
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

BERKSHIRE, S5	 TRIAL COURTS OF COMMONWEALTH 
SUPERIOR COURT DEPARTMENT 
BERKSHIRE COUNTY 
C.A. #	 08-267 

MICHAEL ELBERY, WESTLAND ) 
CONSTRUCTION CORP., BETTY ) 
SHEINKMAN and LESZEK OSMOLAK, ) 

) 
Plaintiff{s) ) 

) 
Vs. ) 

) 
BECKET WOODS ROAD AND ) 
MAINTENANCE DISTRICT, JOHN ) 
AMATO, NANCY SVIRIDA, PETER ) 
MANSBACH, STEVEN AUGUST, ) 
MARILYN FLAUM, RICH ) 
STURTEVANT and EDWARD ) 
FARMAN, ) 

) 
Defendant(s) ) 

-------------) 

ANSWER 

Defendants, Becket Woods Road And Maintenance District, John Amato, Nancy 
Svirida, Peter Mansbach, Steven August, Marilyn Flaum, Rich Sturtevant And Edward 
Farman, answer the allegations set forth in Plaintiff, Michael Elbery, Westland 
Construction Corp., Betty Sheinkman And Leszek Osmolak's Complaint ("Complaint," 
hereinafter), in the above-entitled matter as follows: 

1.	 To the extent that the second sentence of Paragraph 1 of the Complaint sets 
forth allegations against the Defendants, the Defendants Deny the allegations in 
full. The remainder of the paragraph does not call for an admission or denial. 

2.	 Defendants deny knowledge sufficient to either answer or deny the allegations 
set forth in Paragraph 2 of Plaintiff's Complaint. 

3.	 Defendants deny knowledge sufficient to either answer or deny the allegations 
set forth in Paragraph 3 of Plaintiff's Complaint. 

3a.	 Defendants deny knowledge sufficient to either answer or deny the allegations 
set forth in Paragraph 3a of Plaintiff's Complaint. 

3b. Defendants deny knowledge sufficient to either answer or deny the allegations 
set forth in Paragraph 3b of Plaintiff's Complaint. 
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4.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 4 of the Complaint. 

5.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 5 of the Complaint. 

6.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 6 of the Complaint. 

7.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 7 of the Complaint. 

8.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 8 of the Complaint. 

9.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 9 of the Complaint. 

10. Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 10 of the Complaint. 

11.' Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 11 of the Complaint. 

12.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 12 of the Complaint. 

13.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 13 of the Complaint. 

14.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 14 of the Complaint. 

15.	 Defendants admit only that a Speciall\J1eeting was called for 8/31/08. The 
Purposes of 8/31/08 the meeting are set forth in the documents of Exhibit A to 
the Complaint (Notice of Special Meeting and Agenda), which speak for 
themselves, and thus the remaining allegations set forth in paragraph 15 of the 
Complaint do not call for an admission or denial. 

16.	 Defendants admit that there are 162 lots in the District and deny all of the
 
remaining allegations set forth in paragraph 16 of the Complaint.
 

17.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 17 of the Complaint. 

18.	 To the extent that Paragraph 18 of the Complaint makes an allegation calling for 
an admission or denial, the Defendants deny the allegation in full. 

19.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 19 of the Complaint. 

20.	 Paragraph 20 of the Complaint does not call for an admission or denial, as the
 
Bylaw speaks for itself.
 

21.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 21 of the Complaint. 

22.	 Paragraph 22 of the Complaint does not call for an admission or denial, as the
 
documents referenced by the Plaintiffs therein speak for themselves.
 

23. Paragraph 23 of the Complaint does not call for an admission or denial, as the 
documents referenced by the Plaintiffs therein speak for themselves. 
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24.	 Defendants deny the allegation contained in paragraph 24 of the Complaint and 
state that Notice, in the form of a Warrant with Proxy sheets, was mailed, 
postage prepaid, to all landowners of the District. 

25.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 25 of the Complaint. 

26.	 Defendants deny knowledge sufficient to either answer or deny the allegations 
set forth in Paragraph 26 of Plaintiff's Complaint as to the success or failure of 
Notice to each and every lot owner. Defendants observed the requirements of 
the enabling Act. Due to an error made by the Becket Post Office (proof of which 
is submitted under separate cover), the Notices mailed to 14 lot owners and the 
Becket Town Clerk (15 total) were not timely delivered. Nevertheless, since 
Notice of the meeting was also hand-delivered to each home in the District more 
than 48 Hours prior to the meeting, the defendants believe that all District 
members received the required timely Notice of the meeting. Indeed, 12 of the 14 
lot owners referenced were present at the 8/31/08 meeting. 

27.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 27 of the Complaint. 

28.	 Defendants admit QQ1.y that the proxy form set forth in the Bylaw is not identical to 
the form mailed with Notice of the 8/31/08 Meeting. With respect to the remaining 
allegations of paragraph 28 of the Complaint, the Defendant states that the 
Bylaw speaks for itself. 

29.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 29 of the Complaint. 

30.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 30 of the Complaint. 

31.	 To the extent the allegations contained in Paragraph 31 of Plaintiff's Complaint 
refer to an "accidental discovery," Defendants deny knowledge sufficient to either 
answer or deny. With respect to the final tally of proxy votes, the proxy sheets 
speak for themselves and they will be turned over to the Court under separate 
cover. 

32.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 32 of the Complaint. 

33.	 The Act and Bylaw speak for themselves. Further, however, Defendants deny the 
allegations set forth in Paragraph 33 of the Complaint. The Bylaw was changed 
in 2002 to provide for a 1/3 proxy (proof submitted under separate cover) (SEE 
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES. . 

34.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 34 of the Complaint. 

35.	 Paragraph 35 of the Complaint does not call for an admission or denial 

36.	 Defendants Admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 36 of the Complaint,
 
noting that the Notice for the Meeting listed (as the 1st order of business)
 
"Consideration of Special Assessment to Fund Capital Improvements."
 

~ \CLJENTS\i!.,_F\BecKt-: \},/Q':J2:S\VS. ~;bs,y\.,.t;.,t'~S~NER do':: 



37.	 Defendants admit the allegations set forth in Paragraph 37 of the Complaint only 
to the extent that blank cards were distributed in response to a request for a 
private ballot vote. Defendants deny knowledge sufficient to admit or deny the 
remaining allegations set forth Paragraph 37 of the Complaint. 

38.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in the first sentence of Paragraph 38 of 
the Complaint. With respect to the allegations set forth in the second sentence of 
Paragraph 38 of the Complaint, Defendants deny knowledge sufficient to admit 
or deny. 

39.	 Defendants deny knowledge sufficient to admit or deny the allegations set forth in 
the first sentence of Paragraph 39 of the Complaint. Defendants deny the 
allegations set forth in the second sentence of Paragraph 39 of the Complaint. 

40.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 40 of the Complaint, 

41.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in the first sentence of Paragraph 41 of 
the Complaint, noting also that the said allegations call for a conclusion of law. 
With respect to the second sentence of the Complaint, the enabling Act speaks 
for itself. 

42.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 42 of the Complaint, 
noting also that the said allegations call for a conclusion of law. 

43.	 With respect to the allegations set forth in the first sentence of Paragraph 43 of 
the Complaint, the Defendants respond that "Mass. G.L. C. 30B - The Mass. 
Procurement Act" speaks for itself. Defendants deny the remaining allegations 
set forth in Paragraph 43 of the Complaint. 

44.	 The allegations set forth in the first sentence of Paragraph 44 of the Complaint 
call for a conclusion of law. Nevertheless, the defendants deny all allegations of 
statutory violation set forth in Paragraph 44 of the Complaint. With regard to the 
final sentence of Paragraph 44 of the Complaint, "C. 30B s. 16" speaks for itself. 

COUNT I 

45.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 45 of the Complaint. 

46.	 With respect to the first sentence of Paragraph 45 of the Complaint, the Warrant 
speaks for itself. Defendants deny the allegations set forth in the second 
sentence of Paragraph 45 of the Complaint. 

47.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 47 of the Complaint. The 
Bylaw speaks for itself. 

48.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 48 of the Complaint, also 
noting that they call for a conclusion of law. 
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49.	 Defendants den the allegations set forth in Paragraph 49 of the Complaint. 
Defendants note that the remainder of Paragraph 49 of the Complaint calls for a 
conclusion of law. 

50.	 Defendants deny the allegations, if any, set forth in Paragraph 50 of the 
Complaint. 

51.	 Paragraph 51 of the Complaint does not call for an admission or denial. 

COUNT II 

52.	 Paragraph 52 of the Complaint does not call for an admission or denial. 

53.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 53 of the Complaint. 

54.	 Paragraph 54 of the Complaint does not call for an admission or denial. 

COUNT III 

55.	 Defendants deny the allegations set forth in Paragraph 55 of the Complaint. 

56.	 Paragraph 56 of the Complaint does not call for an admission or denial. 

WHEREFORE, Defendant demands that Plaintiff's Complaint be dismissed and that Judgment 
thereon be entered in its favor together with costs and attorney's fees. 

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

1.	 Complaint has failed to state a claim or claims against Defendant upon which 
relief can be granted. Specifically, the plaintiff's complaint makes no clear 
allegation that the letter of MGL 39 § 23B was not followed. The Plaintiffs, prior to 
bringing this suit, approached the Berkshire County District Attorney's office for a 
review of their MGL 39 § 23B allegations (as the District Attorney's office is the 
first enforcer of that statute) (the Plaintiffs' letter to the District AttornE;y is 
attached as Exhibit A. The District Attorney's office reports that it informed the 
Plaintiffs that it would /lot become involved because the Plaintiffs had failed to 
articulate a cause of action under MGL 39 § 23B. Accordingly, Complaint should 
be dismissed. 

2.	 Regarding the Plaintiffs allegations that a quorum was not present at the 8/31/08 
meeting, under a 2002 change to the By-Laws, as permitted by the Special 
Legislation and the By-Laws, the quorum requirement for the BWRMD was 
reduced from 1/2 to 1/3. Please see the Affidavit of John Amato, submitted this 
day to the Court. Attached to Mr. Amato's Affidavit as Exhibit E are the minutes 
of the 6/25/2001 BWRMD meeting, wherein at paragraph 8, it is recorded that 
the Committee discussed reducing the quorum requirements from 1/2 to 1/3. 
Attached to Mr. Amato's Affidavit as Exhibit F is a copy of the Warrants and 
Minutes of the 7/6/2002 BWRMD meeting, wherein it is recorded at paragraph 7 
that the quorum reduction was voted upon, and approved. Based upon the 
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quorum requirement of 1/3 of 162 voting lots, 54 voting lots are necessary to 
constitute a quorum. There were present at the meeting 89 voting lots, including 
62 present personally and 27 present by proxy. The Special Legislation and 
Bylaw count, for quorum and vote purposes, those present or voting by proxy. 
Notwithstanding that fact, without counting the 27 proxy votes, the 62 lot owners 
personally present at the August 31, 2008 Meeting of the BWRMD surpassed 
the quorum requirement by 8. 

3.	 The action was not commenced within the time specified by law, and therefore 
Plaintiff is barred from recovery. Accordingly, Complaint should be dismissed. 

4.	 Service of process in this action was insufficient; therefore this action should be 
dismissed. Accordingly, Complaint should be dismissed. 

Becket Woods Road & Maintenance District 
By its attolJ1ey, 

Paul B. S'tlerr, Esq. 
AARONSON & LUCIDO, P.C. 
57 Wendell Avenue 
Pittsfield, MA 01201 
BBO # 637050 
413-499-1200 
413-499-9838 fax 

Dated: October 21,2008 
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RW.L.O.T.R. 
8-27-08 

Assistant District Attorney - Karen Carlo 
Berkshire District Attorney's Office 
East S1., Pittsfield, Mass. 
413-499-6349 

RE: illegalities @ Becket Woods Road District 

Dear Karen: 

As we promised you last week, this communication will itemize some of the illegalities 
that we know have occurred at the Becket Woods Road and Maintenance District 
(hereinafter District or RW.R.D.), including Open Meeting Violation under M.G.L. C. 
34 s. 9g and C. 30A and C. 39 s 23A-C. As well, there are and have been major violations 
of the "Mass. Uniform Procurement Act" - C. 30B, violations ofthe Workman's 
Compensation laws regarding employees as defined by Mass. law, and malfeasance and 
quite Likely instances of fraud and criminal conspiracy, as below. Notwithstanding the 
above, the Becket Woods Road District By-laws and Founding Act 351 of2000 (Act) 
have been ignored for years by the Prudential Committee at Becket Woods Road District 
causing massive violations of law that have been ongoing with impunity. 

Open meeting violations Scheduled 8-31-08 meeting ofB.W.R.D. 
1. The Town of Becket has never been notified ofDistrict meetings including the
 
scheduled 8-31-08 meeting, as required by the By-laws and C. 34 s. 9g. The Town of
 
Becket Selectman sent a letter of complaint, via the Becket Town Clerk, alerting the
 
District Prudential Committee to this blatant violation of open meeting law notification
 
laws. See attached letter.
 

2. There are a dozen voting landowners (hereinafter owners) that have not received notice 
by mail within 14 days of the 8-31-08 meeting, as required by the By-laws of the District. 
The exact number has not been determined at this date but it is most likely much higher; 
we SUSpt;ct we will never know the exact number because some owners cannot be 
contacted on this issue, especially within the small time frame of our investigation (a few 
days). 

3. The warrant allegedly constituting notice of the 8-31-08 meeting is illegal on several 
counts; most importantly the warrant does not define budget items and does not alert the 
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owners what they will be voting on at the 8-31-08 meeting. Our research indicates that 
this violation of improper warrant form and content has been going on for years. Copy of 
the alleged warrant for the 8-31-08 District meeting is attached. 

4. The clerk of the Prudential Committee, Nancy Svirida, had been asked to clarify 
certain vague line items of the 2010 budget that was to be allegedly voted on at the 8-31
08. Svirida replied in writing that such inquiries, according to President of the Prudential 
Committee, John Amato, would have to wait until the meeting of 8-31-08. This is a 
violation of the warrant and notification requirements of the District By-laws and Act. 
The owners have the right to 14-day notification according to the By-Laws and Act. They 
don't want the owners to have an informed vote. 

5. We ask, as C. 34 s. 9g requires, that all that comes and is produced via vote at the 8
31-08 meeting be void/nullified, as a matter of law, by a Mass. Superior Court Judge and 
prosecuted by your good office. As you have agreed, the Berkshire District Attorney's 
Office has jurisdiction on these issues in paragraphs #1-5. 

Violation ofthe "Mass. Uniform Procurement Act~9 - M. G.L. C. 30B 
6. Approximately 95% of the B.W.R.D. yearly budget is subject to compliance under C. 
30B or public bid requirements. The theory to public bid requirement is to get the 
best/cheapest price for work done at the District not hand out the work to buddies who 
work at a premium to do farmer's work (raking the roads) and snow plowing and lawn 
mOWIng. 

7. According to our investigation this law, 30B, has never been complied with by the
 
Prudential Committee of the District. No public bids - Never!!]
 

8. Our iovestigation has yielded evidence and testimony from former elected officials at 
B.W.R.D. that bids were procured informally in 2006 and the 4 low bids by 4 different
 
well-known and qualified bidders, including White Wolf Construction, were thrown
 
away by then B.W.R.D. President and Treasurer Joe LaCascia. LaCascia, in true dictator
 
style, according to our sources, demanded that his good friend, Mark Millet, be once
 
again given all road and landscape work at the District regardless of his higher price.
 

9. According to our investigation, two elected District officials quit because of the
 
activity described in paragraph #8. Unfortunately, the Democratic System was
 
undermined and the owners and the Massachusetts Attorney General and your office
 
were never notified to these illegalities. The elected officials are supposed to report the
 
illegalities to the owners, not go away quietly!
 

10. According to our investigation, the roadwork and landscaping work given 
automatically to Mark Millet every year in violation of 30B is over 95% of the District 
budget. Regardless of C.30B, the District Prudential Committee has been violating the 
trust of the District owners by not obtaining the most economicalJlow bids for work at the 
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District. The Prudential Committee has not worked in the best interest of the owners, 
more malfeasance. Some owners argue that we have been betrayed. But you ain't seen 
nothing yet - see below. 

11. We ask that the District officials responsible now and over the last 6 years for the 
malfeasance/corruption, herein, as limited by statute, be prosecuted and jailed. 

EmplOyee law violations 
12. Due to the relationship Millet enjoys with the District, as above, he is defined by 
Mass. law as an employee ofB.W.R.D.. According to our investigation, the District has 
never paid required social security, workman's compensation insurance, unemployment 
taxes etc., that are required to be paid by an employer due to Millet and his "helpers" 
legal status as employees of the District. 

13 . Unbelievably, Millet and his crew will be eligible for unemployment compensation if 
Millet is not the future low bidder. But does the District even want Millet at B.W.R.D?, 
see below. 

fllegal Land Deals - More Vwlations ofM. G.L. C. 30B-" Secret Tennis Fund" 
14. According to our investigation, thus far, there have been "choice" pieces of land 
owned by the District sold to friends of elected officials of the District at bargain prices 
without any public notification/marketing in order to obtain the highest price for the 
owners of the District. This in Violation ofM.G.L. C. 30B s. 16. 

15. It appears that the proceeds from two of these documented land sales in 2005 of 
$30,000.00, went to build new "clay" tennis courts at the District in 2006. A small 
minority of the District now want the other two tennis courts, which are currently non
serviceable and have been neglected for years, to be totally rebuilt (clay not asphalt) at a 
cost of $35,000.00 each or $70,000.00. It appears that $70K for state of the art clay tennis 
courts is why a District minority feel the latest annual budget of$133,000.00 is not 
sufficient, although the District operated up unti12007 at an annual budget of $80,000.00. 
A minority of active owners now want a budget of$162,000.00 a year in order to 
immediately fund tennis whims of $70k. What have they been doing over the last ten 
years concerning maintaining and funding for tennis courts? 

16. The purchaser of one of the lots in paragraph #14 & 15 immediately sold his 
$15,000.00 lot for $65,000.00. If the 2 lots, as above, had been sold in compliance with 
law, M.G.L. C. 30B, there would have been more than enough for all new state of the art 
tennis courts for the small minority. The two lots were worth, according to arm's length 
transaction, at least $130,000.00, not $30K. 

17. The owners will be further burdened by needless "tennis expense" should another 
"clay court" be installed. The clay courts require constant maintenance including 
"sweeping and rolling and watering" which the tennis minority does not want to do. Next 
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will be a demand that the owners be burdened with the expense of providing attendants 
and maintenance workers to sweep, roll, and water the clay courts while the courts are 
being used. 

18. The existing 2 tennis courts that are non-serviceable are "asphalt" and can be easily 
repaired at a fraction of the $70K that would be required to dig them up and replace them 
with "clay courts". Once the affairs of the District have been fully audited and 
investigated, then there will be review by the owners as to the possibility of more tennis 
budget. "Asphalt courts" require none of the daily maintenance as required of "clay 
courts" in paragraph 17. Tennis has been established at the District - there was plenty of 
money to keep the asphalt court in repair - No more clay courts. Did you say the Becket 
Woods Tennis Club? Sorry, the vast majority of owners do not play tennis. Asphalt 
only! ! 

19. Our investigation has also yielded irrefutable/documented evidence that some of the 
land deals in paragraph #14-16 resulted in falsification of Mass. Land Registry Deeds by 
District personnel. Criminal Conspiracy. 

20. We ask that any all District employees/contractors and District!Association Officers 
guilty of conspiracy to falsify Mass. Registry Real Estate Deeds involving land sales in 
the District resign immediately or our investigation will yield more criminal activity 
including a conspiracy to evade income taxes, both Federal and Massachusetts. 

21. Our current President & Treasurer of the B.W. Prudential Committee, John Amato 
(a.k.a. Salmineo) was alerted in 2005 to these illegal land deals, falsification ofRegistry 
Deeds, and other crimes related to these land deals. Amato's reply was, "you know he 
didn't sell that lot for $25K -after asking $65K". Amato also replied regarding the sale of 
lot 85 for $15K, "I wish I got a deal like that". Hey, so do I - but I be doing time for it! ! 
Yet, Amato is conducting business as usual at the District. 

The Proxy, quorum, & Reserve Fund Violations 
22. There seems to be some confusion on behalf of owners regarding how their proxy is 
being voted. Customarily, you sign over your vote, via proxy, to another voting person, in 
this case a Prudential Committee Member, who uses the proxy as another vote for their 
cause, or the way they see fit. It becomes their vote. There is no provision in The Act to 
do otherwise with the proxy; format for the proxy is provided in the By-laws. We have no 
way of knowing if proxies of the past were voted correctly or the system 
abused/corrupted. But it does appear that the original format for proxies provided by the 
By-laws has been altered. 

23. According to our investigation, new budget increases have been voted in almost 
unanimously. This is inconceivable with the proxy vote. True, the owners are afraid to go 
to the annual meetings because if they don't agree with the ruling mob they get subjected 
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to processing and then are shouted dOVlln, but the proxy vote is not privy to such 
harassing conduct at meetings. 

24. Quorum calculations seem to be inaccurate, even accounting for non-voting District 
owned lots. If the Quorum was changed as initially provided in the Act, it has not been 
properly documented as required by the By-laws. According to our investigation, the 
Clerk has told us that they act on a quorum calculation of 57. 

Reserve and Outlay Accounts Vwlations & Hocus pocus 
25. Reserve and Overlay Accounts have never been budgeted/voted or funded as required 
by the Act and Mass. General Laws. Well not quite, there was a reserve account with a 
balance of $30K as recently as July of2006 according to documents uncovered by our 
investigation. However, it was never votedJbudgeted as required by law. That reserve of 
$30K was far in excess of that required by law. It appears most of that $30K was spent 
illegally on the new clay tennis courts. It is long gone, wherever it went. 
Unfortunately, we are not getting any help from the Prudential Committee regarding this 
investigation; so far we the owners have been treated like the enemy. 

26. The current budget of$133,000.00 and past budgets $113K & $80k should have 
been more than enough to fund these reserve accounts and tennis courts as a calculated 
by Mass. General laws. As a matter oflaw, a reserve is not for spending spree whim of 
the tennis players. What have they (District Elected Officials) been doing with the 
money? Nothing has changed; there are no new benefits to the owners - same old budget 
expenses required to maintain the District year after year. The elite Clay courts were paid 
for by the illegal land give a ways, not the District dues. 

27. The funding of the reserve comes before tennis as a matter oflaw. But there is no 
reason why reserves and tennis (the asphalt courts serviceable) could not have been paid 
for years ago. There was enough money and now there is more than enough due to the 
recent multiplication of District Road Tax. 

28. According to Mark Millet (currently does the road work and landscaping) this 
summer '08, Gentian Hollow Rd. could not be repaired because the District has no 
money for a truck full of gravel (cost about $150.00). Millet stated that, "all the money is 
being spent on the tennis courts"???!! 1One tennis court was paid for in 2006, see above, 
and is state of the art "clay;" the other tennis court has not been used or maintained since 
Ronald Reagan was President. What goes on at Becket Woods??? Where is the money 
(2008 = $700.00 x 162 = $113K) going? 

Flash! Almost a year's budget in cash of$61K at July 2006 
29. At the last minute of this I-week investigation ofyears ofDistrict misfeasance, it was 
discovered, via archived District documentation, that as recently as July of2006 the 
District had $61,000.00 in cash!! Yes, with all the financial woes at RW.R.D. it is hard 
to believe that the District had almost the entITe 2006 budget of $80K sitting in the bank 
in the amount of $61K. Where did that cash, $61K, go? According to our investigation 
the new clay tennis court with $8K sprinkler didn't cost anywhere near that amount. Did 
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the ovmers pay for the tennis players to have secret attendants to roll and sweep the clay 
courts while they dreamed of being royalty? 

'(Mob R14le J
', Rude Click, the "shout down 'J tactic & misinformation @ meetings 

30. It is plain, as above and regarding other more mundane issues, such as the extent and 
reality of the annual "Road Work," that the owners/voters of the B.W.R.D.have been 
betrayed and lied to for years by the Prudential Committee. The minority of owners who 
attend the annual meetings, go there to be misinformed. See attached to learn about 
"gravel roads" and see the noted Web Site (w'Yvw.frCOg.org) click - publications, 
transportatio~ gravel roads) that is 15 pages of information/education on "gravel roads" 
(same as B.W.R.D.). So you are less likely to be tricked about the road work you are 
paying for. 
31. "The click" "shouts down" and insults, in typical "mob style," any dissenting owner 
that ventures into the frontier of the annual meetings of the District. Owners mistakenly 
rely on the Prudential Committee to tell them law and to inform them about expenditures 
and spring roadwork. Certainly, the owners need immediate action taken by the D.A.'s 
Office regarding the Violations ofLaw herein, in order to protect the owners from further 
illegalities of the Prudential Committee ofB.W.R.D and their retaliation. 
It is the opinion of this investigation body that John Amato and his click are re-grouping 
~Nith new and clever plans to obstruct and malign this investigation by the owners. 

Epilogue 
32. In short, there are numerous violations oflaw, some ofwhich require not just 
enforcement of the Open Meeting Laws by a Mass. Superior Court Judge, but criminal 
prosecutions and jailing, as well as, a class action Federal law suit against Prudential 
Committee Members, in their individual and personal cagacity, for violations of the 
owners Property Rights under the U.S. Constitution's 14 Amendment's Right to Due 
Process ofLaw by District Prudential Committee members over the past 3 years. The 
Prudential Committee being "State Actors" who "Act Under the Color of Law" and are 
subject to jurisdiction under 42 U.S.C. s. 1983. Needless to say that mismanagement at 
B.W.R.D. is the rule as is malfeasance and misfeasance and nonfeasance. Shameful
 
conduct at Becket Woods now and for years.
 

33. Resi~ now, and you won't get sued. 

34. There are also rumors, almost impossible for our investigation to prove, that at least 
one Prudential Member has affiliations with Organized Crime, including but not limited 
to the Bilderbergers and Tri-Lateral Commissio~ centered in New York City. 

35. We will publish a newsletter, "The Becket Woods Watch" in the near future that will 
include this letter and other information necessary to alert and properly inform the 
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ovm.ers/voters of the District and in particular the large number of "absentee owners," 
whose proxy vote has the same consequence by law. 

It just doesn't pay to be a nice guy/sucker in Becket Woods. 

WHEREFORE~ 

We leave these issues to your Good Office' expedience and speedy justice, 

Vigilantly yours, 

B.W.R.D.T.R. - Owners 

ATTENTION BECKET WOODS OWNERSNOTERS 

Serious about the landowners @ Becket Woods taking back their government?
 
Serious about reversing the obnoxious new and accelerated yearly road tax?
 
Want the latest information from the current and ongoing investigation sent to you?
 
Want a copy of the "Becket Woods Watch" a new publication to inform the owners of
 
B.W.R.D., and other documents referred to in the letter to the District Attorney?;
 

Then send your e-mail to westlandconstruction(iV,roadrunneLcom
 
so we can organize, inform, and alert you to all information and developments in order
 

that you can have an informed vote. Include your name, address (both ifnot year round
 
resident) and phone number ifyou like.
 
Becket Woods is in Trouble - the tyranny must be stopped and reversed!!!!
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Roadway StJrul."ture, 

'\ \ hat i" ~1 C !":n'd Ro~d: 

In Franklin County the term "'gravel road" is generally used. to refer to all unpaved roadways. A true 
gravel road is a roadway wtlose sLUjace iay¢r i5 CDllStructcd of .n:Urrerai aggregaie materials (sud} as 
sand, gravel, pebbles or crushed stOne) mar are gererally obrained from gravei pits and quarries. A 
Dirt wad is 'wnoHy WD5U1lcred from the native materials present aiong the road alignment which, 
uepenuing uri the pan of the counuy, can be topsoil, clay, silt or sand. Gravel and dirt roads are 
mam:rained by me same equipment and methods and sutter similar disrresses, but dirt roads rena ill 
deteriorarecmore quickly than gravel roads, thus reqrurillghigher levels of maintenance. 

What are the components of a good gravel road? 
A good gravel road is constructed. of three different layers. The subgrade or roadbed is the bottom 
layer made up ofthe native material (clay, silt or sand) found along the roadway alignment or fill 
brought in to level a depression. The aggregate base is placed on top of the subgrade and is ideally 
18 to 24 inches in depth, constructed ofa free draining and easily compacted aggregate material 
(gravel or crushed stone) that produces a strong and stable layer. Such aggregate base materials 
should contain a minimal amount ofjines (materials with a very small particle size such as clay or 
silt) since they tend to inhibit the free drainage ofwater, which in tum reduces the strength ofthe 
aggregate base. Finally, the surface layer (uniformly graded gravel or crushed stone) is placed on 
ton of the ~egate na<;e 8119. is at least 8 inches in depth. The Vermont Agency of Transportation 
(VA01), that has produced. an extensive publication on gravel roads, recommends that this layer be 
unifonnly graded from course to fine materials I. The fines in this layer :fill the voids 3IIlong the 
courser particles and act as a binder to hold together the aggregate mixture in a tight, dense layer. 
Additionally,fines fonD. a hard crust that allows for the efficient shedding ofwater from the surface 
and allows the roadway to bear the traffic load. Often stabilizing agents such as calcium chloride are 
used to maintain a certain moisture content in the fine materials that allows 'them to maintain a strong 
bond with the aggregates. 

Figure 2 shows dIe desired gravel road Structure. In practice many existing gravel roads have only a 
suhgrade and surface layer that, combined, is about one foot in thickness. 

Figure 2: Ideal Cross Section and Structure of a Gravel Road 
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1 Vermont Better Backroads Pocket Guide, Vermont Local Roads Program 

Answers to Frequently Asked Questions About Gravel Roads September 2001 
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Landowners of BecketoWoods Wake Up and Vote
 

VOTE NO
 

$l~OOOQOO ANNUAL DUES
 

SUNDAY 8~31~0810:00am· 

Reverse illegal Increase of 7-5-08 @ $800.00 

There is nothing new - there is no need for these new increases
 

Past Becket Woods meetings were held illegally without notification required by law
 

Comply with Mass. Law - All Road work must go to lowest bidder
 

All of a sudden there isn't enough money? Why?
 

The raise to $700.00 is enough - if properly managed
 

We need to see an accounting - the checkbook
 

Is the Prudential Committee to be Trusted?
 

Our Interest are not Being Represented
 

New "Blood" must be Elected to the Prudential Committee - Represent Us
 

. Vote - "'The future is in your hands"
 

B.W.L.O.T.R - 413-243-8304 




