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RE1.1JRN DA.TE: AUGUST 28,. 2012 

JOANE.FRANK, et al 

Vs. 

MERIBEAR PRODUCTIONS, INC. dlb/a 
MEREDITH BAER 
&-AS_SOCIATBS 

SUPERIOR CQUR.T 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
FA:lRFIELD 

AT BRlDGEPOR:T 

JUL y 25. 2012 

AFFIDA V1T QF GEORGE ANDREW FRANK 

L George Andrew Frank, afta being duly sworn. do' hereby and depose and say as 

follows: 

A). I am of majority age and know and understand the obligations of an oath. 

B). This affidavit is based on Personal know.ledge. 

C). I am a plaintiff in this action. My wife, Joan E. Frank. is alBo a plaintiff in 

this action. We reside at 3 Cooper Lane, Wesqxnt, Connecticut . 

.Associates, [The Defendant], is a foreign corporation that maintxins a principal place of 

business in the State of Califomia. 

E). At various times in 2011, The Defendant solicited and transacted bus~s 

with me and my wife. The solicitation occurred at our residence in Westport, 

Connecticut. The solicit.atlon did not occw: at· the Defendant's office or custom.my place 

of~. 

F). The b~ines& ~on betw(lCll the Plaintiffs and The DefencWit 

involved The Oefendant.'s rendition of interior design and decorating servi~, and The 

Defendant's delivery, insmllarlon, and rental offumiture and furnishings for our use at 

our residence in Wesq>ort, Connecticut.. 
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G). Onor·about~ 13,2011, ~ ~i:uJ;oa~C(Q'll~ (."llu; 

Contmci:J. setting forth the terms of our agreement. The Contract contained a choice of 

law provision stating that Connecticut law was superseding. [A copy of The Contract is 

atta.ch.ed hereto 88 Exhibit A]. 

H). We used the design service, and furniture rental for our pemon.al use. 

n. The Contract specified a fixed rental term. and a fixed COntl'W';t sum. The 

initial rental tam was for four months ftom Marcll 23, 2011toJuly22. 2011, and the 

fixed CQmxact sum for that lease t.erm Wail dte. s:um of N'J.JJ.Ctoen Thous.and Dollars. 

{$19,000.00). 

J). We fully and completely performed the dutielS imposed upon us by The 

Contract. Poll payment has been made. and we requested that the furniture be removed at 

the end of the rentAl period· 

K). Despite repeated demand, The Defendant fulled and oontinue8 to fail to 

remove the furniture and furnishing from our house. The Defendmit has actually 

demanded additional rental payments for storing its furniture in our hou.se. It continues 

to invoice us on a moothly baSiB while refusing to simply remove its furniture. . 

L). The Defendant failed to provide a certificate ofLlability Insurance as 

required by paragrnph (4) of The Contract We have aslred on numerous occasiom fur a 

~ of insurance ttw includes worker's compensation cov~. We do not want 

an employee or The Defendant ro get hurt at our house and sue us. I do not think that is 

umeason.able. 

M). We will nQ( a,J.Iow The D((f<~nda,nt to enter our h~ without the 

<Xlntractually and Statutory mandated Worlrer's Compensation insurance coverage. 
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N)_ The Defendant has elected to ignore us. and has, instead, decided to 

invoice us fur improper and excesmve additi.Qnal ·rent.al charges. 

0). The Defendant has also commenced a civil action.against us in the.State of 

califomi.a notw.itbstmcling the Connecticut Choice of Law provision set forth in The 

Comract. 

P). We have has su.ffeRC! damages as the ~t of the Defmdant's method of 

transacting business. The ~ include, loss of U&e and enjoyment of our ho118e, 

interference with aur ability to marlret our residence, attorney's fees and costs to respond 

to The Defendant's improper and ille~ conduct and demands, and attorney's fees and 

costs to start and prosecute this action.. 

Q). We will incur additional damages including. moving. and storage fees to 

telllQVe and store The Defendant's furniture and :ft1misbiags. as well as addition.al 

attorney's fees and COSlS to oonclude this litigation. 

R). I think The Defendant has failed to oomply with Connecticut Law in 

several rea.pects: 

1). The Cont;ract an<J The ~·s activities involve the . .renta.I of 

furniture and are subject to Ch.apt.er 420a of The Connecticut General Statutes. The 

Defend.ant did not have a "Secondhand dealer's" license. We have no idea if the leased 

furniture has been sanitized in accerdance with the requirements of Comiecticut Law. 

The Defendant has placed its fmniture in o~ mddence and we do not know if our 

re.qidence is eJtPOSed and at risk for insect or vermin inf~ol\. 

2). The business tran.sa.ction s,etforth in Thi; Contract involves 

consumer goods and services.. The business tcwsactlon was conducted at our residence, it 
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wag a 'Heme solicitation i:aleu ~ ~ oi CQun.. Gon.. Sm.t. Sc.c. 42-l~a,). 'Th<; 

Defendant did not include a written notice of cancellation-rights in The Contra.ct. and it 

failed to verbally advise my. wife. Joan E. Frank:, of the cancellation rights. 

3). The Defendant lacked authority to transact business in the State of 

Gonnocticut at the time of the cxecntlon of Tue Contract The defendant has Wled ~ 

provide us with proof that it maintains SUUUtorily mandated Worker's compensation 

insurance. 

S). The Defendant <fQn~<*d ~ and oonti:n~ to transact business in an 

unfair and deceptive manner. It is using us a.$ a im>rage site and attempting to charge us 

on a moothly basis. 

T). We have been harmed and shall continue to be harmed by The 

Defendant's business practices: 1). Our house has the Defendant,s furniture in it. It is as 

if we live in someone else•s home. Additionally, we have no idea if the furniture meets 

health code requirements for .sanitization. The presence of the furniture has not helped 

l,lS tQ &ell O\lf oome; I tbink that it has hurt our efforts. 2). The Defen~t !!lued ~ in 

California, even though TbQ Contract says that Connecticut law supenedes. I think they 

are trying to illegally and improperly extort money from us. 3). The Defendant has 

violated Connecticut law. We are Connecticut residen,ts and should not be exposed to 

the predatory~ of a foreign corporation. 

A4 



Subscribed to and sworn to before me on this 2S1' 

Superior Court 
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