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Plaintiff, Sandra Frommer, brings th?s civil action against Lenox Farms Limited

Part:nership, UDR, iInc., UDR NYL Deals GP LLC, and Erika Mermitt {collectively,
“Defendants”), seeking injunctive, declaratory, and monetary relief arising from
Defendants’ uniawful lockout, police-backed no-trespass order, and retaliatory
summary-process filing following her Board of Health complaint regarding uninhabitable

conditions at 550 Liberty Street, Unit 995, Braintree, Massachusetts. Jurisdiction lies in
|
this

Court under G.L. ¢. 212, § 3 because the amount in controversy exceeds $50,000

and| Plaintiff seeks equitable and compensatory relief.

Acting through on-site manager Erik[a Merritt, Defendants first requested identifying



information for Plaintiff and her minor child “to add them to the lease,” including sending
a lirlk to complete the process. After acknowledging her accupancy, Defendants
atte(npted to expel her by force, issuing a written No-Trespass Order in November 2024
copied to the Braintree Police Department and threatening arrest if she re-entered her
hon:ue (see Exhibits). Around the same time, maintenance personnel, at management’s
direction, changed access codes and excluded Plaintiff and her child fram the unit—an
illegal seli-help eviction prohibited by G.L. c. 186, § 14 (see Exhibits).

Days later, after Plaintiff filed a verified Board of Health emergency complaint
reporting lack of heat, an inoperative stove, leaks, and mold (see Exhibits), Defendants
filed a summary-process action premised on her alleged “unauthorized occupancy”
while omitting her from service (see Exhibits). That sequence triggers the statutory
presumption of retaliation under G.L. c.l 186, § 18.

Even after initiating eviction proceedings, Defendants continued to treat Plaintiff as
the point of contact for the property, directing maintenance and inspection
communications to her and referring to ;Unit 905 as “your home” (see Exhibits). Those
admissions contradict Defendants’ later affidavits and reflect bad faith.

Plaintiff is the sole legal guardian of a homeschootled minor whose safety and

education depend on stable housing. Defendants’ conduct—police threats, lockout, and

retaliatory eviction—has violated G.L. ¢. 186 §§ 14 and 18 and caused irreparable
harm. Plaintiff seeks immediate and permanent relief under those statutes and G.L. c.
93A, including compensatory and muitiple damages, fees where applicable, and
injunctive orders prohibiting further inte!rference with her home and the education and

heatth of her child. Plaintiff expressly reserves federal claims for separate adjudication.



I PARTIES
1. Plaintiff Sandra Frommer (“Plaintiff”) is an adult individual residing at 550 Liberty

Street, Unit 905, Braintree, Norfolk County, Massachusetts. Plaintiff is the lawful

accupant of said premises, possesses Ilawful tenancy and accupancy rights under
Masfsachusetts law, and is the sole legal guardian of a minor child who also resides
there.

2. Defendant UDR, Inc. (“UDR") isl a foreign corporation organized under the laws
of the State of Maryland, with its principat office at 1745 Shea Center Drive, Suite 200,
Highiands Ranch, Colorado 80129, and a Massachusetis resident agent for service at
Corporation Service Company, 84 State Street, Boston, MA 02109. Upon information
and belief, UDR exercises ownership and operational control over Lenox Farms Limited
Parinership and other Massachusetts rlentat properties.

Upon information and belief, Defendant UDR, Inc. exercises direct ownership and

operational control over Defendant Lenox Farms Limited Partnership and UDR NYL
Deaitls GP LLC through common oﬁicerls, shared management systems, and unified
cor;lzorate policies.

UDR, Inc. maintains responsibility for leasing, maintenance standards, tenant
retations, and enforcement policies atthe Lenox Farms Apariments, and acted in
concert with its subsidiaries through its agents, including Erika Merritt and regional

manager Ryan Canofrey.

Accordingly, each Defendant is joint;iy and severally liable for the acts and omissions

described herein under principles of agency and integrated enterprise liability.



3. Defendant Lenox Farms Limited Partnership (“Lenox Farms”) is a foreign

limited partnership organized under the laws of Delaware and registered to do business

in ttre Commonweaith of Massachusetis. Its principai office is iocated at 1745 Shea
Center Drive, Suite 200, Highlands Ranch, Colorado 80129, and its Massachusetts
resi:dent agent for setvice of process is Corporation Service Company, 84 State Street,
Boston, MA 02109. Lenox Farms owns: and operates the residential complex known as
“_enox Farms Apartments,” located at 550 Liberty Street, Brainiree, Massachusetts, and
conducts continuous and systematic business in the Commonweaith through its

regisiered Massachusetts agent and Boston-based operations.

4. Defendant UDR NYL Deals GP|LLC (“UDR NYL") is a Detaware limited liability

campany with its principal office at 1745 Shea Center Drive, Suite 200, Highlands

Ranch, Colorado 80129, and a Massachusetts registered agent at Corporation
Service Company, 84 State Street, Boston, MA 02109. Upon information and belief,
UDR NYL acts as the general partner of Lenox Farms Limited Partnership and conducts
business within the Commonweaith thrgugh that relationship.

5. Defendant Erika Merritt (“Merriit”) is an individual employed by the corporate
Deffandants as the on-site Community I?imctor for the Lenox Farms Apariments located
at 5'50 Liberty Street, Braintree, Massal:husetts. Upon information and belief, Merritt
conducts her professionat duties from that location under the direction and controt of
Defendants Lenox Farms Limited Parinership, UDR, Inc., and UDR NYL Deals GP LLC.
Merriit may be served with process at her workplace, 550 Liberty Street, Braintree,

Massachusetis 02184.
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6. This Court has jurisdiction over lihis action pursuant to G.L. c. 212, § 3, because
the Iamount in controversy exceeds $5(:),000 and Plaintitf seeks equitable, declaratory,
and injunctive relief that lies exclusively} within the jurisdiction of the Superior Gourt.

7 Personal jurisdiction over all Dej‘endants is proper under G.L. ¢. 223A, § 3(a)-
(d),|as each Defendant transacts businfe-ss and commits tortious acts within the
Corlnmonwea!th of Massachusetts, and'the claims asserted herein arise directly from
those acts.

8. Venue is proper in Suffolk County under G.L. c. 223, §§ 1 and 8, because each
carporate Defendant maintains a registiered agent for service of pracess in Boston—
Corroration Service Company, 84 State Street, Boston, MA 02109—and conducts
substantial, continuous business operations through the UDR regional management
office located at 7 Harcourt Street, 2nd Floor, Boston, MA 02116. The Delendants
therefore maintain a usual place of busiiness in Suffolk Courty within the meaning of
G.L. c. 223, § 10. |

:9. The acts and omissions giving rise to this Complaint were directed, supervised,
and ratified through Defendants’ Bostor-based management offices and agents,
including the issuance of the no-trespass directive, litigation filings, and refusal to
remedy sanitary-code vialations. Venue in Suffolk County is therefore bath proper and

just. Key decisions underlying the no-irespass directive, eviction sirategy, and refusal to

timely remediate sanitary-code violations were made, directed, and/or ratified by UDR

regional management operating out of 7 Harcourt Street, 2nd Floor, Boston,

Massachusetts, thereby anchoring venue in Suffolk County.



10. The Superior Court is the appropriate forum to adjudicate Plaintiff’s ctaims for

damages and equitable refief under G.L. c. 186, §§ 14 and 18, and G.L. c. 93A. All

causes of action asserted herein arise exciusively under the statutes and common law

of the Commanwealth of Massachusetts, and this Complaint asserts no claims arising
und:er federal law.

| IV. FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A. Initial Lease and Representations of Habitability

11. In or about August 2024, Defendants offered Unit 905 at 550 Liberty Street,
Braintree (“the Premises”) as a “fully renovated” luxury apartment within the Lenox
Farms complex. ,
12. Defendant Erika Merritt, the oﬁ-site Community Director, persanally encouraged
Plaintiff Sandra Frommer to apply and requested identifying information for Plaintiff and
her minor child “to add them to the lease.” Mermritt specifically asked for the child's full
name and date of birth for screening and confirmed that both woutd be added once
approved.

13. Piaintiff relied on Memitt’s written and verbal representations and Defendants’

assurances that the unit was new, safe, and ready for occupancy. Defendants knew the

child was homeschooled and medically; sensitive to environmental contaminants,
making a healthy haome enviranment essential.
B. Defective and Uninhabitable Conditions

14. When Plaintiff and her child arrived to take possession, Defendants initially

failed to deliver keys, leaving cantractors inside completing unfinished work. After

several weeks, Defendants provided keys to Plaintiff, confirming her lawful occupancy



|
and control of the Premises. Appliances remained non-functional, and visible water

leaks, mold, and unsafe wiring were evident—conditions inconsistent withr a habitable
dwelling.

|15. Despite repeated maintenance requests, Defendants denied the existence of
mol'd, leaks, no functioning stove to coak, issues with the HVAC system, many more
stated in the Brainiree report (see Exhibits) and ignored violations of the Massachusetls
Sanitary Code (105 CMR 410.000) and their duty under G.L. c. 186 §14 to deliver
habitable premises.
C. Rent Withholding and Retaliatory Conduct
16. By fate October 2024, Plaintiff iawfully notified management that rent would be
withheld until essential repairs were completed, as permitted under Massachuseits law.
17. Within days, Defendants’ attitude shifted from cooperation to hostility, initiating
adverse actions including using the miritor status and ordering him to be added to the

lease, verbal harassment, withholding repairs and more, afl constituting retaliation under

G.L. c. 186 §18.
D. No-Trespass Order and Lockout
8. On November 20, 2024, Defendants issued a No-Trespass Order addressed to

Plaintiff and copied to the Braintree Police Department, threatening arrest if Plaintiff

entered her home. This was an unlawful attempt to regain possession by coercion,
prohibited by G.L. ¢. 186 §14 and Articles 10 and 11 of the Massachusetts Declaration

of Rights.
19. Around November 30, 2024, maintenance personnel acting under Memitt's

direction changed garage and smart—lo’ck access codes without notice or consent,

7



exciuding Plaintiff and her child. These acts constituted an iflegat self-help eviction

under G.L. c. 186 §14. |

.i'zo. Defendants were fully aware that Plaintiff and her child resided at the Premises
and had repeatedly raised health concemns. instead of seeking lawful judicial relief,
Defendants weaponized police invoivement to intimidate and remove them from their
home.

Board of Health Findings and Retaliatory Eviction

21. Within days of the lockout, Plaintiff filed a verified Board of Health Emergency
Complaint documenting lack of heat, inoperative stove, continuing leaks and mold
across multiple floors: The- Braintree'-Bdard*orf Health confirmed- format Emergency-
violations and issued orders for repair.

22. During the December 2024 inspection, inspectors confirmed that the lower-level
bedroom occupied by Plaintiff's homeschooled minor child received no adequate heat
or ventilation. The centrat HYAC system did not service that area, and inspectors
advised that the apariment shoutd be ciassified as a ong-bedroom, not a two-bedroom,
confirming misrepresentation and health risk.

23. Upon information and belief, at least ten other “fully renovated” townhome units
at Lenox Farmms exhibited simitar defects—heatoutages; mold; and-leaks—during the
same period. Plaintiff will present witnesses and affidavits from other affecied ienants
who will testify to this systemic pattern bf neglect and misrepresentation.

F. Exclusion from Process and Fglse Sworn Affidavit

24. Shortly after the Board of Heal‘th inspection, Defendants filed a summary-

process eviction citing “unauthorized occupancy,” white deliberately omitting Plaintiff



fror||'| the caption to expedite possession and avoid service upon her. The eviction
followed immediately after Plaintiff’s protected comptaint; triggering the statutory

presumption of retaliation under G.L. ¢/ 186 §18.

95. inopposing Plaintiff's subsequent motion to intervene, Defendants submitted a
sworn affidavit signed by Erika Merritt under oath and under penailty of perjury, falsely

claiming Plaintiff was “never-authorized™ to accupy the Premises. Thatstatement directiy

contradicts Merritt's own prior emails ar?d messages explicitly inviting Plaintiff and her
child to be added to the lease. The false affidavit was a knowing misrepresentation
made to misiead the Housing Court and to conceal Defendants’ retaliatory and uniawful
conduct.

G. Continuing Admissions and Bad Faith
26. Even afier filing the eviction, Merritt and other agenis continued to
communicate withr Plaintiff to-arrange repairs and inspections, repeatediy refering to—
Unit 905 as “your home.” These communications are admissions of Plaintifi’s fawiul
possession and Defendants’ knowledge thereof.

7. By engaging police and maintenance personnel io enforce exclusion,

Defendants used threats; intimidation; and-coercion within the- meaning of the

Massachusetts Civil Rights Act (G.L. . 12 §§11H-111).

. Ongoing Retaliation, Manipulaiﬁon, and lrreparable Harm
28. Defendanis have continued ret:aliatory acts, including omitting Plaintiff from the
eviction case to circumvent'judiciai'scrt!-nﬁny'ofherBuard of Health-complaint-and-of her-
medically fragile minor child’s living conditions. This was a deliberate procedural

manipulation intended to silence the tenant most actively asserting statutory rights.




| .
29. Defendants’ exclusionary tactics, false statements, and misuse of process have

caulsed continuing emotional; educational; and health-havm to-Plaintift-and her-chitd:

The child’s schooling and medical carelrequire a stable, safe environment that

Defendants have placed in jeopardy.

30. Defendants’ canduct violates the-public-policy of the Commuonwealthragainst
self-help evictions, retaliation, and uninhabitable rental housing. Unless restrained by
|
this|Court, Plaintiff and her child face fqrther unlawfut displacement and irreparable

|
harm not compensable by monetary damages.

31. Plaintiif repeats and realieges! Paragraphs 1-30 as ii fuilly set forih herein.

32. Under G.L. c. 186, § 14, a.tanaiord' or its agents may not directly or indirectly
interfere with a tenant or lawful occupant’s quiet enjoyment of the premises, nor attempt
to recover possessiomby force, threat, iorunlawfui means——including changing tocks;
altering access codes, or invoking poiicle authority without judicial process.

33. On orabout November 20, 2024, Defendant Erika Meritt, acting for Lenox
Farg'ns Limited Parinership and its parent UDR entities, issued a No-Trespass Order io
Plaintif; copied-to the Braintree Police Department; threatening-arrest and
imprsonment if Plaintiff re-entered her residence. This was an uniawful attempt 1o
rec?verpossessionﬂ'lmugh intimidatiotlw and coercion.

34. Approximately November 30, :2024, at Merritt's direction, maintenance

personnet changed thesmart—-lock-anﬁigarage'mdes-onﬂniteﬂs withoutnotice or

I
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consent, physically excluding Plaintiff and her homeschooled minor child from the
premises.

35. These actions were imentiona!l, deliberate, and unauthorized. They constituied
an iflegat self-help eviction within the meaning of G.L. c. 186, § 14 and an interference
with quiet enjoyment in direct violation of Massachusetts law and precedent.

‘36. Following the lockaut, Plaintiff-was forced torinstalt reptacement locks,
purchase portable heaters, doors isolations and continue maintaining utilities despite
exclusion. Her utifity statements confirm utility increases from roughly $100 to $600 per

month, directly caused by Defendants’ lfailure to repair the heating system and the

|
structural defects verified by the Braintree Board of Health:

37. Defendants’ conduct caused continuing emotional distress, loss of peace and
security, and disruption of Piaintiif’s minor chitd’s schooiing and heaith stabiiity.

38. The monthly rental value of Unit 905 was $4,552. Under § 14, Plaintiff is
entitied to statutory damages of not less than three months’ rent ($13,656) or actual and
consequentiat damages for the period ci)f deprivation—whichever is greaier.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests judgmenton Countt-against benox
Farms Limited Partnership, UDR, Inc., UDR NYL Deals GP LLC, and Erika Merritt,
jointly and severally, awarding:

A. Statutory damages under G.L. . 186, § 14 of nat less than three months' rent-
($13,656) or Plaintiif's actual and consequential damages—whichever is greater;

B. Reimbursement of all utility, heating, repair, and maintenance expenses incurred
|

as a result of the lockout;

C. Reasonabie attomey’s fees, costs, and interest as provided by statute;
i

11



D. Preliminary and permanent injurictive relief prohibiting any furthier lockout, key or
code change, or police-backed exclusion; and requiring immediate restorationrof fuit-

lawiul access; and

E. Such other and further iegal and equitable relief as the Court deems just and

proper.

39. Plaintiff repeats and realleges Paragraphs 1-38 as if fully set forth herein.

0. UnderG.L. c. 186, § 18, a landlord or its agents may not-evict, threaten; ar
omTrwise retaliate against any lawful oi:cupant for reporting building or sanitary-code
viotations, withhotding rent for uninhabitable conditions, or otherwise exercising rights
protected by law. Any adverse action occurting within six months of such protected

activity is presumed retaliatory.

41. Protecied Activity. Between October and December 2024, Plaintiff exercised

rights protected by § 18 by:
a. Notifying management that rent would be withheld until the lack of heat, leaks,
and mold were corrected; and
b. Filing a verified Board of Health emergency complaint that resutied in inspection
findings confirming major sanitary—codq violations.
42. Adverse Actions. Within weeks of those protected acts, Defendants engaged in
muttiple retaliatory measures: |

a. On November 20, 2024, Merritt! issued the No-Trespass Order threatening

arrest;

b. On November 30, 2024, maintenance changed the locks and garage code;,

12



excluding Plaintiff and her child; and

c. In December 2024, Lenox Farms filed a summary-processeviction citing
Plaintif’s “unauthorized occupancy” as its basis while deliberately omiiting her from
service and naming only other gccupants, in order to evade the retafiation presumption,
thereby weaponizing court process as retaliation.
43. Each act occurred within six months of Ptaintiff's protected-activity; establishing-
the statutory presumption of retaliation :under § 18. Defendants cannot rebut this

presumption because their proffered reason—“unauthorized occupancy™—is pretextual.

Defendants’ adverse acts also violated the public policy of the Commonweaith
prohibiting retafiation for good-faithr exercise of tenant rights-and-reporting of hrealth-
hazards.

44. As a result, Plaintiff sustained economic loss, inflated utilities, emotional
distress, disruption of her child’s education, and continuing anxiety from police-backed
threats and eviction pressure.

45. Defendanis acted wiilfully andiin bad faith, intending 1o silence and punish

Piaintiff for reporting heatth and safety violations.

WHEREFOHE, Plaintiff respectiully requests judgment on Count [l against Lenox
Far!ms Lilpited Partnership, UDR, Inc.,, UDR NYL Deals GP LLC, and Erika Mermitt,
jointly and severally, awarding: l

A. Damages under G.L. c. 186, § 18 of not tess than three months’ rent ($13,656) or

the ffull measure of Plaintiff’s actual ancl consequential damages for the entire retaliatory

period—whichever is greater;

B. Reimbursement for conseguentiat and incidental iosses, inciuding heating and

13



|
utility overcharges;

C. Reasonable attorney’s fees, costs, and statutory interest;
|
D. Preliminary and permanent injunctive relief prohibiting further retaliation, potice
‘ |
threats, or misuse of judicial process; and

E. Such other and further relief as ttlne Court deems just and equitable.

46. Plaintiff repeats and realleges Paragraphs 145 as if fully set forth herein.

47. Who / How / When:

Who: Defendants UDR, Inc., Lenox Farms Limited Parinership (owner and fandlord),

UDR NYL Deals GP LLC (management entities and generat partners), and Erika
Merritt {Community Director and authorized agent).

How: By leasing, advertising, and rrfianaging Unit 905 at 550 Liberty Street,
Braintree, while representing it as “fully renovated,” “move-in ready,” and “safe,” despite
known heating, ventilation, and mold hazards; by failing to perform lawfui maintenance;
and by ignoring municipal heaith orders.

When: From approximatelyﬁmgust!mztt through Spring 2025, inciuding the period
when Braintree Board of Heaith issuediemergency repair orders confirming Sanitary
Code violations.

48. Breach of Warranty of Habitabiiity (§ 8A and 105 CMR 410.000):

a. Under Massachuseits law, ewreryI residential lease includes an implied Warranty of

Habitability, requiring landtords to mai | in premises in compliance with the State
Sanitary Code (105 CMR 410.000) and to provide safe, clean, and habitable housing.

14



b. Defendants breached this warranty by failing to provide:
(i) Adequate and functional heat and ventilation, in violation of 105 CMR 410.200
and/410.351;

{ii) A structuraity safe and sanitary dwelling free from moid and water infiltration;
‘ (iiiy Working electrical, plumbing, and kitchen appliances; and
(iv) A unit compliant with buiiding-Jcode accupancy classifications (misrepresented-
as a two-bedroom though lacking requi:red heating to the lower-ievel bedroom).
¢. Braintree Board of Heaith inspectors verified these violations in December 2024,
concluding that the lower-level rcom occupied by Plaintiff’s homeschooled child did not

receive heat or ventilation and that the unit failed to meet minimuny sanitary standards.

49. Negligence (Common Law):

a. Defendants owed Plaintiff and her child a duty of reasonable care to maintain the
premises in a safe and habitable condition:

b. They breached that duty by ignoring repeated maintenance requests, concealing
leaks, delaying heat restoration, and disregarding the Board of Health orders.

¢. Their conduct fell below the standard of care for Massachusetts landlords and

property managers and directly caused foreseeable injury—physicat, fimancial, and
|

emotional.
\

50. Negligent Misrepresentation:

a. Defendants, through Merritt and other agents, made specific false statements of
material fact, including that the unit wa:s “newly renavated,” “safe,” and “ready for
occupancy,” and that all systems were i‘fully operational.”

b. Defendants knew or should have known these stalements were false because

15
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internat records and contemporaneous’woﬁc orders showed the HVAC systemrwas
incomplete, leaks were ongoing, and mold had been reported in other units.

¢. Defendants intended Plaintiff to rely on these representations to proceed with
occlupancy and pay rent. '

d. Plaintiff reasonably relied or them, moving into the premises and maintaining
utilities at her own cost.

51. Damages: :

As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ breaches, Plaintiff and her minor

chﬂg suffered:

ia. Loss of use and enjoyment of their home;
b. Exposure to extreme cold temperatures, moid, and unsafe living conditions;
c. Increased utility costs (rising from- approximately $100 to $600 per month);

d. Out-of-pocket expenses for space heaters, repairs, and inspections; and

€. Emotionat distress and disruption of the minor child’s education and heatth.

52. Willfulness and Pattern:

Defendants’ actions were notisolated: At leastterr other “fully renovated”
towg!1homes in the Lenox Farms complelx exhibited identical healing and mold defects
dun‘lng the same period, showing systermc negfigence and wiitful disregard for tenant
safety. This pattern supports enhanced damages under G.L. ¢. 93A § 9(3) if
incorporated by reference.

\‘NHEBEFORE, Piaintiff respecﬁuﬂyirequests judgment on Count ili against Lenox
Farms Limited Partnership, UDR, Inc., UDR NYL Deals GP LLC, and Erika Merritt,

jointly and severaily, awarding:

16



A. Caompensatory damages equat to the diminished rental value and fult
con‘Lequentia! losses caused by Defentijants’ violations;
|
B. Reimbursement of afl inflated utility, repair, and medical-telated expenses;

C. Preliminary and permanent injunictive relief requiring Defendants to remedy alt

Sanitary Code violations and cerlify compliance;
D. Statutory attorney’s fees, interest, and costs pursuant to G.L. c. 239 § 8A and
Mass. R. Civ. P. 54; and

E. Such further legal and equitable relief as the Court deems just and proper.

T D E
Fi +G.l.c.93A §8 2. 9: 1
(Against all defendants)

53. Pilaintiff repeats and realleges Eamgmphs 1-45 as if fully set forth herein.

54. Who / How / When:

Who: Defendanis UDR, INCLenox Farms Limited Parinership (owner), UDR NYL
Dez-!ﬂs GP L1 C (management entities and general partners), and Erika Merritt (on-site
Community Birector and authorized agent).

How: By intentionally misrepresenting the condition and habitability of Unit 905;

concealing materiai defects known to them from prior tenant cornplaints and municipal
citations; and by using false assurances and coercive tactics to induce Plaintiff and her
minor child to occupy and remaim in the premises:

When: From approximately August 2024 through Spring 2025, including the initial
IeaTing phase, period of habitability violations, and retaliatory eviction filings.

55. Common-Law Fraud and Fraudulent Inducement:

a. Defendants made specific false representations of materiat fact, including that:

17
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(i) Unit 905 was “fully renovated,” “move-in ready,” and “safe for occupancy”;

(i) Alt major systems—including HVAC, heat, and appliances—were new and fully

operational; and |
{iii) Piaintiff and her child wouid ble “added 1o the lease” once screening was
complete, thereby authorizing their lawful residency.

h. At the time of these represemam;:ms,. Defendants knew they were false. Intemal
work orders, prior Board of Health violaltions, and tenant complaints documented

defective HVAC, mold, and uncompleted renovations throughout the Lenox Farms

complex.

c. Defendants concealed material facts they had a duty to disclose, including that
the lower-level bedroom lacked required heat and ventiiation under 105 CMR 410.200
and 410.351 and that similar “renovated” units were already subject to Board of Healith
complaints.

d. Defendants made and repeated these statements through their agent Erika
Merritt in email and verbal communica jons during August—October 2024 wiih the intent

to induce Plaintiff o occupy the premisles and forego alternative housing.

e. Plaintiff reasonably relied on Defendants’ representations and amissions in good
faith, moved into the unit, and paid utilities and costs based on the belief the premises

safe and lawfully approved.

LDefendants’ conduct constitutes actionable fraud and fraudulent inducement
|
un Massachusetis law.
56. Unfair and Deceptive Acts and Practices (G.L. c. 93A §§ 2, 9; 940 CMR 3.17):

a. Defendants were engaged i trade or commerce within the meaning of G.L. ¢.

' 18



93A § 1(b) by owning, leasing, and managing residential rental property for profit.
b. Each of the following acts consti a separate and independent violation of
G.L! c. 93A § 2 and 940 CMR 3.17:

{i) Advertising and leasing Unit 905 as “fully renovated” and habitable when
Defendants knew it viclated the State Sanitary Code;

(ii) Failing to correct known violations while continuing to coliect rent and threaten
eviction;

(iii). Issuing a No-Trespass Order and threatening arrest to force vacancy without
judicial process;

{iv) Locking Plaintiff and her chitd out of their home on November 30, 2024,
canstituting unlawful seif-help eviction under G.L. c. 186 § t4;

(v) Submitting a false affidavit to the Housing Court claiming Plaintiff was

“unauthorized,” despite written emails acknowiedging her and her chiid as residents;
and
(vi) Cantinuing to contact Plaintiff thereafter as the responsible accupant for

!

repairs and inspections, admitting her lawiul possession while maintaining false
statements to the Court. .

¢. Such conduct is unfair, deceptive:, and willful under G.L. c. 93A § 9(3).

Defendants acted in bad faith, knom;:ingly disregarded tenant-protection statutes, and
sought to intimidate a lawfu! occupant exercising her rights.

57. Notice and Continuing Violation:

Plaintiff sent and/or attempted to send written notice of these violations to

Defendants and their agents following the November 2024 No-Trespass Order.
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| . .
Defendants ignored that notice and continued their pattern of retaliation and

misrepresentation, demanstrating willfuiness: and a continuing violation within the
meaning of § 9(3). |

t;'>8. Damages:

As a direct and foreseeable result of Defendants’ fraudulent and deceptive acts,

Plaintiff has suffered:

Economic fosses, including increased utility and repair expenses;

L
l}). i oss of habitability and use of her home;
|c:. Emotional distress and disruption of her child’s education and health; and

. Reputational and community harnm from false and public statements of

“unauthorized occupancy.”

59. Willlulness and Bad Faith:
Defendants’ actions were willful, malicious, and knowing. They were underiaken by
sophisticated corporate landlords represented by counset, in reckless disregard of
Massachusetts law. Under G.L. c. 93A;§ 9(3), Plaintiff is entitled to double or treble
dm':l'nages and reasonable attorney’s fees.
60. Chapter 93A Demand Compliance:
Plaintiff served (and, as to any newljy added corporate respondents, is
contemporaneousty servingj written deinands for refief pursuant to G.L. c. 93A, § 9(3),

reasonably describing the unfair and deceptive acts and the injury suffered. Plaintifi will

file a Notice of Compliance and, if me - armend to reflect any responses after ther

BO-Fay safe-harbor period. Plaintiff does not seek pre-demand multiple damages for any

respondent served fewer than 30 days |prior to filing.
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests judgment on Count IV against Lenox

Farms Limited Partnership, UDR, Inc., UDR NYL Deals GP LLC, and Erika Merritt,

jointly and severally, awarding:

A. Compensatory damages for all financial, emotional, and consequential josses

|

proven at trial;

B. Multipte damages (two ar three times actoal damagesy underG.L. c. 93A § 9(3);

C. Punitive damages for witlful and knowing fraud and concealment;

|

D. Reasonable attormney’s fees and costs under G.L. ¢. 93A § 9(4);
E. Preliminary and permanent injunctive relief prohibiting further misrepresentation,

retaliation, or seif-help eviction; and |

F. Such further legal and equitable Jrelief as this Court deems just and proper.

COUNT V — DEFAMATION (PER SE) AND ABUSE OF PROCESS
(Common-Law Claims — G.L.¢. 231§ 1)

‘Aqgai il ndanis

61. Plaintiff repeats and realleges Paragraphs 1-60 as if fully set forth herein.

. Defamation (Per Se)
o / How / When

‘INhO: Defendant Erika Merritt, actin? within the scope of her employment and
ageincy far Lenox Farms, UDR, and UDR NYL.

How: By authoring, filing, and repeéting false statements in sworn affidavits and
open court proceedings; and by communicaiing those statements 1o third parties
including police and municipal officials.,

\When: Between December 2624 a1i1cf8pr'mg2625, during the Housing Court
sunlrmary—pwmesscase and refated administrative contacts.
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62. Merritt prepared, signed, and caused to be filed a sworn affidavit and pleadings

asserting that Plaintiff Sandra Frommer was “unauthorized,” had “ittegatly occupied the
unit}” and had “committed fraud” in conhection with the tenancy and municipal reports.
63. In open court, Defendants and their agents repeated and amplified those
achsations, openly stating or implying that Plaintiff had lied to obtain housing and was
engaging in fraudutent conduct. They portrayed her as a trespasser and untawfut
occupant and spoke in a demeaning manner intended to discredit her before the court
and pubiic.
64. Defendants made these statements while fully aware that Plaintiff had provided
her full identification, background information, criminal-record check (which was clean),

prior housing records, and documentatilon for her minor child —including name and date

of blinh —directly to management. They! also issued a No-Trespass Order in her name
and: therefore knew her identity and lawful residence beyond any doubt.

%35. The statements were false when made, and Defendants knew they were faise
or a!cted with reckless disregard for their truth. Internal emails and correspondence
shorvthat management had previously acknowledged Plaintiff and her minor child as
lawful occupants and had requested their information “to add to the lease.”

66. These accusations were published to the Braintree Police Department, the
Board of Health, maintenance personnel, and members of the Lenox Farms community,
causing ireversible damage to Plaintiff’s reputation and standing.

67. The statements accused Plaintiff of crimes (trespass, fraud, misrepresentation)

and of dishonest behavior, constituting defamation per se under Nassachusetts law.
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68. The conditional litigation privilege recagnized in Sriberg v. Raymond, 370

Mass. 105 (1976), does not apply because the statements were (1) made with actual

malice and reckless disregard for truth and (2) published to non-judicial third parties.

69. As a direct and proximate result, Plaintiff suffered loss of reputation,
hurrlliliation, and emotionat distress. The faise accusations also hindered her ability to
intervene in Housing Court proceedings and fostered public mistrust of her credibility.

B. Abuse of Process

Who / How / When

Who: The same Detfendants, acting through their agents and counsel.

How: By misusing the Housing Court process 1o retaliate and to justify a prior illegal
lockout.

When: From December 2024 through Spring 2025.

'1'70. Defendants initiated and main:tained a summary-process eviction that explicitly
referenced Plaintiff's presence as the biasis for relief while deliberately omitting her as a
narriled party and refusing service, thereby misusing judicial process to create a false
reccllrd and intimidate her for having reported health and safety violations.

71 . The purpose of this filing was not to lawfully recover possession but to
corroborate false claims of trespass an!d fraud and to shield Defendants from liability for
seh:-help eviction.

72. Such conduct constitutes an intentional and ulterior use of legat pracess for an

improper purpose, in violation ot Massachusetts public policy and the protections of G.L.

c. 186 § 18.

. spp = { .
73. As a result, Plaintiff incurred legal expenses, suffered severe emotional
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distress, and endured continuing reputational injury. Defendants acted with actual

malice and reckless disregard for Plaintiff's rights.
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully ‘requests judgment on Count V against Lenox

Farms Limited Partnership, UDR, Inc., UDR NYL Deals GP LLC, and Erika Merritt,

jointly and severally, awarding:

A. Compensatory damages for reputational, emotional, and economic harm;

B. Punitive damages for malicious and willful defamation and abuse of process;

(‘3. An order requiring retraction and correction of false statements and records filed
in Housing Court and with municipal agencies;
D. Costs, interest, and reasonable attorney’s fees as the Court deems just; and

E. Such further legal and equitable relief as the Court finds proper.

74. Plaintiff repeats and realleges Paragraphs 1-73 as if fully set forth herein.

A. Intentional infliction of Emotional Distress

Who 7/ How / When

Who: Defendant Erika Merritt, actiqg within the scope of her employment and under
the:direction of Lenox Farms Limited Péﬂnership, UDR, Inc., and UDR NYL Deals GP
LLC.

How: By issuing and enforcing a police-backed no-trespass order, orchestrating an
unl?wful lockout, and maintaining a clirlnate of intimidation that confined Plaintiff and her

minor child to their home for months.
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When: Between November 2024 and Spring 2025, with continuing emotional and

physical impact thereafter.

75. On November 20, 2024, Merritt, acting for the corporate Defendants, issued a
No-Trespass Order threatening arrest if Plaintiff re-entered or appeared anywhere on
the Lenox Farms property.

76. Plaintiff could not enjoy full amenities of the property and was effectively
trapped inside her home for fear of being arrested in front of her child.
77. For extended periods—often exceeding a month at a time—Plaintiff was

unable to leave her home safely. On rare occasions she drove briefly from the garage to

complete urgent errands, retumning immediately for fear of being locked out or detained.

i78. Plaintiff avoided even stepping onto her balcony or the courtyard because
Def;endants' threats of police enforcemiant made her believe any appearance outdoors
could trigger confrontation or arrest.

79. As a result, Plaintiff lost access to sunlight, outdoor movement, and social
contact for months. She developed depression, anxiety, chronic fatigue, insomnia,
weilght gain, and muscle loss due to this involuntary isolation.

irso. Defendants knew that Plaintiff’s minor son was homeschooled and that his
education depended on stability within the home. Their coercive acts therefore disrupted
bott:1 Plaintiff’s physical and emotional heakh and her chiid’s educational continuity.

!8.1. The prolonged confinement, fear, and deprivation of normal human activity
conlstituted extreme and outrageous conduct, exceeding all bounds of decency and

foreseeably causing severe emotional distress.

82. As adirect and foreseeable result, Plaintiff suffered depression, anxiety,
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sleeplessness, and physical manifestations of stress.

B. Civil Rights Violations (G.L. c. 12 §§ 11H-11])

\|Nho /How / When

\iNho: All Defendants, acting jointly through Merritt and UDR’s Boston management
office.

How: By using threats, intimidation, and coercion—including the police-backed no-
trespass order and lockout—to deprive Plaintiff of her liberty and property without due
process.

When: From November 2024 through Spring 2025, continuing to the present.

83. Through the No-Trespass Order, lockout, and ongoing police threat,
Defendants intentionally interfered with‘ Plaintiff’s rights secured by Articles 10 and 11 of
the Massachusetts Declaration of Righls, including the right to be free from unlawful
seizure and to occupy property without coercion.

84. Such conduct constitutes “threats, intimidation, or coercion” within the meaning
of Bally v. Northeastern Univ., 403 Mass. 713 (1989), because Defendants used the
threat of arrest and continued surveillance to force Plaintiff to remain confined indoors.

?5. Defendants’ actions were not lawful exercises of landlord rights but malicious
attémpts to punish and intimidate a lawful occupant who had reported sanitary-code
violations.

86. As a result, Plaintiff was deprived of freedom of movement, peace of mind, and
per§onal security, suffering ongoing psgl(chological and physical injury in violation of the
Masl;sachusetts Civil Rights Act. |

87. This Count is pled in addition to, and not as a duplication of, Plaintiff’s statutory
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quiet-enjoyment and retaliation claims; the MCRA claim rests on Defendants’ use of

threats, intimidation, and coercion to interfere with state-law secured rights in property

and due process under the Massachusetts Declaration of Rights.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests judgment on Count VI against Lenox
Farr;ns Limited Partnership, UDR, Inc., UDR NYL Deals GP LLC, and Erika Merritt,
jointjly and severally, awarding:

/Il\. Compensatory damages for emo:tional distress, mental anguish, and physical
marjiifesiations of stress; |
B. Statutory damages and civil penélties under G.L. ¢. 12 §§ 11H-111;

C. Punitive damages for willful and malicious conduct;
D. Preliminary and permanent iniunbtive relief prohibiting any further threats,
intimidation, or coercion restricting Piaiptiff’s movement or use of the premises; and

E. Costs, interest, and reasonable attorney’s fees as authorized by statute.

I — FR NDUCEMENT, D
MANIPULATION (Common Law Fraud)
(Against all defendants)

|BB. Plaintiff repeats and realieges! Paragraphs 1-87 as if fully set forth herein.

;89. This count arises from a deliberate course of deceit by Defendants designed to
indiiice Plaintiff Sandra Frommer and her minor child to occupy Unit 905 at §50 Liberty
Street, Braintree, under false pretenses, and to later conceal that authorization in order
to f%acilitate an unlawful eviction and avoid statutory liability.

lA. Who / How / When !

I90. Who: Erika Merritt (Communi;ty Director), Mikey Morris (leasing agent), and

Ryan Conefrey {regional manager) acted as agents of Lenox Farms Limited
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Partnership, UDR, Inc., and UDR NYL Deals GP LLC. Each participated in oral and

written misrepresentations regarding Plaintiff’s lease status and the habitability of the
unit.
91. How: Merritt, Morris and Conefrey made repeated statements and sent
multipie written communications between August and November 2024 assuring Plaintiff
that|she and her minor child would be “added to the lease” and that the unit was “fully
renovated,” “safe,” and “ready for move-in.” They also sent electronic links for Plaintiff to

complete her addition to the lease and accepted payment in reliance on those

representations. |
92. When: :
a. In August 2024, Mikey Morris personally accepted a check from Plaintiff for
move-in and stated that if she added herself before occupancy she would avoid a $300
fee later charged for lease additions.

b. Between September and October 2024, Merritt emailed Plaintiff twice

requesting her and her child’s full inforrpation to “add you both to the lease,” and

con?‘irmed authorization verbally during!on-site meetings.

c. In October 2024, after defects and delays persisted, Merritt and Conefrey
asered Plaintiff by email and phone that repairs would be completed and that she
should remain in the unit.

d. On or about November 10, 2024, Conefrey called Plaintiff, stating “pay the
Nov}ember month—we'll fix everything %tnd get you added.” Within days, Defendants

blocked Plaintiff’s access to the resident portal used for payments.
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e. On December 2024, after Plaintiff filed a Board of Health complaint, Merritt

signled and filed a sworn affidavit in the Norfolk Housing Court falsely asserting that

Plaintiff was an “unauthorized occupant[" and had never been approved or invited to
reside at the premises.

B. False Representations and Conceaiment

03. Each of the statements above was materially false when made. Defendants
knew the unit was unfinished, that heating and ventilation were defective, and that
Plaintiff’s authorization to cccupy had been recognized internally.

94. Defendants also concealed material facts, including that the lower-level
bedroom did not meet code, that other “fully renovated” townhomes were under
complaint for identical conditions, and that they had no intent to finalize Plaintiff's lease
after she raised heatith and safety conc?rns.

95. Defendants manipulated oﬁici?l records and court filings by omitting Plaintiff’s
name from internal lease databases and by filing a sworn affidavit that contradicted their

own written communications and accep;tance of her payment and utilities setup.

96. The use of that affidavit and selective record editing constituted document

manipulation and a deliberate fraud upon the Housing Court and upon Plaintiff.
C. Reliance and Damages

97. Plaintiff reasonably relied on Defendants’ misrepresentations by:

a. Moving into the premises and maintaining it at her own expense;

b. Paying utilities and supplying hier account numbers at management’s request;

c. Foregoing aiternative housing based on promises of lease inclusion; and
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. d. Continuing to cooperate with management believing repairs and lease

final]zation were forthcoming.
98. As a direct and foreseeable result of that reliance, Plaintiff suffered:
! a. Economic loss (utility and repair costs exceeding $3,000);
- . Emotional distress and reputational harm from being labeled a “fraud” and
“trespasser” in public court filings;
c. Disruption of her child’s education and heatith due to unsafe housing and
eviction pressure; and

|
d. Legal expense and loss of access following Defendants’ portal block and false

filings.

D. Intent and Legal Standard

99. Defendants acted willfully and: knowingly, intending Plaintiff to rely on their false
assurances and documentation. Their ci:onduct satisfies all elements of fraudulent
inducement and deceit under Sarkisian v. Concept Restaurants, Inc., 471 Mass. 679

(2015), Masingill v. EMC Corp., 449 Méss. 532 {2007), and McEvoy Travel Bureau v.

Norion Co., 408 Mass. 704 (1990).
100. The submission of Merritt’s félse sworn affidavit constitutes further evidence
of intent to defraud and to obstruct judicial review, warranting punitive damages.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respeectfully| requests judgment on Count VIl against

Defendants Lenox Farms Limited Partnership, UDR, Inc., UDR NYL Deals GP LLC.,
and Erika Merritt, jointly and severally, awarding:
‘A. Compensatory damages for all economic, reputational, and emotional harm;

!
B. Punitive damages for willful and knowing fraud and document manipulation;
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C. Pre- and post-judgment interest,|costs, and reasonable attorney’s fees;

I.ll). Preliminary and permanent injun:ctive relief prohibiting further false or misleading
statements regarding Plaintiff's tenancy or housing status; and

E. Such other and further [egal and equitable refief as the Court deems just and
proper.

| V1. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

\INHEREFOFIE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Honorable Court enter
judgment in her favor and against all Defendants, jointly and severally, and grant the
following relief: i
1. Compensatory damages for éll financial, emoticonal, and consequential harm
proven at trial;
2. Statutory damages under G.L. c. 186 §§ 14 and 18, and multiple damages
under G.L. c. 93A § 9(3);
3. Punitive damages for willful, wanton, and malicious conduct;

4. Pre- and post-judgment interest as allowed by law;

5. Reasonable attorney’s fees and costs pursuant to statute;

6. Declaratory and injunctive re'tief prohibiting further retaliation, lockout, or

interference with Plaintiff’s lawful occupancy;
7. An order compelling Defendants to correct all sanitary and building code
violations and restore full habitability; and

8. Such other and further legal fand equitable relief as this Court deems just and

proper.
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Pursuant to Article 15 of the MassacLusetts Declaration of Rights and Mass. R. Civ.

P. 38, Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury of twelve on all issues so triable.

Respectfully submitted,

SANDRA FROMMER, Pro Se Plaintiff

550|Liberty Street, Unit 905

Braintree, Massachusetis 02184

sandrafrommer@gmail.com = .
F BE
(617) 806-6566 ’é‘_ ;:%:,;3
e 52
November 06, 2025 =
=
R
N A
/s/ Sandra Frommer =
Sandra’s Frommer o
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Sméabomes - .0 SERVED BY CONSTABLE

i This is To advise you dn:yonmwlmgcrwrkom:mo:mcmmofLmomeuwul
' Partoecship d/b/a Lenox Farms, and that if you should eatet in or spon the property you will be in violation
of Massachusétts Geoeral Laws Chapter 266, Section 120, trespassing aftcx being forbidden to do 39, and be
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. 2nd DO/ 100 ($2,500.00) Dollars, asid/ or immiisoamient for up to w0 (Z) sEaTt.
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< Maintenance Requests ®

OPEN COMPLETED CANCELED ALL

Attachments |
N/A |
Pet information

N/A

Entry notes
N/A

1
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- rom mkassemm@gman.com <mkassem0115@gmall coms s

; * Docte Mmber SAHITPOSTS | { ’
% -Date Wed1 l13/202m ZQLQM i
To mkassem0115@gma|l com <mkassem0115@gma|l.com>
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: (RRS \ ,»,p " "‘ Maerns Rl e DAL AT 13
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: A - ' - > ) f . I M . 5 ‘: ,2‘
el |
f Ihope this message. fmds yowwell
. lamreaching outto cqnﬁrm
\Nov’ember* 2024 Adationall, 1 wou
com‘lrmmg the éarly termmatlon of the”lease wnth no fees assoctated wrth the early termmatlon.

Could you a a!so prowdeastatement of the: outstandmg balance for October, along wuthaprorated
i .-balance for November7 f

© Thankyou foryour ttefiontothese gt |
 Warmregds,
- Mohamed Kassem

OrNoi 12,2024, 3t 329 AM, MRASSEMOS@gmlcom wrote
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Yes i confiring.
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S ;Mkassem
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>partment of Municipal Licenses and Inspeciions

Mary [E. McGrath, R.S., Divecter
1 LE.K. Memarisl Tirive Brainiree, Massachusetts 02184
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Bullding Division Telephione: 73179483071 Fan: T51-794-8022
Health Division Telvphone: 7T61-793-80%¢  Fax: 781:794-8058
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Based on said inspection, violations to 105 CMR 410 000 Minimum Standards of Fitness, forﬂmna[n Habnanoa SlaSc
SammryCodc Chapter Il were noted, you are hereby ardered to correct violations 3 'lhg ONE(!)‘:
writing with a third party for correction of af! viofations and make-a good fuith effort 16 correet Al 'vmiauons, -] folkms

410.235; Owner’s Installation, Maintenance asd Repair Reaponsibilities
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e

The owner shall ensure proper installation, in compliance with accepted standands, and shall maintain in operable
condition free from leaks, obstruclions or other defexts, all facitities and equipment which the owner is required to
provide, and al} owner installed equipment:
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Page 2 R¥. Lenox Farms Unii 905 550 Liberty Strect Brainires, MA 02184

Do S

{cominund)

CORRECTIVE ACTION SHALL INCLUDE:
ERERGENCY: ENGAUE TFITI A LICENSED I'I.MJFL’J“ T BEPALR THE LESE AY THE EXHACST ELEOW AND.

REFLACE THE CORRUODED GAS FIPE AT THE ENIDN

ENGAGE BITTl A LICENSED CONTRACTOR IO FLOOD CUT THE WALL IN THE RVAC CLOSET
BEAOVE ANY MATERIALS THAT IIAVE BEEN IMPACTED
REMEDIATE THE MOLD

TSI A Y el 3

* REPLACE ANY AISTERIALS THAT HAYE BEEN REMOVED, FLASTER, SARD, PATME 25D PAINT

& |

'; BEPAIR TUHE CRACK IN. THE ARULT BEDROOM WALL

{: ENGAGE WITR A LICENSED CONTRACTOR T0 FLOOR CUT THE CEILING IN TIE % DATHROOM
& BEMODVE ANY MATERIALS THAY HAVE BEEN IMPACTED

=1

DITERMINE THE SOURCE OF THE WATER INTRUSIDN

NGip i1 iy be tha this pater intnosion stems from the HVAC claves isspe ghen the lagation of the lcak relasive to thr
dactvork

REPAIR THE LIVINGROOM WINDOH LEAK AND REPAIR ANY WATER DAMAGE TO THE FLOORING AND TRIM

EXNGAGE WITH A IICENSED CONTRACTOR TO DETERTMING THE SOURCE OF THE PATER INTEUSION
AND REPAIR THE DAMAGE T0 THE EXTERIOR S0PFIT

REPAIR THE CSACK IN THE CHILD'S BEDROOM WALL

-mwwmwmmmmmm-mmu ereraired by sipdd toxesed ctax,
iide e folion

. dmm:un;ndmmﬁmmmm

. wopy of permit adieatiog poastary byspevtioan cotepiesed mnd sigred by town of Braiazee By bapcreor,

A VL B

Wﬂwﬂwmwme:wdmmmun&-mmﬂu forwed by s Hornsad
proaida the follwing’ decsmertsfion to clow comgplaing

. wyittm) izvirice or sigmod onotract £ Bomoed plasixe,

. mﬂwkﬁmmyhﬂn@ﬂmﬂuﬁbmnd&m&h@mgm

*One or nove of the vialutions fissed sbove {s a condition, which moy materially impais the health,
salcty, and well-beling of personls) occopying the residence.

Should you bezggrieved by this arder, you have ihe right to a bezsing before the Brainiree Board of Haalth. A request
l'mmdhmmgnmﬂbcmrm!inmmbyﬂw’fownnfnnxﬁzzbepmmoﬂ!midpﬂbmw&.lnspectm
Health Division, within seven (7) days of this notice. At said bearing, you will be given the oppostimity to be heand 2nd
to present witoess and documerncany evidencs as 1o whty ik anler shozld be modificd o withdawn.  An stterocy noy
1epresent you,

Please be advisod that you have the right W inspect and obxain copics of al) relevant inspection reports, otders, Botices @i
ether doramemary evidense is the posscssion of this depastment, and thet any adverse peay bas ihe right to be present o
the heasing.  Additionolly, conditions exixl which may psonit the occupent of tbe dwelling fo exercise one ormone
statutory remedics. A evpy of the bispeciian repost ond Susnmary of Legal Remudics is atschod,

CC Sandm Froramer Lenoa Farma Unit 905 550 Liberty Strcat Braintree, MA 02584
Russ Forsherg Duilding CommissiencrLeonsrd Gorudtte Plambing & Gas Impector
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Page 3 RE Lenos Famus Uit 965 550 Liberty Stroct Bralmrce, MA 02154
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This insportiun signed woder the pains sl prrudiies of peoury,

dMichac] Minihane
Health Code Enforcement Qffice
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SUMMARY PROCES3 (EVICTION)
SUMMONS AND COMPLAINT

gurt Lina Only)
eSUMMONS DDGUMENT R (For Housing Coutt :_— MDféé :_Q?.&
DOCKET NO {cour tss orly) COLURT DEPARTMENT . ‘ e
HOUSING COURT | . SRR T
rirt Gours - D CMM" ' e N

: Than Menpayrmam of Ret

CASE TYPE {Appl:cabg oply fa case Lisg In Bosfan Muny el Court o Divd
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(ArEdavt porsLgnf la G L o 180, g1t
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Lisa M Gowwen, Esquire
ACCOUNT ANNEXED (temize) 4 Hame of DiarttlA andiofet exscrf Orames or Altamey
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SQ‘IB‘M'I 0F Pl ARG weaorwnar o1 ATtamay
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To the Sharifl of our saversl coonties, of their Deputles, of Any constable of any City of Town WRRID i Commonvealtn,
Gmdmsgss: We command you ta summon tha within named defendani(vitenant{s)/occupani(s) i appear as yeein ordered.
WITNESS: a
P27 . Service By 12-16-24 _
Firs! Justioe or Chief Jus ' 12-23.24 :
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSEI'TY

NORIOLK, o HOUSING COURT DEVAKDMENT
MITROSOUT DIVISION
SURMARY PROCTSS
DOCKET NGO, 24HRI5P001575

LENOK FARMS LIMIEGD PARTNERSHIP,

LT,

A )Y

MOHAMIED KASSEM,

AND DANNY ADOUBLKHIER,

Defendants,

ATEIYAYIT TF ERIEA MR CE DY SUPPORT DR PLAINTTIFE ©
mmmummmﬁmm WM

1, My mamc is Erika Mertist and § sm the Community Direcior for LenuxEatnes Limited
Pertnenhip.

L)

2 S-mm m-y initial intrraction oith Molamed Kassem, he relerved all

3 Wlnm&wlnchntm%mngrxd,thcawcu Mufmmcd Kmun.

4, Mobamed Karscin's socis! secusity sumber and deivef’s Beenge wes provided in auppott
of his applizaticn Eot residenicy.

5 Mikamed hsfe:ntwas cleatly swaze he cxeated a fessa sgreemént fox onit 25 2 he

e e )
sent an el dated N s.zrmpnr.gwmnmwhnlau eu!rwubnm

R

. Mohamatl Kestern then followed up mth :gzh via email on December 2, 2ﬂ2-i

tndficating he theupht ke tenminited Afplease,

i fbre
o E
Y, Mohamed Kawcm has nevert defivered possersion of the pranises o me oz e Pliphiff

g3 uzit 70% remzins ocoupicd snd reot/one ond occupaney b nos being paid.
10. Mokamed Kassean semelim contmotually obligated undcs the toms of his bease

NgHeLrmecTit,

".
Signed voder the pains and peralics of perjusy dmﬂ_ dhay of JUNE 2025

J QA e SN

Hrika Mertitr, Cotunuaity Manager
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Dairs need d and move in

SUbject Re:’ |

Good morning,

| hope this email finds you well.

| wanted to follow up regarding the finishes
of the apartment.

Could you please provide an update on
whether all issues have been resolved?

Thank you for your attention to this matter. |
ook forward to hearing from you soon.

Sent from my iPhone

sat 3:22PM, sandra

Thank you so much!




Re° Repairs needed and move in

Hello Sandra,

This email is the best email to contact the
property for anything you may need moving
forward.

We are still missing Mohamed's signature on the
concession addendum. We cannot post the
$1500 concession until it is signed. As
mentioned, we are also willing to credit the $750
from the first security deposit. These are the
only credits/concessions being offered.

;addendum which will add you to the lease.
eAnyone over the age of 18 residing in the unit

"for more than 7 days will need to be screened

~guestions or concerns.

Thank you, ;

Lenox Farms Luxury Apartments & Town Homes
Profossionally Chened & Operated by UDR, inz

850 Liagy Stes) |

Braintree, Massuchysetls 52184

T781.B42.8048 F 7818438492

This email.message-is.for the sole use of the intended recipientis) and may
contain confidential and privileged inferrmation,



easier to address matters in person, I'm
happy to do that as well to prevent any future

#57 g
Guest Policy and Lease Additions: Regarding
+ adding my name to the lease, | want to
confirm that | haven't spent seven nights
> sleeping in the unit. f understand that once |
. officially move in, if } move in officially, | will
! add my name to the lease, as stated in the
" lease, which specifies that no one can spend
more than seven days in the property. | would
like to resolve the outstanding issues before
7 moving to the next step anyway. Additionally,
- if we have guests who stay for longer than
- seven days—such as two weeks—what is the
process? Do we need to inform the office,
and what are the .splecific requirements?

i have met the maintenance team this past
week and they are all extremely nice and

helpful. Having access to the UDR app for
rmaintenance make it very easy.

I'm Hoping we can resolve this in a way that
works for everyone. if there's someone else,
such as a regional manager, who might be
able to assist further, | would be happy to

- speak with themas well. _

d

s “Thank you-for'your help';‘and | gpﬁ'rééiate alt

you've done to support us. I'm confident we
can find a solution.

Hello Sandra,




If you are smelling gas, we recommend calling
National Grid as they would be the best
resource in that situation.

Tlhe next time you smell gas, | would
recommend reaching,out to National Grid.

s ‘a :

QOmmunity Directo s
UDR | Opeéning Doors to the Future
Lenox Farms and Ridge at Biue Hilis
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We wanted to send this along as a reminder 1o
ensure the concession addendum is signed in

order for our Business Manager to post the
$1500 concession on 10/1.

S

e e R

Upon further review, we are willing to offer an
additional credit of $750 for the
miscommunication on the deposit from the prior
unit,

This is the only additional credit we are able to
offer.

l will‘ be out of the office until Thursday. Mykey
will be able to assist with anything in my
absence.

_i,Warn_]gst_ﬁ e_gards *
ErikaMerriti ™
Community Dlrectorj




We offered the concession due 10 a customer
service gesture. We did not receive a
countersigned lease for 201, while we
understand that there were issues during the
application process, there was not a
concession on 905 at any point. We offered the
cancession as a courtesy.

The rent that was applied for at 201 was $4529,
the rent that was applied for at 905 was $4552,
there was a difference of $23. Over 15 month
lease term, this is a $345 credit which we have
included in the $1500 concession.

We received an email from you on 9/9-with
pictures of some outstanding maintenance
items demonstrating that access to the home
was not denied.

There have bsen issues with the UDR Resident
app, from our understanqlng you were able to
log into the UDR portal and have access.
Please let us know if thatis not the case and
we can re-escalate to our IT team.

The $1500 concession is the only concession
being offered, piease ensure the leaseholder
signs the concession addendum as the
Business Manager cannot post the concession
without signature on 10/1.

1f there.are any additional items maintenance
related that need to be addressed, please
submit a ticket through the UDR portal.

,,,,,

.._-_'D N =
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We appreciate your cooperation!




are used). Your attempts to shift the focus
fonto tenants instead of addressing these

to issues with the prior lease for unit 201

juding confirmation ¢ of a mold test
gsoluts-on of the heating issue, and all other =
ecessary repairs—the rent will be withheld
s a justified response to your inaction and
ack of transparency. While | understand
our push to add tenants to the lease,
emanding the inclusion of a minor while
here are still major issues, such as a leaking
ipe, potential mold, and heating that
loesn't work correctly, is not just
fiappropriate——-it's outright retaliatory. it
ppears you're trying to deflect from your
wn failures to maintain this property. |
xpect an exact estimate for the following
vithout delay: mold testing, repair of the
usted and leaking pipe, a fully functioning
eating system, a properly working stove,
d pest contro! performed outside as

eguested (not inside, where toxic chemicals

A
A

b
2
e

)
'
”
I3
vl
1
~
g
X

FEEE

N Twisg e ey, b B
S T N

R DR

R Mgt 20 8

R
il

pressmg problen]s are unacceptable.

Additionally, | want to specif-y that the
$1,500 was given prior to the move-in due




