architectural and design services as contracted, deliberately defrauded the plaintiff regarding costs of construction, and availability of subcontractors, and refused to refund deposit as per written contract. The defendants did not perform their contractual obligations and acted in bad faith, as above. 

Count I - Breach of Contract

The above paragraphs are included herein.

46. The defendants acted in bad faith and violated contract as follows:

a. Did not produce home plans that complied with the Mass. Building Code – Causing 2 different Becket building inspectors to repeatedly reject the plans they produced to the plaintiff.

b. Failed to assist with the design and provide architectural services needed to complete a set of plans. Elbery had to instruct the defendants as to all design and plan changes, although he was not qualified and had no architectural experience and was totally unfamiliar with the Lincoln Log system. Elbery had to learn how to do this.

c. Elbery had to correct the numerous errors contained in the Lincoln Log plans, some that had survived over a period of 2 years and six generations of those plans.

d. Fraudulently claimed that there were 23 crews available to assemble the house at 50% cost of the Kit.

e. Fraudulently claimed that the cost of construction would be three times the cost of the Lincoln Log Kit.

f. Lincoln Logs refused to refund the $500.00 due on the second contract that was never exercised and cancelled by the plaintiff. 

g. Failed to produce plans in a timely manner, but rather abandoned and ignored their contractual duties with the plaintiff. The defendants took years to produce a set of plans that still did not comply with the building code, instead of the promised 4 weeks.

h. Causing delay of construction, lost profits, and incurred expenses and costs do these contract violations.

i. Produced a product in an unworkman like manner that was totally inadequate and was not to the satisfaction of the plaintiff.

Count II – Breach of Express and Implied Warranties

The above paragraphs are included herein.

47. The defendant’s actions above constitute Breach of Express Warranties as Patlin Enterprises adopted all warranties and promises of Lincoln Log.

48. The defendant’s actions, herein, constitute Breach of the Warranty of Merchantability.

49. The defendant’s actions, herein, constitute Breach of the Warranty of Fitness for a Particular Use.

Count III – Fraud

The above paragraphs are included herein.

50. The defendants deliberately and knowingly mislead the plaintiff to believe that the plaintiff could construct the Lincoln Log house for three times the cost of kit, inclusive of Kit cost and exclusive of the cost of raw land. Patlin and the defendants were knowingly wrong by a factor of almost two. The defendants could not produce material, and subcontractors-labor at this “3 times rule” price and would later admit that those prices of construction were impossible in Berkshire County. Steve Patlin and Nikki Patlin are personally liable for this fraud because they both personally assured Elbery of this Patlin Formula/”3 times rule” knowing it to be false.  

51. The defendants knowingly mislead, in writing and verbally, that they had 23 crews ready for hire by the plaintiff and that these 23 crews would assemble the Lincoln Log House at a cost of 50% of the Lincoln Log Kit price. In fact, there were only 2 crews on the list and none would work or even consider working at that 50% rate. Steve Patlin and Nikki Patlin are personally liable for this fraud because they both personally assured Elbery of this Patlin Formula/”50% rule” and that 23 independent contractors were available to work at this price.  

52. The defendants refused to provide the plaintiff any design or architectural services as guaranteed the plaintiff in writing by the defendants. Steve Patlin, Nikki Patlin, Leslie Patlin, Christy “Creams” Coburn are personally liable for this fraud because they personally assured Elbery that they would provide all design and architectural services needed to build the house and produce requisite plans and plan changes required to build Elbery’s Lincoln Log house. The defendants never had any intention of providing architectural and design services to the plaintiff and knowingly misrepresented the provision for design and architectural services.

53. The defendants never produced a set of house plans for Elbery that the Becket Building Inspector agreed complied with the Mass. Building Code making it impossible to build the house and making the house plans useless. Rather the defendants knowingly decided not to produce a useful product and in a timely manner. 

54. The defendants never had any intention of complying with the terms of the contract but planned from initiation/signing of the contract to steal, cheat and defraud the plaintiff via delays and defective product and ridiculous excuses to try and cover up an insufficient performance that took over 21/2 years when it should have been completed in 4 weeks. The plaintiff will present motive evidence for the defendant’s conduct.

55. Lincoln Logs denied the plaintiff his refund on the second contract after specifically guaranteeing in writing that the contract that he would be refunded $500.00 if no action was taken on the contract. Instead Lincoln Log tried to further defraud the plaintiff by trying to get the plaintiff to sign an unconscionable release that would have resulted in the plaintiff being liable in a New York court for legal fees at Lincoln Log’s whim.

56. Steve Patlin will now learn that he is personally liable for his tortuous wrongdoing regardless of contract law or agency law and any tactics he takes to avoid prosecution such as his device of having his customers sign a document that states they are contracting with Lincoln Log and that Patlin is only an agent and therefore immune from (contract) liability with those customers.

Count IV – Money Had and Received – Unjust Enrichment

The above paragraphs are included herein.

57. Due to the circumstances described in this complaint Lincoln Log should return to the plaintiff all money the was paid by the plaintiff (in advance) for the contracted work as required in good conscience in equity and imposed by law.

58. The facts and circumstances described herein constitutes Unjust Enrichment by the defendants at the expense of the plaintiff.

Count V - Interference with a Business Relationship

The above paragraphs are included herein.

59. Steve Patlin interfered with two subcontractors the plaintiff had decided to hire.

60. In one case Patlin told the subcontractor to charge the plaintiff more money than the subcontractor had originally decided.

61. In the other case Patlin ordered a subcontractor not to do business with the plaintiff after he had contracted with the plaintiff.

62. In the alternative this count constitutes a violation of a contractual relationship.

Count VI – Defamation

The above paragraphs are included herein.

63. Steve Patlin went around calling the plaintiff names. Telling people, including Julius and Ethel of Skyline Drive, that the plaintiff had a shootout with the cops. Patlin initiated lies about the plaintiff in order to stop his construction business in the Berkshires and get the police to interfere with the plaintiff’s business. This is also conspiracy by a citizen to violate the plaintiff’s Substantive Due Process Under the 14th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

Count VII – False Advertising

The above paragraphs are included herein.

64. The defendants advertised, as per paragraphs 11-15, the fraudulent claims they made as in this complaint.

65. This constitutes false advertising.

Count VIII - Unfair and Deceptive Trade Practices

All paragraphs are included herein.

66. The above conduct by Steve Patlin, Patlin Ent., and Lincoln Log and the other defendants constitutes unfair and deceptive practices per M.G.L. C. 93A and the plaintiff asks that the damages, as listed herein, be trebled as allowed by statute and attorneys fees.

Count IX – Extortion/Blackmail

The above paragraphs are included herein.

67. Leslie Patlin forced Elbery to withdraw and rescind his letter that stated Lincoln Log was in violation of contract or else lose his money expended to that date in the amount of $7,000.00 for Lincoln Log contracts. This constitutes extortion and blackmail.

Count X - Mail Fraud – Violation of State Professional Licensing Laws

The above paragraphs are included herein.

68. The above activity constitutes mail fraud both criminally and civilly under state and Federal laws; also violation of State and Federal Rico laws.

69. Nikki Patlin extends herself as an architect violation Mass. Professional laws as she is not an architect.

Count XI – Conspiracy

The above paragraphs are included herein.

70. The defendants acted in conspiracy to accomplish the above illegalities.

Class Action

71. Patlin has made the above misrepresentations to thousands of unsuspecting consumers. Hundreds of these consumers acted on the Patlin-Lincoln Log fraud, herein, by purchasing Lincoln Log house kits over the period 1997 through 2007. The plaintiff will petition the court for the initiation of a class action lawsuit.

Count XII - Federal RICO – Violation and Conspiracy to Violate Federal RICO

The above paragraphs are included herein.

72. John Shepherd, Benjamin Shepherd, Lincoln Logs, Steve Patlin, Leslie Patlin, Nikki Patlin, Patlin Ent engaged in a pattern of unlawful activities that are violations of the Federal RICO laws by sending thousands of fraudulent promotional marketing claims through the U.S. mail and in interstate commerce via trade shows and home shows in several northeastern states of this U.S.A. causing unknowing consumers to fall prey to numerous fraudulent representations resulting in contracts by those consumers with these defendants. As above and herein this count, their fraud and mail fraud in paragraphs #11-18 and Count III of this complaint are violations of section 1962 c. of the federal RICO laws.

73. Specifically, and as above, John Sheppard, Benjamin Shepherd, Lincoln Logs, Steve Patlin, Leslie Patlin, Nikki Patlin, and Patlin Ent. engaged in multiple acts of mail fraud and common law fraud against the plaintiff and numerous members of the public that bought from Lincoln Log via Patlin Ent. during the years 2004 thru 2007.

74. There were two contracts outstanding with the plaintiff between the years 2004 and 2007 that resulted and were caused by this same conduct (mail fraud), as above, that constitutes a violation of RICO. Additionally, there were other individuals who bought and contracted with these defendants in paragraphs #72-73 as a result of their mail fraud and fraudulent representations. Specifically, John Amarto of New York and 333 Woodmere Rd., Becket, Mass., and 221 Friends Lane, Westbury, N.Y. 11590 contracted in 2006 with Lincoln Log via these defendants mail fraud, as did Arnold and Joan Terry Drucker of 29 Valley View Rd., Becket, Mass. in 2004, and Mr. DeGregory of Beech Tree Rd., Becket, Mass. in 2005, and Howard D. Pollarck of Lot 35 Seneca Drive, Becket, Mass. in 2006, Maddy and Warren Kiersh of Tyne Rd., Becket, Mass., in 2006 and John Czarnecki of 100 Pleasant View Dr., Pittsfield, Mass. in 2005, and Dr. Danny and Lois Fermanglich of 10 Basswood Dr., Denville, N.J. and Bonny Rigg Hill Rd., Becket, Mass. in 2004, and Chip Schlieck of Savoy, Mass in 2004; all these consumers bit for the bait of these defendant’s mail fraud and purchased Lincoln Log Kits – all would acknowledge and complain of the fraud, as herein. The plaintiff will yield more victims of these defendants violation of the RICO law via discovery and class action activity.

75. Again in 2007 the plaintiff was denied a refund on one of his contracts with Lincoln Log by these same defendants in paragraphs #71-73 this constituting another violation of Federal RICO, as this fraud took place via the U.S. mail.

76. Steve Patlin attempted to prevent this plaintiff from contacting and talking to the above Lincoln Log customers by having the Becket, Mass. police department issue a notice of arrest if the plaintiff traveled on certain public ways/streets in Becket, Mass.

77. The activity herein this Count XII constitutes a conspiracy to violate the Federal RICO Act.

78. The above activities in this Count XII constitute violations of Federal RICO and injured the plaintiff and his business and property in the amount of $250,000.00 and the plaintiff asks for damages in that amount to be trebled plus attorney’s fees.

79. Alternatively, Steve Patlin engaged in the above multiple acts of mail fraud and common law fraud against the plaintiff and numerous members public, including those named in paragraph #74, that bought from Lincoln Log via  Patlin Ent. during the years 2004 thru 2007 causing multiple violations of federal RICO.

Damages

80. The plaintiff was injured and seeks damages for unreasonable delay of the defendants to produce contracted services (None performance of contract), value of architectural and design services contracted for but refused by the defendants to the plaintiff, lost profit caused by delay of defendants in rendering contracted services and services, emotional distress due to fraud, general damages due to the defendant’s fraud, excess of construction costs beyond the “3 times rule” and “50% rule”, expenses incurred due to the defendant’s violations herein, cost of work expended by the plaintiff to produce plans that were supposed to be done by defendants, all in the amount of $250,000.00.

81. Additionally, all monies expended by the plaintiff to the defendants in the amount of $10,500.00.

82. Costs of this action including Legal fees.

Wherefore,


The plaintiff asks for damages for the injury sustained by the defendant’s illegal conduct, as above, all costs of this action.

Plaintiff requests a Jury Trial.

Michael Elbery, 

105 Laurel St., Apt. 8B

Lee, Mass. 01238

413-243-8403

12-25-07
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