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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
COUNTY DEPARTMENT, LAW DIVISION 

 

SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH 
AMERICA, LLC, an Illinois limited liability 
company, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
PATRICK INDUSTRIES, INC., an Indiana 
corporation; PATRICK DISTRIBUTION, 
an unincorporated division of PATRICK 
INDUSTRIES, INC., an Indiana corporation; 

and LASALLE BRISTOL CORPORATION, 

an Indiana corporation and subsidiary of 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES, INC., 
 
  Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 
2024 L 6956 
 
 
 
CALENDAR S 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

PLAINTIFF’S FOURTH AMENDED COMPLAINT AND JURY DEMAND 
 

Plaintiff, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC, an Illinois Limited 

Liability Company (hereinafter “SEAFLO”), by their attorneys, MARC S. MAYER, MAYER & 

MARSH and JENNER & BLOCK LLP, complaining against Defendants, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, INC., an Indiana corporation (“PATRICK INDUSTRIES”), PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION, an unincorporated division of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, (“PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION”), and LASALLE BRISTOL CORPORATION, an Indiana corporation (“LB”),1 

pleading in the alternative, alleges and states as follows: 

 
1 Pursuant to Foxcroft Townhome Owners Ass’n v. Hoffman Rosner Corp., 96 Ill. 2d 150, 153–54 
(1983), Plaintiff expressly preserves its right to appeal the dismissal of Counts I, III, V, VI, and 
VII in the Third Amended Complaint, as well as the dismissal of Defendants PATRICK 
DISTRIBUTION and LASALLE BRISTOL CORPORATION. To avoid confusion, Plaintiff’s 
Fourth Amended Complaint re-alleges Counts I-VIII as they appeared in the Third Amended 
Complaint, with only immaterial changes. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This action arises from the efforts by Patrick Industries to fraudulently induce Seaflo to 

enter into and continue to perform under an Exclusive Distributor Agreement (“Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract”) that Patrick Industries breached many times over and used as an unlawful mechanism 

to harm competition and consumers in violation of Illinois antitrust and consumer protection laws. 

The bargain for Seaflo was simple, and too tantalizing to pass up. Patrick Industries—a 

multi-billion dollar major national distributor of RV products with scale and reach that few if any 

other distributors could match— promised to purchase at least 500,000 units of Seaflo’s product 

over 5 years in exchange for Seaflo agreeing to not sell it through other distributors. Patrick 

Industries promised to undertake its “best efforts” to sell the Seaflo products. Patrick Industries 

also promised to give Seaflo its unflagging loyalty: under the contract’s Conflict of Interest term, 

Patrick Industries promised that neither it nor “any entity controlled by or under common control 

with [it] will represent or promote, design, manufacture or distribute, any lines or products that 

compete with the [Seaflo] Product.” Patrick Industries further agreed that it would “provide 

[Seaflo] with a list of the companies and products that it currently represents,” and “inform [Seaflo] 

of new product developments that are competitive with” Seaflo’s product. 

Seaflo kept its end of the bargain. Patrick Industries did not. Over the five-year term, 

Patrick Industries purchased only 30,000 complete units of the Seaflo Product in the first year and 

10,000 valve body components three years later—and nothing more. More than 90% of the 

contracted units went unpurchased. That is a clear, straightforward breach of contract. 

But Patrick Industries was not just breaching the contract by not buying the Seaflo Product. 

Patrick Industries was also using the exclusive distribution agreement as the centerpiece of a 

fraudulent, unlawful, and anticompetitive scheme, and made material misrepresentations and 
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omissions to induce Seaflo to enter into the exclusive agreement and stick with it. For example, 

Patrick Industries never disclosed to Seaflo that months before signing the exclusive agreement, 

Patrick Industries had acquired a new subsidiary, LB, that was in the process of competing with 

the Seaflo product; that LB’s competing product was certified for sale just one week before the 

exclusive agreement was signed; or that Patrick Industries and LB had overlapping leadership. 

Patrick Industries never disclosed that it took steps to induce Seaflo to keep the exclusive 

agreement in place by preventing Seaflo from learning the truth and by making additional material 

misstatements—such as dangling pretextual promises of expanded business. And Patrick 

Industries never disclosed that, with Seaflo locked in, it weaponized the agreement by shelving the 

Seaflo Product (rather than selling it as required) to insulate LB from competition and protect high 

margins, despite admitting that the Seaflo Product had a lower price and was higher quality.  

Patrick Industries’s own internal communications are powerful evidence of this 

misconduct.  

• In October 2020, LB’s Vice President of Sales wrote to a Patrick Industries counterpart 

to urge him to keep Seaflo from taking market share with Seaflo’s higher quality, lower 

cost goods. LB noted that it already had “all the business” with one of the industry’s 

largest RV manufacturers and urged Patrick Industries to ensure it stayed that way by 

keeping Seaflo at bay. In a shockingly candid response, the Patrick Industries 

representative—who was supposed to be engaging in “best efforts” to sell the Seaflo 

product—agreed to avoid selling Seaflo’s product to the manufacturer and to “keep 

overall margins as high as possible.” And thereafter, Patrick Industries continued to 

reassure Seaflo that it was doing everything it could to boost Seaflo’s sales—when in 

fact Patrick Industries was doing no such thing. 
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• In April 2022, after LB raised prices on its product, Patrick Industries’s own sales team 

observed that customers found Seaflo’s product to be cheaper and higher quality than 

LB’s. Rather than press that advantage to sell the Seaflo Product (as required), the 

Patrick Industries representative who signed the Seaflo-Patrick Contract told the sales 

team he was concerned that renewed competition would upset LB. In the aftermath of 

that exchange, Patrick Industries did not purchase additional quantities of the Seaflo 

Product. 

• In April and May 2024, starting just days after the exclusivity expired, executives who 

simultaneously served in high-level roles at Patrick Industries and its affiliate LB 

directed personnel to “MINIMIZE vendor communication” with Seaflo and to quietly 

move all the Seaflo business to LB “as planned.” They suggested having Patrick 

Industries continue to supply token quantities of the Seaflo product to avoid “giv[ing] 

SeaFlo a reason to seek a new distributor”—which Patrick Industries had spent years 

trying to avoid. They also took steps to remove one of Seaflo’s key contacts from the 

conversation and directed that further discussion should occur by phone—ostensibly to 

prevent Seaflo from learning the truth.  

• As late as July, 2024, an employee of Patrick Industries’s affiliate LB, which had no 

prior dealings with Seaflo, wrote Seaflo to inquire about a revised purchase order, 

noting that it would “allow [LB] to maintain the exclusivity on the Seaflo P-traps.” Yet 

there was never any LB exclusivity, and indeed LB’s involvement in the relevant 

market was a clear violation of the exclusivity agreement between Patrick Industries 

and Seaflo. It turns out, though that Patrick Industries and LB had been communicating 

for years about Seaflo and competition from the Seaflo Product. 
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At bottom, the exclusive agreement that was supposed to launch the Seaflo Product became 

the instrument of its exclusion. While Patrick Industries purchased less than 10% of the units it 

agreed to buy from Seaflo, its own affiliate sold more than 1 million units of its competing product 

during that same period, generating millions in sales. Those sales occurred in a distorted market 

without fair competition, where manufacturers and end-users were forced to bear artificially 

inflated prices, decreased quality, and reduced choice because Patrick Industries operated the 

Seaflo-Patrick Contract to unreasonably restrain trade and advance a quest for monopoly power.   

Patrick Industries’s misconduct takes on additional significance against the backdrop of its 

recent announcement to acquire its last major rival, Lippert Components, Inc. (“Lippert”), to create 

a combined entity that would be the biggest in the RV components market by far. The deal is part 

of Patrick Industries’s avowed strategy to dominate the industry by growing through acquisitions. 

That strategy is well underway: Patrick Industries has spent more than $550 million on acquisitions 

since 2023 and completed 65 acquisitions since 2017.  

At present, Patrick Industries and Lippert compete for business with suppliers and RV 

manufacturers, who can attempt to play the two off of each other. But if they are permitted to 

combine, that competition will disappear—entrenching Patrick Industries’s dominance, and 

removing any remaining check on the prices, quality, and choices available to suppliers, RV 

manufacturers and consumers. The plumbing products category, which includes the Seaflo Product 

at issue, has been identified as one particular area of concern. But there are many: the products 

that Patrick Industries and Lippert supply and distribute overlap significantly. And post-merger, 

there will be no meaningful competition in the markets to sell or distribute either those overlapping 

products or the non-overlapping products. Patrick Industries will be the only game in town. It is 

thus no surprise that the Chairman of the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Antitrust, Competition 
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Policy, and Consumer Rights has sounded the alarm, warning that the combination “raises 

significant antitrust concerns” and would create “a supplier of considerable scale across multiple 

component categories critical to RV manufacturers, which warrants close scrutiny.” As of the date 

of this filing, antitrust regulators are continuing to review the proposed merger and have not 

approved it.  

Patrick Industries has left Seaflo with no choice but to bring this suit to protect itself, 

competition in the industry, as well as manufacturers and end consumers. Absent relief, the harm 

Patrick Industries has already inflicted on Seaflo will be magnified across the entire recreational 

vehicle components industry. Accordingly, Seaflo seeks damages, including treble damages for 

violations of the Illinois antitrust laws, pre-judgment interest, an injunction to stop Patrick 

Industries from acquiring Lippert, attorney’s fees and costs, and all other appropriate relief. 

PARTIES 

1) SEAFLO is an Illinois limited liability company with its registered office at 137 North 

Oak Park Avenue, Suite 215, Oak Park, Cook County, Illinois. SEAFLO manufactures and sells 

Marine, RV and Agricultural parts and accessories, including the Seaflo Product. 

2) PATRICK INDUSTRIES is an Indiana corporation headquartered in Elkhart, Indiana. 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES manufactures and distributes component products and building 

materials for recreational vehicles and conducts business in the State of Illinois, including through 

subsidiaries located in Illinois. 

3) PATRICK DISTRIBUTION is, and was at all relevant times, an unincorporated division 

of PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

4) LB is an Indiana corporation headquartered in Elkhart, Indiana, and is a wholly owned 

subsidiary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES  
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

5) This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant to Article VI, 

Section 9 of the Illinois Constitution, and pursuant to 815 ILCS 505/10a and 740 ILCS 10/7, which 

authorize private actions under the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act 

and the Illinois Antitrust Act. 

6) This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-

209(a)(1) and (a)(7) because Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s causes of action arise from Defendants’ 

transaction of business within the State of Illinois and from the making and performance of a 

contract substantially connected with the State of Illinois. The Seaflo-Patrick Contract was made 

with Plaintiff, SEAFLO, an Illinois limited liability company whose principal place of business 

was then in Wood Dale, Illinois, and required Defendants to schedule, arrange and pay for pick up 

and shipping of the Seaflo Product from Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s warehouse in Wood Dale, Illinois. 

This Court also has personal jurisdiction over Defendants pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-209(b)(4) 

because Defendants are corporations doing business within the State of Illinois, including through 

subsidiaries of PATRICK INDUSTRIES located in the State of Illinois.  

7) Defendants have consented to the jurisdiction of this Court. Section 22 of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract provides that it “shall be governed by the laws of the State of Illinois without 

regard to the conflicts of laws principles of such state. Jurisdiction shall be proper in the state or 

federal courts of Illinois.”  

8) Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-101 because each Defendant is 

a nonresident of the State of Illinois and this action may therefore be commenced in any county, 

and further because part of the transaction out of which SEAFLO’s causes of action arose occurred 

in the State of Illinois, where SEAFLO, whose registered office is located Cook County, Illinois, 
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maintained the Wood Dale warehouse from which Defendants agreed to take delivery of the Seaflo 

Product. 

COUNT I 
BREACH OF CONTRACT VS PATRICK DISTRIBUTION 

Breach of “requirements” term of contract 
in the alternative 

 
9) Plaintiff, SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

10) Plaintiff, SEAFLO is an Illinois limited liability company, with its registered agent’s 

offices in Cook County, Illinois, and its current principal place of business in South Bend, Indiana. 

11) Plaintiff, SEAFLO is in the business, inter alia of the manufacture and sale of Marine, 

RV and Agricultural parts and accessories. 

12) At the time of entering into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s principal 

place of business was in Wood Dale, Illinois. 

13) One of the products Plaintiff, SEAFLO sells and distributes (“Seaflo Product”) is a 

waterless, sanitary waste drain valve designed for use in recreational vehicles. 

14) The Seaflo Product eliminates the need for a traditional “P” or “S” type drain, and 

contains a valve which prevents sewage odors from emanating from sink drains.  The Seaflo 

Product also eliminates the possibility of water left in traditional “P” or “S” type drains from 

freezing, and reduces the space required for such drain valves. 

15) The Seaflo Product consists of three components: 

a) 9776 PU SFWV2-01 1-1/2” Inlet Self Sealing Waste Valve Bodies; 

b) 9777 PU SFWV2-02 1-1/2” Angled Adapter; and 

c) 9778 PU SFWV2-03 1-1/2” Straight Thread/slip Joint Adapter. 

(See Seaflo Product image, attached hereto as Ex. “2”). 
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16) Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, is an Indiana corporation with its principal place 

of business in Elkhart, Indiana, and conducts business in the State of Illinois.  (See “Company 

Profile” and “Subsidiaries of the Registrant” pages of Patrick Industries Financial Statement, 

attached hereto as Ex. “3” indicating Patrick Industries subsidiaries located in the State of 

Illinois.) 

17) Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES is in the business, inter alia, of manufacturing 

and distributing component products and building materials for recreational vehicles. 

18) PATRICK DISTRIBUTION was at all relevant times an unincorporated division of 

Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES (See Patrick Distribution “About Us” attached hereto as 

Ex. “4”.) 

19) Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION was in the business, inter alia, of distributing 

component products and building materials for recreational vehicles. 

20) Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, by operating Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION as an unincorporated “division” of PATRICK INDUSTRIES was at all relevant 

times acting and is legally responsible and liable as the corporate entity that entered into the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract with Plaintiff, SEAFLO. 

21) Prior to April, 16, 2019, Plaintiff, SEAFLO made an offer to sell the Seaflo Product to 

Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION as set forth in the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

22) On or about April 16, 2019, Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION accepted 

Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s offer by executing a copy of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract.  (See Ex. “1.”) 

23) Thereafter, Plaintiff, SEAFLO executed the Seaflo-Patrick Contract (See Ex. “1.”) 

24) The offer and acceptance were supported by consideration whereby Defendant, 

PATRICK DISTRIBUTION agreed to purchase a minimum of 500,000 units of the Seaflo Product 
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(100,000 per year) during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and pay Plaintiff, 

SEAFLO for the Seaflo Product - and SEAFLO agreed to supply the Seaflo Product to PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION for payment. 

25) Furthermore, Plaintiff, SEAFLO agreed to allow Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION to operate as the exclusive distributor of the Seaflo Product for the 60 month 

term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract in the United States, including in the State of Illinois, and, as 

a result, SEAFLO thereby relinquished its rights to sell the Seaflo Product to other manufacturers 

in the United States, including in the State of Illinois, during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract. 

26) As a result of the offer, acceptance and valid consideration, Plaintiff, SEAFLO and 

Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION, on April 16, 2019, entered into a valid and enforceable 

contract.  (See Ex. “1.”) 

27) Pursuant to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION agreed to the following terms, among others: 

a) SEAFLO agreed to appoint PATRICK DISTRIBUTION as its exclusive 
distributor for the Seaflo Product in the United States (see Ex. “1,” at §2 - 

“Appointment”); 

b) The term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract is 60 months (see Ex. “1,” at §3 - 

“Term”); 

c) During the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, PATRICK 
DISTRIBUTION agreed to purchase 500,000 units of the Seaflo Product at 
the rate of a minimum of 100,000 units of the Seaflo Product per year (see, 

Ex. “1,” at Attachment A - “Minimum sales to maintain Exclusivity”); 

d) PATRICK DISTRIBUTION agreed to schedule, arrange and pay for pick 
up and shipping of the Seaflo Product from SEAFLO’s warehouse in Wood 
Dale, Illinois (see Ex. “1,” at Attachment A - “Shipping and delivery 

timing,” “Custody transfer and timing,” and “Delivery method”); 
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e) PATRICK DISTRIBUTION agreed to purchase an initial order of 30,000 
units of the Seaflo Product within 15-days of the date of the Seaflo-Patrick 
Contract; 

f) PATRICK DISTRIBUTION agreed to pay to SEAFLO the price of $7.78 
per unit of the Seaflo Product at $5.80 for the 9776 PU SFWV2-01 1-1/2” 
Inlet Self Sealing Waste Valve Bodies, $0.99 for the 9777 PU SFWV2-02 
1-1/2” Angled Adapter, and $0.99 for the 9778 PU SFWV2-03 1-1/2” 
Straight Thread/slip Joint Adapter (see Ex. “1,” at Attachment A - 

“Minimum Sales to Maintain Exclusivity”); 

g) The Seaflo-Patrick Contract “shall be governed by the laws of the State of 
Illinois without regard to the conflicts of laws principles of such state. 
Jurisdiction shall be proper in the state or federal courts of Illinois.” (See 

Ex. “1,” at §22 - Governing Law and Jurisdiction.”); 

h) “Should any action be brought by either party to enforce any term or 
condition of [the Seaflo-Patrick Contract], the prevailing party, whether by 
settlement, adjudication or arbitration, shall have the right to collect 
reasonable attorneys’ fees, expenses and costs from the non-prevailing 
party.” (see Ex. “1,” at §21 - “Attorney’s Fees”); 

i) Waiver. “The failure of either party to enforce any provision of [the Seaflo-
Patrick Contract] shall not be construed as a waiver or limitation of that 
party’s right to subsequently enforce and compel strict compliance of the 
same or any other provision of [the Seaflo-Patrick Contract].” (see Ex. “1,” 

at §23 - Waiver); 

j) The Seaflo-Patrick Contract, “together with any attachments or addendums, 
constitute[s] the entire agreement between [the parties] with respect to the 
subject matter [of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract] and supersedes all prior 
agreements or understandings with respect to the subject matter [of the 
Seafl-Patrick Contract].” The Seaflo-Patrick Contract “shall not be 
amended, altered or changed except by written agreement signed by both 
parties.” (see Ex. “1,” at §26 - “Entire Agreement”). 

28) The Seaflo-Patrick Contract provided Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION with 

the right to give Plaintiff, SEAFLO written notice of termination.  (See Ex. “1,” at §15 - 

“Termination for Breach.”) 

29) Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION never provided notice of termination to 

Plaintiff, SEAFLO or terminated the Seaflo-Patrick Contract pursuant to its terms. 
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30) Plaintiff, SEAFLO performed all obligations and conditions required of it pursuant to 

the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, including but not limited to recognizing Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION was its exclusive distributor for the Seaflo Product in the United States and not 

selling or offering for sale any of the Seaflo Product to any other persons or entities in the United 

States during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

31) At all relevant times, Plaintiff, SEAFLO had the ability to purchase, obtain and sell to 

Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION an amount in excess of 500,000 units of the Seaflo 

Product during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and/or an amount in excess of 

100,000 units per year of the Seaflo Product during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract. 

32) Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s cost for the Seaflo Product was, at all relevant times, $3.23 for 

the three components of the Seaflo Product. 

33) During the first year of the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, 

PATRICK DISTRIBUTION purchased 30,000 units of the three components of the Seaflo Product 

from Plaintiff, SEAFLO. 

34) Three years into the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, 

PATRICK DISTRIBUTION purchased an additional 10,000 units of the SFWV2-011 Valve 

Bodies portion of the Seaflo Product from Plaintiff, SEAFLO. 

35) Thereafter, Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION failed to order any more of the 

Seaflo Product, despite being required pursuant to the terms of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract to 

purchase 500,000 units of the three components of the Seaflo Product. 

36) Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION’s failure to purchase the remaining 460,000 

units of the SFWV2-011 Valve Bodies, or the remaining 470,000 of the 9777PU Angled Adapters, 
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13 

or the remaining 470,000 of the 9778PU Joint Adapters during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract, was a material breach of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

37) As a direct and proximate result of Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION’s material 

breach of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Plaintiff, SEAFLO suffered damages in the form of the 

profit lost on the units of the Seaflo Product PATRICK DISTRIBUTION was required to purchase 

but did not in a sum in excess of Two Million Dollars ($2,000,000.00 +). 

38) Plaintiff, SEAFLO is entitled to pre judgment interest at the rate of 5% per annum for 

the 460,000 non purchased units of the Seaflo Product from the end of the 60 month term of the 

Seaflo-Patrick Contract, April 16, 2024 through the date of the entry of judgment. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC, an 

Illinois Limited Liability Company, prays for the entry of judgment against Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION, an unincorporated division of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, in an amount in excess 

of Two Million Dollars (+$2,000,000.00), plus pre-judgment interest at the rate of 5% per annum 

from the end of the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, April 16, 2024 through the date 

of the entry of judgment and its reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs of suit. 

COUNT II 
BREACH OF CONTRACT VS PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

Breach of “requirements” term of contract 
in the alternative 

 
39) Plaintiff, SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

40) Prior to April, 16, 2019, Plaintiff, SEAFLO made an offer to sell the Seaflo Product to 

Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES as set forth in the Seaflo-Patrick Contract (See Ex. “1.”). 

41) On or about April 16, 2019, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES accepted Plaintiff, 

SEAFLO’s offer by executing a copy of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract.  (See Ex. “1.”) 
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42) Thereafter, Plaintiff, SEAFLO executed the Seaflo-Patrick Contract (See Ex. “1.”) 

43) The offer and acceptance were supported by consideration whereby Defendant, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES agreed to purchase a minimum of 500,000 units of the Seaflo Product 

(100,000 per year) during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and pay Plaintiff, 

SEAFLO for the Seaflo Product - and SEAFLO agreed to supply the Seaflo Product to PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES for payment. 

44) Furthermore, Plaintiff, SEAFLO agreed to allow Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

to operate as the exclusive distributor of the Seaflo Product for the 60 month term of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract in the United States, including in the State of Illinois, and, as a result, SEAFLO 

thereby relinquished its rights to sell the Seaflo Product to other manufacturers in the United States, 

including in the State of Illinois, during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

45) As a result of the offer, acceptance and valid consideration, Plaintiff, SEAFLO and 

Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES entered into a valid and enforceable contract.  (See Ex. “1.”) 

46) Pursuant to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES agreed to the following terms, among others: 

a) SEAFLO agreed to appoint PATRICK INDUSTRIES as its exclusive 
distributor for the Seaflo Product in the United States (see Ex. “1,” at §2 - 

“Appointment”); 

b) The term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract is 60 months (see Ex. “1,” at §3 - 

“Term”); 

c) During the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, PATRICK 
INDUSTRIES agreed to purchase 500,000 units of the Seaflo Product at the 
rate of a minimum of 100,000 units of the Seaflo Product per year (see, Ex. 

“1,” at Attachment A - “Minimum sales to maintain Exclusivity”); 

d) PATRICK INDUSTRIES agreed to schedule, arrange and pay for pick up 
and shipping of the Seaflo Product from SEAFLO’s warehouse in Wood 
Dale, Illinois (see Ex. “1,” at Attachment A - “Shipping and delivery 

timing,” “Custody transfer and timing,” and “Delivery method”); 
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e) PATRICK INDUSTRIES agreed to purchase an initial order of 30,000 units 
of the Seaflo Product within 15-days of the date of the Seaflo-Patrick 
Contract; 

f) PATRICK INDUSTRIES agreed to pay to SEAFLO the price of $7.78 per 
unit of the Seaflo Product at $5.80 for the 9776 PU SFWV2-01 1-1/2” Inlet 
Self Sealing Waste Valve Bodies, $0.99 for the 9777 PU SFWV2-02 1-1/2” 
Angled Adapter, and $0.99 for the 9778 PU SFWV2-03 1-1/2” Straight 
Thread/slip Joint Adapter (see Ex. “1,” at Attachment A - “Minimum Sales 

to Maintain Exclusivity”); 

g) The Seaflo-Patrick Contract “shall be governed by the laws of the State of 
Illinois without regard to the conflicts of laws principles of such state. 
Jurisdiction shall be proper in the state or federal courts of Illinois.” (See 

Ex. “1,” at §22 - Governing Law and Jurisdiction.”); 

h) “Should any action be brought by either party to enforce any term or 
condition of [the Seaflo-Patrick Contract], the prevailing party, whether by 
settlement, adjudication or arbitration, shall have the right to collect 
reasonable attorneys’ fees, expenses and costs from the non-prevailing 
party.” (see Ex. “1,” at §21 - “Attorney’s Fees”); 

i) Waiver. “The failure of either party to enforce any provision of [the Seaflo-
Patrick Contract] shall not be construed as a waiver or limitation of that 
party’s right to subsequently enforce and compel strict compliance of the 
same or any other provision of [the Seaflo-Patrick Contract].” (see Ex. “1,” 

at §23 - Waiver); 

j) Entire Agreement. “This Agreement, together with any attachments or 
addendums, constitute the entire agreement between Company and 
Distributor with respect to the subject matter hereof and supersedes all prior 
agreements or understandings with respect to the subject matter contained 
herein. This Agreement shall not be amended, altered or changed except by 
written agreement signed by both parties.” (see Ex. “1,” at §26 - “Entire 

Agreement”). 

47) The Seaflo-Patrick Contract provided Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES with the 

right to give Plaintiff, SEAFLO written notice of termination.  (See Ex. “1,” at §15 - “Termination 

for Breach.”) 

48) Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES never provided notice of termination to Plaintiff, 

SEAFLO or terminated the Seaflo-Patrick Contract pursuant to its terms. 
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49) Plaintiff, SEAFLO performed all obligations and conditions required of it pursuant to 

the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, including but not limited to recognizing Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES was its exclusive distributor for the Seaflo Product in the United States and not 

selling or offering for sale any of the Seaflo Product to any other persons or entities in the United 

States during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

50) At all relevant times, Plaintiff, SEAFLO had the ability to purchase, obtain and sell to 

Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES an amount in excess of 500,000 units of the Seaflo Product 

during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and/or an amount in excess of 100,000 

units per year of the Seaflo Product during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

51) Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s cost for the Seaflo Product was, at all relevant times, $3.23 for 

the three components of the Seaflo Product. 

52) During the first year of the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES purchased 30,000 units of the three components of the Seaflo Product 

from Plaintiff, SEAFLO. 

53) Three years into the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES purchased an additional 10,000 units of the SFWV2-011 Valve Bodies 

portion of the Seaflo Product from Plaintiff, SEAFLO. 

54) Thereafter, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES failed to order any more of the Seaflo 

Product, despite being required pursuant to the terms of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract to  purchase 

500,000 units of the three components of the Seaflo Product. 

55) Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s failure to purchase the remaining 460,000 units 

of the SFWV2-011 Valve Bodies, or the remaining 470,000 of the 9777PU Angled Adapters, or 
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the remaining 470,000 of the 9778PU Joint Adapters during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract, was a material breach of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

56) As a direct and proximate result of Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s material 

breach of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Plaintiff, SEAFLO suffered damages in the form of the 

profit lost on the units of the Seaflo Product PATRICK INDUSTRIES was required to purchase 

but did not in a sum in excess of Two Million Dollars ($2,000,000.00 +). 

57) Plaintiff, SEAFLO is entitled to pre judgment interest at the rate of 5% per annum for 

the 460,000 non purchased units of the Seaflo Product from the end of the 60 month term of the 

Seaflo-Patrick Contract, April 16, 2024 through the date of the entry of judgment. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC, an 

Illinois Limited Liability Company, prays for the entry of judgment against Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, in an amount in excess of Two Million Dollars (+$2,000,000.00), plus pre-

judgment interest at the rate of 5% per annum from the end of the 60 month term of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract, April 16, 2024 through the date of the entry of judgment and its reasonable 

attorneys’ fees and costs of suit. 

COUNT III 
CLAIM FOR BREACH OF CONTRACT VS PATRICK DISTRIBUTION 

Breach of “Non Competition” clause of contract and Covenant of Good Faith 
in the alternative 

 
58) Plaintiff, SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

59) Pursuant to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION agreed to the following additional terms: 

“6. Conflict of Interest. During the term of this Agreement, neither Distributor or any 

entity controlled by or under common control with Distributor will represent or 
promote, design, manufacture or distribute, any lines or products that compete with 
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the Product. During the term of this Agreement, Distributor shall not represent, 
promote or otherwise try to sell within the Territory any lines or products that, in 
Company’s judgment, compete with the Product covered by this Agreement.”  

(See Ex. “1,” at ¶ 6.) 

60) Defendant, LB was and remains at all relevant times an Indiana corporation. 

61) Defendant, LB was and remains at all relevant times a subsidiary of Defendant, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

62) Defendant, LB advertises itself as, “a wholesale distributor based out of Elkhart, 

Indiana serving the Recreation Vehicle and Factory Built Housing industries...”  (See LB website, 

attached hereto as Ex. “5”). 

63) PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB maintain many, but not all of the same officers and 

directors. Some of the officers and directors common to both PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and LB 

include, but are not limited to: Andy L. Nemeth was or continues to be the Chief Executive Officer, 

President and Director of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and was or continues to be the President and 

Director of LB; Matthew S. Filer was or continues to be the Interim Executive Vice President, 

Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and was or continues to be the 

Treasurer of LB; Joel Duthie was or continues to be the Secretary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

and was or continues to be Secretary and Director of LB (See LB Indiana Secretary of State 

“Business Details,” attached hereto as Ex. “6”, Patrick Industries Indiana Secretary of State 

“Business Details,” attached hereto as Ex. “7”, and Patrick Industries Financial Statement list of 

officers and directors, attached hereto as Ex. “8”). 

64) As a result of the following, Defendant, LB was and is, “an entity under common 

control” with Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION and Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES  

as defined in the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. (See Ex. “1,” at ¶6). 
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a) PATRICK INDUSTRIES lists LB in its Company Profile (See, Exhibit “3”) as 
one of its “240 Manufacturing and Distribution Centers in the U.S.” 

b) PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB maintain many, but not all of the same officers 
and directors. Specifically, Andy L. Nemeth was or continues to be the Chief 
Executive Officer, President and Director of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and was or 
continues to be the President and Director of LB; Matthew S. Filer was or continues 
to be the Interim Executive Vice President, Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer 
of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and was or continues to be the Treasurer of LB; Joel 
Duthie was or continues to be the Secretary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and was 
or continues to be Secretary and Director of LB. 

c) LB is a subsidiary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and has been since 2018, prior 
to the date of the Seaflo - Patrick Contract. 

d) PATRICK DISTRIBUTION is an unincorporated division of PATRICK 
INDUSTRIES 

65) At all relevant times thereafter, Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION had 

knowledge LB was an “entity under common control” with Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, 

and/or Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION and therefore an entity barred from competing 

with the Seaflo Product pursuant to the terms of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

66) Beginning as early as May, 2019, and continuing to occur during the 60 month term of 

the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, LB, represented, promoted and distributed a line of 

products LB identified as the “Utopia Uniguard.” 

67) The Utopia Uniguard was advertised by Defendant, LB during the 60 month term of 

the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, as a “waterless, sanitary waste drain valve specifically designed to 

replace the standard water seal P-traps ... in recreational vehicles.”  (See LB Utopia Uniguard 

advertisement, attached hereto as Ex. “9”). 

68) The Utopia Uniguard as represented, promoted and distributed by Defendant, LB, 

during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, was and is a line of products in 

competition with and/or designed to compete with the Seaflo Product. 
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69) As early as May, 2019 and continuing through the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and/or Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION 

had knowledge LB was representing, promoting and distributing a line of products that competed 

with the Seaflo Product specifically, the “Utopia Uniguard.” 

70) Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION had a contractual obligation as set forth in the 

Conflict of Interest clause contained in the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, that “neither Distributor or any 

entity controlled by or under common control with Distributor will represent or promote, design, 

manufacture or distribute, any lines or products that compete with the Product.” 

71) As a result of Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION’s knowledge LB, “an entity 

under common control” with Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and/or Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION was representing, promoting, designing, manufacturing or distributing lines or 

products that competed with the Seaflo Product during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract, Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION breached the Conflict of Interest term of The 

Seaflo- Patrick Contract when Defendant, LB competed with the Seaflo Product, and represented, 

promoted, designed, manufactured or distributed, lines or products that competed with the Seaflo 

Product during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

72) At all relevant times the Seaflo-Patrick Contract contained an implied Covenant of 

Good Faith and Fair Dealing. 

73) Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION owed Plaintiff, SEAFLO an implied 

contractual duty of good faith and fair dealing with respect to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and 

specifically with respect to Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION’s duty not to have an entity 

under common control with Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION represent, promote, design, 
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manufacture or distribute any lines or products that competed with the Seaflo Product during the 

60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

74) As a result of Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION’s knowledge LB, “an entity 

under common control” with Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and/or Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION was representing, promoting, designing, manufacturing or distributing lines or 

products that competed with the Seaflo Product during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract, Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION breached the covenant of good faith and fair 

dealing implied in the Seaflo - Patrick Contract breached the Conflict of Interest term of The 

Seaflo- Patrick Contract when Defendant, LB, an entity under common control with Defendant, 

PATRICK DISTRIBUTION competed with the Seaflo Product, and represented, promoted, 

designed, manufactured or distributed, lines or products that competed with the Seaflo Product 

during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

75) As a direct and proximate result of Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION’s breach 

of the Conflict of Interest term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and the breach of the covenant of 

good faith and fair dealing, Plaintiff, SEAFLO suffered damages in the amount of its lost profit 

for the 460,000 unpurchased units of the Seaflo Product Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION 

was required to purchase during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

76) In the alternative and cumulative, as a direct and proximate result of Defendant, 

PATRICK DISTRIBUTION’s breach of the Conflict of Interest term of the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract and the breach of the covenant of good faith and fair dealing, Plaintiff, SEAFLO suffered 

damages in the amount LB, or any other “entity under common control” with Defendant, 

PATRICK DISTRIBUTION earned and/or profited from as a result of its representation, 

promotion, design, manufacturing, distribution, or sale of the Utopia Uniguard during the 60 month 
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term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and in the territory of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract in an amount 

in excess of $50,000.00. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC, an 

Illinois Limited Liability Company, prays for the entry of judgment against Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION, in the amount of its lost profit for the 460,000 un - purchased units of the Seaflo 

Product Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION was required to purchase during the 60 month 

term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract or in the alternative and cumulative, an amount equal to the 

amount Defendant, LB, or any other “entity under common control” with Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION, earned and/ or profited from as a result of its representation, promotion, design, 

manufacturing, distribution, or sale of the Utopia Uniguard during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract and in the territory of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract in an amount in excess of 

$50,000.00 along with pre judgment interest on said amount and its reasonable attorneys’ fees and 

costs of suit. 

COUNT IV 
CLAIM FOR BREACH OF CONTRACT VS PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

Breach of “Non Competition” clause of contract and Covenant of Good Faith 
in the alternative 

 
77) Plaintiff, SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

78) Pursuant to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES agreed to the following additional terms: 

“6. Conflict of Interest. During the term of this Agreement, neither Distributor or any 

entity controlled by or under common control with Distributor will represent or 
promote, design, manufacture or distribute, any lines or products that compete with 
the Product. During the term of this Agreement, Distributor shall not represent, 
promote or otherwise try to sell within the Territory any lines or products that, in 
Company’s judgment, compete with the Product covered by this Agreement” 

(See Ex. “1,” at ¶ 6.) 
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79) Defendant, LB was and remains at all relevant times an Indiana corporation. 

80) Defendant, LB was and remains at all relevant times a subsidiary of Defendant, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

81) Defendant, LB advertises itself as, “a wholesale distributor based out of Elkhart, 

Indiana serving the Recreation Vehicle and Factory Built Housing industries...”  (See LB website, 

attached hereto as Ex. “5”). 

82) PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB maintain many, but not all of the same officers and 

directors. Some of the PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB same officers and directors include, but 

are not limited to: Andy L. Nemeth was or continues to be the Chief Executive Officer, President 

and Director of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and was or continues to be the President and Director 

of LB; Matthew S. Filer was or continues to be the Interim Executive Vice President, Chief 

Financial Officer and Treasurer of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and was or continues to be the 

Treasurer of LB; Joel Duthie was or continues to be the Secretary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

and was or continues to be Secretary and Director of LB (See LB Indiana Secretary of State 

“Business Details,” attached hereto as Ex. “6”, Patrick Industries Indiana Secretary of State 

“Business Details,” attached hereto as Ex. “7”, and Patrick Industries Financial Statement list of 

officers and directors, attached hereto as Ex. “8”). 

83) As a result of the following (hereinafter referred to as “The Corporate Commonality 

Facts”) Defendant, LB was and is, “an entity under common control” with Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION and Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES as defined in the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract : 

a) PATRICK INDUSTRIES lists LB in its Company Profile (See, Exhibit “3”) as 
one of its “240 Manufacturing and Distribution Centers in the U.S.” 

b) PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB maintain many, but not all of the same officers 
and directors. Specifically, Andy L. Nemeth was or continues to be the Chief 
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Executive Officer, President and Director of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and was or 
continues to be the President and Director of LB; Matthew S. Filer was or continues 
to be the Interim Executive Vice President, Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer 
of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and was or continues to be the Treasurer of LB; Joel 
Duthie was or continues to be the Secretary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and was 
or continues to be Secretary and Director of LB. 

c) LB is a subsidiary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and has been since 2018, prior 
to the date of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

d) PATRICK DISTRIBUTION is an unincorporated division of PATRICK 
INDUSTRIES 

84) At all relevant times thereafter, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES had knowledge 

LB was an “entity under common control” with Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and/or 

Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION and therefore an entity barred from competing with the 

Seaflo Product pursuant to the terms of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

85) Beginning as early as May, 2019, and continuing to occur during the 60 month term of 

the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, LB, represented, promoted and distributed a line of 

products LB identified as the “Utopia Uniguard.” 

86) The Utopia Uniguard was advertised by Defendant, LB during the 60 month term of 

the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, as a “waterless, sanitary waste drain valve specifically designed to 

replace the standard water seal P-traps ... in recreational vehicles.”  (See LB Utopia Uniguard 

advertisement, attached hereto as Ex. “9”.) 

87) The Utopia Uniguard as represented, promoted and distributed by Defendant, LB, 

during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, was and is a line of products in 

competition with and/or designed to compete with the Seaflo Product. 

88) As early as May, 2019 and continuing through the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, had knowledge LB was representing, promoting 
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and distributing a line of products that competed with the Seaflo Product specifically, the “Utopia 

Uniguard.” 

89) Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES had a contractual obligation and duty as set forth 

in the Conflict of Interest clause contained in the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, that “neither Distributor 

or any entity controlled by or under common control with Distributor will represent or promote, 

design, manufacture or distribute, any lines or products that compete with the Product.” 

90) As a result of Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s knowledge LB, “an entity under 

common control” with Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, was representing, promoting, 

designing, manufacturing or distributing lines or products that competed with the Seaflo Product 

during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

breached the Conflict of Interest term of The Seaflo- Patrick Contract when Defendant, LB 

competed with the Seaflo Product, and represented, promoted, designed, manufactured or 

distributed, lines or products that competed with the Seaflo Product during the 60 month term of 

the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

91) At all relevant times the Seaflo-Patrick Contract contained an implied Covenant of 

Good Faith and Fair Dealing. 

92) Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES owed Plaintiff, SEAFLO an implied  contractual 

obligation and duty of good faith and fair dealing with respect to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and 

specifically with respect to Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s duty not to have an entity under 

common control with Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES represent, promote, design, 

manufacture or distribute any lines or products that competed with the Seaflo Product during the 

60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 
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93) As a result of Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s knowledge LB, “an entity under 

common control” with Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, was representing, promoting, 

designing, manufacturing or distributing lines or products that competed with the Seaflo Product 

during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

breached the covenant of good faith and fair dealing implied in the Seaflo - Patrick Contract 

breached the Conflict of Interest term of The Seaflo- Patrick Contract when Defendant, LB, an 

entity under common control with Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES competed with the Seaflo 

Product, and represented, promoted, designed, manufactured or distributed, lines or products that 

competed with the Seaflo Product during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

94) As a direct and proximate result of Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s breach of 

the Conflict of Interest term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and the breach of the covenant of good 

faith and fair dealing, Plaintiff, SEAFLO suffered damages in the amount of its lost profit for the 

460,000 unpurchased units of the Seaflo Product Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES was 

required to purchase during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

95) In the alternative and cumulative, as a direct and proximate result of Defendant, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s breach of the Conflict of Interest term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract 

and the breach of the covenant of good faith and fair dealing, Plaintiff, SEAFLO suffered damages 

in the amount LB, or any other “entity under common control” with Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES earned and/or profited from as a result of its representation, promotion, design, 

manufacturing, distribution, or sale of the Utopia Uniguard during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract and in the territory of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract in an amount in excess of 

$50,000.00. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC, an 

Illinois Limited Liability Company, prays for the entry of judgment against Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES in the amount of its lost profit for the 460,000 un - purchased units of the Seaflo 

Product Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES was required to purchase during the 60 month term 

of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract or in the alternative and cumulative, an amount equal to the amount 

Defendant, LB, or any other “entity under common control” with Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, earned and/ or profited from as a result of its representation, promotion, design, 

manufacturing, distribution, or sale of the Utopia Uniguard during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract and in the territory of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract in an amount in excess of 

$50,000.00 along with pre judgment interest on said amount and its reasonable attorneys’ fees and 

costs of suit. 

COUNT V 
CLAIM FOR INTENTIONAL TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE WITH CONTRACT 

VS LASALLE BRISTOL CORPORATION 
in the alternative 

 
96) Plaintiff, SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

97) Beginning as early as May, 2019, and continuing to occur during the 60 month term of 

the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, LB, represented, promoted and distributed a line of 

products LB identified as the “Utopia Uniguard.” 

98) The Utopia Uniguard was advertised by Defendant, LB during the 60 month term of 

the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, as a “waterless, sanitary waste drain valve specifically designed to 

replace the standard water seal P-traps ... in recreational vehicles.”  (See LB Utopia Uniguard 

advertisement, attached hereto as Ex. “9”.) 
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99) The Utopia Uniguard as represented, promoted and distributed by Defendant, LB, 

during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, was and is a line of products in 

competition with and/or designed to compete with the Seaflo Product. 

100) At all relevant times, Defendant, LB was aware its representation, promotion, design, 

manufacture and/or distribution of the Utopia Uniguard was in competition with the Seaflo Product 

(See, Exhibit 9 “The Competition” is the Seaflo Product”). 

101) At all relevant times, Defendant, LB intended its representation, promotion, design, 

manufacture and/ or distribution of the Utopia Uniguard be in competition with the Seaflo Product. 

102) As a result of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB having some but not all of the same 

officers and directors and as a result of LB being a subsidiary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, at all 

relevant times, LB was aware of the existence and terms of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract including 

but not limited to: 

a) Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and/or PATRICK DISTRIBUTION’S 
contractual obligation to purchase 500,000 units of the Seaflo Product during the 
60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract; 

b) the price Plaintiff SEAFLO was selling the Seaflo Product to PATRICK 
INDUSTRIES, and/or PATRICK DISTRIBUTION; 

c) Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s granting to Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and/or 
PATRICK DISTRIBUTION exclusive rights to distribute the Seaflo Product 
during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract; and, 

d) the  “Conflict of Interest” term (¶ 6) of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract that barred 
entities under common control with Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and/or 
PATRICK DISTRIBUTION from competing with the Seaflo Product during the 60 
month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

103) At all relevant times, LB operated, advertised themselves, and held themselves out to 

the public as separate corporations by the following acts: 

a) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’S list of “Subsidiaries to the Registrant” lists LB as a 
separate Indiana corporation See, Exhibit “3”; 
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b) In LB’s “Who We Are” LB lists and provides separate and different facebook, 
instagram, linked in and youtube channel ID’s than PATRICK INDUSTRIES See, 

Exhibit “5”; 

c) In LB’s “Who We Are,” LB lists itself as a “wholesale distributor ...” See Exhibit 

“5”; 

d) The Indiana Secretary of State lists PATRICK INDUSTRIES as a “Domestic for 
Profit Corporation” with “Business ID as 194321-004” See Exhibit “6”; 

e) The Indiana Secretary of State lists LB as a “Domestic for Profit Corporation” 
with “Business ID as 198101-232” See Exhibit “7”; 

f) LB advertisements contain the moniker “LaSalle Bristol” 

g) LB’s web address is “www.lasallebristol.com” See Exhibit “9”. 

h) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s web address is “www.patrickind.com.” 

104) Despite LB holding itself out to the public as a separate corporation from Defendant, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES, Defendant, LB, at all relevant times: 

a) operated as a subsidiary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES,; 

b) maintained many of the same officers and directors as PATRICK INDUSTRIES; 

c) was under the common control of  Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

105) At all relevant times, Defendant, LB was aware of the price Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, was going to be selling the Seaflo Product. 

106) At all relevant times, Defendant, LB intended its representation, promotion, design, 

manufacture and/or distribution of the Utopia Uniguard was to sell the Utopia Uniguard to the 

public and/or manufacturers at a sales price less than the price PATRICK INDUSTRIES was going 

to and/or intending to sell the Seaflo Product to third parties from PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s 

purchases of the Seaflo Product from Plaintiff, SEAFLO pursuant to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

107) At all relevant times, and specifically by June, 2019, Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, was aware of the price Defendant, LB was selling or was going to be selling The 
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Utopia Uniguard for and that “LB price” was less than the price Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES was selling or going to sell the Seaflo Product. 

108) As a result of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s knowledge Defendant, LB was selling or 

was going to sell The Utopia Uniguard for a price less than the price Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, was selling or going to sell the Seaflo Product, Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, stopped its purchases of the Seaflo Product, thus breaching the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract. 

109) At all relevant times, Defendant, LB was aware its representation, promotion, design, 

manufacture and/or distribution of the Utopia Uniguard was a violation of the Conflict of Interest 

term (¶ 6) of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

110) At all relevant times, despite Defendant, LB’s knowledge it was barred from 

representing, promoting, designing, manufacturing and/or distributing the Utopia Uniguard 

pursuant to the terms of The Seaflo - Agreement Defendant, LB began to and continued to 

represent, promote, design, manufacture and/or distribute the Utopia Uniguard. 

111) At all relevant times, by Defendant, LB advertising and selling the Utopia Uniguard 

at a price lower than the price Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES was selling or was going to 

sell the Seaflo Product to third parties after PATRICK INDUSTRIES, purchased the Seaflo 

Product from Plaintiff, SEAFLO, LB intended to and did induce Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, to breach their contract with Plaintiff, SEAFLO by having Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, fail to purchase 460,000 of the 500,000 units of the Seaflo Product it was required 

to purchase pursuant to the terms of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

112) As a proximate cause of Defendant, LB’s intentional inducement to Defendant, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES, to breach the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, PATRICK 
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INDUSTRIES, did breach the Seaflo-Patrick Contract by refusing to purchase 460,000 of the 

500,000 units of the Seaflo Product, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, was required to 

purchase pursuant to the terms of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

113) At all relevant times, Defendant, LB intended its representation, promotion, design, 

manufacture and/ or distribution of the Utopia Uniguard was to increase its own corporate profits 

and those sales did increase Defendant, LB’S own profits. 

114) As a result of Defendant, LB’s  knowledge it was barred from representing, 

promoting, designing, manufacturing and/or distributing the Utopia Uniguard pursuant to the terms 

of The Seaflo - Agreement and its continuing to represent, promote, design, manufacture and/or 

distribute the Utopia Uniguard during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, that 

representation, promotion, design, manufacture and/or distribution was wrongful, unjustified and 

non privileged. 

115) The actions by Defendant, LB as set forth herein, amount to intentional interference 

with Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s contractual rights pursuant to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

116) As a direct and proximate result of Defendant, LB’s intentional interference with 

contractual rights, Plaintiff, SEAFLO suffered damages in the form of the loss of profit it would 

have earned from PATRICK INDUSTRIES and/or PATRICK DISTRIBUTION purchasing the 

required additional 460,000 units of the Seaflo Product from Plaintiff, SEAFLO, during the 60 

month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract that PATRICK INDUSTRIES and/or PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION did not purchase. 

117) During the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, LB sold nearly 

1,100,000 of its Utopia Uniguard that resulted in approximately $7,900,000.00 in profits for LB. 
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118) As a result of the intentional,  wrongful and unjustified acts of Defendant, LB, coupled 

with the amount Defendant, LB made in profits by its intentional, unjustified and wrongful acts, 

Plaintiff, SEAFLO is entitled to punitive damages. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC, an 

Illinois Limited Liability Company, prays for the entry of judgment against Defendant, LASALLE 

BRISTOL CORPORATION in an amount equal to the amount of profit Plaintiff, Seaflo lost for 

the 460,000 units of the Seaflo Product, PATRICK INDUSTRIES did not purchase pursuant to 

the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract plus pre judgment interest at the rate of 5% per 

annum, its reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs of suit and punitive damages to be determined by the 

trier of fact. 

COUNT VI 
CLAIM FOR INTENTIONAL TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE WITH 

PROSPECTIVE ECONOMIC ADVANTAGE VS LASALLE BRISTOL CORPORATION 
in the alternative 

 
119) Plaintiff, SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

120) As a result of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, and Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s 

obligation to purchase 500,000 units of the Seaflo Product from Plaintiff, SEAFLO during the 60 

month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Plaintiff SEAFLO had a reasonable expectation of 

economic advantage in the form of receiving payment and making a profit as a result of and from 

its sale of the Seaflo Product to Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

121) As a result of LB’s awareness of the existence and terms of the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract, Defendant, LB was aware that Plaintiff SEAFLO had a reasonable expectation of 

economic advantage in the form of receiving payment and making a profit as a result of and for its 

sale of the Seaflo Product to Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES 
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122) At all relevant times, Defendant, LB intended its competition and sale of the Utopia 

Uniguard was to interfere with Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s reasonable expectation of economic 

advantage in the form of receiving payment and earning a profit as a result of and from Plaintiff, 

SEAFLO’s sale of the Seaflo Product to Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

123) Defendant, LB, by competing with the Seaflo Product acted in an intentional, 

purposeful, unjustified and non privileged manner to defeat Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s legitimate and 

reasonable economic, expectation of economic advantage. 

124) The actions by Defendant, LB as set forth herein, amount to intentional interference 

with Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s reasonable expectation of economic advantage pursuant to the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract. 

125) At all relevant times, Defendant, LB intended its representation, promotion, design, 

manufacture and/ or distribution of the Utopia Uniguard was to increase its own corporate profits 

and those sales did increase Defendant, LB’S own profits. 

126) As a direct and proximate result of Defendant, LB’s intentional interference with 

Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s reasonable expectation of economic advantage, Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, breached the Seaflo-Patrick Contract by failing to purchase 460,000 of the 500,000 

units of the Seaflo Product, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, was required to purchase. 

127) As a direct and proximate result of Defendant, LB’s intentional interference with 

Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s reasonable expectation of economic advantage, Plaintiff, SEAFLO suffered 

damages in the form of the loss of profit it would have earned from Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES and/ or Defendant, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION purchasing the required additional 

460,000 units of the Seaflo Product from Plaintiff, SEAFLO, during the 60 month term of the 
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Seaflo-Patrick Contract that Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES and/ or Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION did not purchase. 

128) During the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, LB sold over 

1,100,000 of its Utopia Uniguard that resulted in approximately $7,900,000.00 in profits for LB. 

129) As a result of the intentional and wrongful acts of Defendant, LB, coupled with the 

amount Defendant, LB  made in profits by its intentional and wrongful acts, Plaintiff, SEAFLO is 

entitled to punitive damages. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC, an 

Illinois Limited Liability Company, prays for the entry of judgment against Defendant, LASALLE 

BRISTOL CORPORATION in an amount equal to the amount of profit Plaintiff, Seaflo lost for 

the 460,000 units of the Seaflo Product, PATRICK INDUSTRIES did not purchase pursuant to 

the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract plus pre judgment interest at the rate of 5% per 

annum, its reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs of suit and punitive damages to be determined by the 

trier of fact. 

COUNT VII 
UNJUST ENRICHMENT VS LASALLE BRISTOL CORPORATION 

in the alternative 

 
130) Plaintiff, SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

131) As a result of the following, Defendant, LB earned profits from its sale of the Utopia 

Uniguard: 

a) Defendant, LB’s intentional actions in competing with the Seaflo Product with 
its knowledge such competition was in violation of the terms of the Seaflo-Patrick 
Contract by its representation, promotion, design, manufacture and/ or distribution 
of the Utopia Uniguard, Defendant; 

b) Defendant, LB’s intentional interference with contract as alleged in Count V; 
and 
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c) Defendant, LB’s intentional interference with Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s prospective 
economic advantage as alleged in Count VI. 

132) The sales and profits Defendant, LB earned were retained to Plaintiff, SEAFLO’s 

detriment as any sales and profits LB earned were earned in lieu of the sales and profits Plaintiff, 

SEAFLO would have earned, absent Defendant, LB’s improper, intentional and unlawful. 

competing with the Seaflo Product during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Agreement. 

133) As a result of the foregoing, Defendant, LB earned profits solely as a result of its 

improper activities and unlawful competing it should not and would not have earned absent its 

improper, intentional and unlawful conduct. 

134) The retention of the benefits of Defendant, LB’s sales and profits violates the 

fundamental principles of justice, equity, and good conscience because those sales and profits were 

earned due to Defendant, LB’s knowledge its Utopia Uniguard was competing with the Seaflo 

Product and that such competition was barred by the terms of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, was 

barred by the facts alleged hereinbefore pursuant to the doctrine of Tortious Interference with 

Contract and were barred by the facts alleged hereinbefore pursuant to the doctrine of Tortious 

Interference with Prospective Economic Advantage. 

135) As a direct and proximate result of LB’s improper, intentional and unlawful actions 

as aforesaid, LB was unjustly enriched in an amount in excess of $50,000.00. 

136) As a direct and proximate result of Defendant, LB’s competing with the Seaflo 

Product, its knowledge such competition was barred by the terms of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, 

Defendant, LB being barred by the doctrine of Tortious Interference with Contract from such 

competition, and Defendant, LB being barred by the doctrine of Tortious Interference with 

Prospective Economic Advantage from such competition, Plaintiff, SEAFLO suffered damages in 

the form of the loss of profit it would have earned absent Defendant, LB’s wrongful conduct. 
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137) As a direct and proximate result of Defendant, LB’s competing with the Seaflo 

Product and its knowledge such competition was barred by the terms of the Seaflo - Patrick 

Contract, Defendant, LB being barred by the doctrine of Tortious Interference with Contract from 

such competition, and Defendant, LB being barred by the doctrine of Tortious Interference with 

Prospective Economic Advantage from such competition, Defendant, LB improperly earned 

profits on its sale of its Utopia Uniguard it was not entitled to in an amount in excess of $50,000.00. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC, an 

Illinois Limited Liability Company, prays for the entry of judgment against Defendant, LASALLE 

BRISTOL CORPORATION in an amount equal to the amount Defendant, LB, earned as a result 

of the sale of the Utopia Uniguard during the 60 month term and in the territory of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract, plus pre-judgment interest at the rate of 5% per annum and its reasonable 

attorneys’ fees and costs of suit. 

COUNT VIII 
FRAUD VS PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

in the alternative 

 
138) Plaintiff, SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of 

this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

139) Pursuant to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES agreed to the following additional terms: 

“6. Conflict of Interest. During the term of this Agreement, neither Distributor or any 

entity controlled by or under common control with Distributor will represent or 
promote, design, manufacture or distribute, any lines or products that compete with 
the Product. During the term of this Agreement, Distributor shall not represent, 
promote or otherwise try to sell within the Territory any lines or products that, in 
Company’s judgment, compete with the Product covered by this Agreement” 

(See Ex. “1,” at ¶ 6). 
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140) Prior to the date Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, 

entered into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and continuing thereafter, LB was a wholly owned 

subsidiary of Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

141) As a result of the following. Defendant, LB was and is, “an entity under common 

control” with Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES and/or Defendant, PATRICK 

DISTRIBUTION as defined in the Seaflo-Patrick Contract : 

a) PATRICK INDUSTRIES lists LB in its Company Profile (See, Exhibit “3”) as 
one of its “240 Manufacturing and Distribution Centers in the U.S.” 

b) PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB maintain many, but not all of the same officers 
and directors. Some, but not all of the same officers and directors include, Andy L. 
Nemeth was or continues to be the Chief Executive Officer, President and Director 
of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and was or continues to be the President and Director 
of LB; Matthew S. Filer was or continues to be the Interim Executive Vice 
President, Chief Financial Officer and Treasurer of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and 
was or continues to be the Treasurer of LB; Joel Duthie was or continues to be the 
Secretary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and was or continues to be Secretary and 
Director of LB. 

c) LB is a wholly owned subsidiary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and has been since 
2018, prior to the date of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

d) PATRICK DISTRIBUTION is an unincorporated division of PATRICK 
INDUSTRIES 

142) As a wholly owned subsidiary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, at all relevant times, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES, was aware of, controlled, authorized, directed and supervised the 

actions and operations of LB. 

143) As a wholly owned subsidiary of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, LB acted and operated 

in the interests of its parent, Defendant PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

144) The profits LB earned as a result of its sale of the Utopia Uniguard became the profits 

of Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES 
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145) Prior to the date Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, 

entered into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES had knowledge LB 

was an entity under common control of Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES pursuant to the terms 

of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and therefore an entity barred from competing with the Seaflo 

Product. 

146) Prior to the date Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, 

entered into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract Defendant, LB was and had been in the process of 

designing, manufacturing and developing a product identified as The Utopia Uniguard for at least 

several months. 

147) Prior to the date Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, 

entered into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES was aware LB had 

been in the process of designing, manufacturing and developing The Utopia Uniguard for at least 

several months. 

148) On or prior to February, 2019, LB applied for a “Product Certification” of its Utopia 

Uniguard through ES Evaluation Services. 

149) Prior to the date Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, 

entered into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES was aware LB had 

applied for a “Product Certification” of its Utopia Uniguard through ES Evaluation Services. 

150) On April 9, 2019, prior to the date Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, entered into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, ES- Evaluation Services issued its “ICC-

ES PMG Product Certificate” for the Utopia Uniguard (A copy of the ES -Evaluation Services 

Certificate is attached hereto as Exhibit “10”). 
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151) Prior to the date Plaintiff, SEAFLO and Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, 

entered into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES was aware ES- 

Evaluation Services issued its “ICC-ES PMG Product Certificate” for the Utopia Uniguard. 

152) At all relevant times, the purpose of LB developing its design and manufacturing The 

Utopia Uniguard was to sell The Utopia Uniguard to RV manufacturers. 

153) The RV manufacturers who were prospective purchasers of The Utopia Uniguard 

were also prospective and potential purchasers and customers of the Seaflo Product. 

154) Beginning as early as May, 2019, and continuing to occur during the 60 month term 

of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, LB, distributed and sold The Utopia Uniguard to 

purchasers in the United States. 

155) The Utopia Uniguard was advertised by Defendant, LB during the 60 month term of 

the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, as a “waterless, sanitary waste drain valve specifically designed to 

replace the standard water seal P-traps ... in recreational vehicles.”  (See LB Utopia Uniguard 

advertisement, attached hereto as Ex. “9”.) 

156) The Utopia Uniguard as represented, promoted and distributed by Defendant, LB in 

the United States during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, was and is a line of 

products in competition with and/or designed to compete with the Seaflo Product. 

157) At the time PATRICK INDUSTRIES, executed the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES, was aware of and had knowledge The Utopia Uniguard was a product 

that competed with the Seaflo Product. 

158) At the time PATRICK INDUSTRIES, executed the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES, was aware of and had knowledge LB was barred, pursuant to the terms 
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of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract from selling The Utopia Uniguard in the United States during the 

60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

159) At and prior to the date PATRICK INDUSTRIES, executed the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract, PATRICK INDUSTRIES had knowledge LB was planning to be selling The Utopia 

Uniguard in the United States during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

160) At and prior to the date PATRICK INDUSTRIES, executed the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract, PATRICK INDUSTRIES Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, by entering into the 

Seaflo-Patrick Contract intended to limit and thus prohibit Plaintiff, SEAFLO from competing 

with LB in its sale of The Utopia Uniguard in the United States during the 60 month term of the 

Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

161) After entering into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, 

with knowledge LB was selling The Utopia Uniguard, only purchased 40,000 of the 500,000 units 

of the Seaflo Product during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

162) By the following actions, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES committed 

promissory fraud against Plaintiff, SEAFLO at the date and time it entered into the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract : 

a) Intending and authorizing PATRICK DISTRIBUTION, a company PATRICK 
INDUSTRIES, controlled and that had no independent legal status be the identified 
contracting party in the Seaflo-Patrick Contract; 

b) Having knowledge and intending, at the time of entering into the Seaflo-Patrick 
Contract that LB, its wholly owned subsidiary had designed, manufactured and was 
planning to sell The Utopia Uniguard; 

c) Having knowledge at the time of entering into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract that 
The Utopia Uniguard was a product that competed and was designed to compete 
with the Seaflo Product; 

d) Having knowledge at the time of entering into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract that 
LB, its wholly owned subsidiary was barred from competing with the Seaflo 
Product; 
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e) Having knowledge and intending, at the time of entering into the Seaflo-Patrick 
Contract that LB, its wholly owned subsidiary was planning to represent, promote, 
design, manufacture, distribute and sell The Utopia Uniguard; 

f) Having knowledge and intending that LB, by competing with, representing 
promoting, designing, manufacturing, distributing and selling The Utopia Uniguard 
was a material breach of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract; 

g) Having knowledge, at the time of entering into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract that 
LB, its wholly owned subsidiary had obtained product certification of The Utopia 
Uniguard; 

h) Having knowledge and intending, by entering into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract 
that Plaintiff, SEAFLO was barred from competing with LB in its sales of The 
Utopia Uniguard in the United States for the term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract; 

i) Having knowledge and intending by entering into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract to 
limit and prevent Plaintiff, SEAFLO from competing with the Utopia Uniguard in 
the United States during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract; 

j) Having knowledge of the price it was able to purchase the Seaflo Product from 
Plaintiff, SEAFLO so it could have LB sell The Utopia Uniguard to RV 
manufacturers at a lower price; and 

k) Intending to attempt to hide its sales of The Utopia Uniguard by having LB, its 
wholly owned subsidiary and an entity different than, PATRICK DISTRIBUTION, 
the entity that was the signatory to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, while both were 
under common control of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, represent, promote, design, 
manufacture, distribute and sell The Utopia Uniguard in violation of the 60 month 
term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract; 

l) Intending to breach its duty of good faith and fair dealing. 

163) The actions of Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, as aforesaid amounted to a 

scheme to defraud Plaintiff, SEAFLO. 

164) LB continued to represent, promote, design, manufacture, distribute and sell The 

Utopia Uniguard during the entire 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

165) By having LB continue to represent, promote, design, manufacture, distribute and sell 

The Utopia Uniguard during the entire 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES continued with its scheme to defraud Plaintiff, SEAFLO for the entire 60 month 

term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 
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166) The actions of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, as aforesaid were designed and intended to 

limit competition for the LB Utopia Uniguard and to increase LB’s and thus PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES’s profits in violation of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s contractual duties, including 

its duty of good faith and fair dealing. 

167) As a direct and proximate result of the fraud and fraudulent scheme perpetrated by 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES, as aforesaid, Plaintiff, SEAFLO, was damaged in its lost sales of the 

Seaflo Product to Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and was further damaged by being barred 

from sales of the Seaflo Product in the United States to prospective customers during the 60 month 

term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

168) As a direct and proximate result of the fraud and fraudulent scheme perpetrated by 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES, as aforesaid, Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, obtained profits of 

over $7,900,000 for its sales of The Utopia Uniguard by its wholly owned subsidiary, LB during 

the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. 

169) Allowing PATRICK INDUSTRIES, to retain the benefits of its fraud and fraudulent 

scheme violates the fundamental principles of justice, equity, and good conscience 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC, an 

Illinois Limited Liability Company, prays for the entry of judgment against Defendant, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES, an Indiana corporation in the amount of its lost profit for the 460,000 un - 

purchased units of the Seaflo Product Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES was required to 

purchase during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract or in the alternative and 

cumulative, an amount equal to the amount Defendant, LB, or any other “entity under common 

control” with Defendant, PATRICK INDUSTRIES earned and/ or profited from as a result of its 

representation, promotion, design, manufacturing, distribution, or sale of the Utopia Uniguard 
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during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract and in the territory of the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract in an amount in excess of $50,000.00 along with pre judgment interest on said amount, 

its reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs of suit and punitive damages. 

COUNT IX 
FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT VS PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

 
170) SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of this 

Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

171) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s concealment was the mechanism by which PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES preserved the appearance of an exclusive distributorship while diverting to 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s affiliate LB the business that was supposed to go to SEAFLO. 

172) Pursuant to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, SEAFLO and PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

agreed to the following additional term: “12(f). Distributor shall inform the Company of new 

product developments that are competitive with the Product and other market information and 

competitive information as discovered from time to time.” Section 12(f) of the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract, together with the Conflict of Interest term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, imposed upon 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES a continuing contractual duty to disclose to SEAFLO any new product 

developments competitive with the Seaflo Product, including product developments by any entity 

controlled by or under common control with PATRICK INDUSTRIES, such as LB. 

173) Section 4 of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, titled “General Duties,” expressly obligated 

the Distributor to “use its best efforts to promote the Product and maximize the sale of the Product 

in the Territory” and provided that the Distributor’s “task is to solicit orders from all potential 

customers in the Territory.” Section 12(c) obligated PATRICK INDUSTRIES to “vigorously 

promote the sale of and stimulate demand for the Product.”  
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174) PATRICK INDUSTRIES violated these obligations. At and prior to entering into the 

Seaflo-Patrick Contract, and continuing at all times throughout the 60 month term of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract, PATRICK INDUSTRIES concealed from and failed to disclose to SEAFLO the 

following material facts: 

a) PATRICK INDUSTRIES acquired LB in December 2018, following extensive 
diligence. LB had been designing, developing and manufacturing the Utopia 
Uniguard, a product that competed with and was designed to compete with the 
Seaflo Product, for at least several months prior to April 16, 2019; 

b) On or prior to February, 2019, LB applied for a “Product Certification” of its 
Utopia Uniguard through ES Evaluation Services; 

c) On April 9, 2019, one week before the execution of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, 
ES Evaluation Services issued its “ICC-ES PMG Product Certificate” for the 
Utopia Uniguard (See Ex. “10”); 

d) LB was planning to, and beginning as early as May, 2019 did, represent, 
promote, distribute and sell the Utopia Uniguard in the United States in competition 
with the Seaflo Product; 

e) PATRICK INDUSTRIES internally coordinated, communicated, and or agreed 
with its subsidiary LB regarding the marketing, sales efforts and pricing of the 
Utopia Uniguard and/or the Seaflo Product in a way that did not maximize sales of 
the Seaflo Product;  

f) PATRICK INDUSTRIES internally communicated, coordinated, and/or agreed 
with its subsidiary LB to maintain the appearance of an exclusive distribution 
relationship with SEAFLO so that SEAFLO would not seek an alternative 
distributor for the Seaflo Product; 

g) PATRICK INDUSTRIES communicated with SEAFLO in a manner that gave 
the misleading impression that PATRICK INDUSTRIES was undertaking its 
obligation to use “best efforts” to sell the Seaflo Product when in fact it was not—
including, but not limited to, because PATRICK INDUSTRIES was protecting, 
promoting, encouraging, or assisting sales of the competing product by its 
subsidiary LB; and 

h) PATRICK INDUSTRIES communicated with SEAFLO in a manner that gave 
the misleading impression that PATRICK INDUSTRIES viewed SEAFLO as a 
valuable business partner and that PATRICK INDUSTRIES sought to expand its 
business relationship with SEAFLO, when in fact PATRICK INDUSTRIES was 
seeking to discourage SEAFLO from terminating the exclusive distributor 
agreement and seeking a different distributor. 
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175) Certain internal communications by PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its affiliates—

which communications SEAFLO only recently learned about—provide evidence of PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES’s fraudulent concealment. These communications confirm that while PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES’s communications with SEAFLO created a false and misleading impression that 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES was treating LB’s competition as an external market threat and that 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES would undertake its best efforts to sell the Seaflo Product and to inform 

SEAFLO of competitive developments, PATRICK INDUSTRIES did not do so. 

176) On or about October 13, 2020, Brian Hess, Vice President, Sales - RV of LB sent an 

email communication to Chris Murray of PATRICK INDUSTRIES requesting that PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES not become “overly aggressive” in its sales of the Seaflo Product so as not to “force” 

LB “to sell the product” to a major manufacturer “at a significantly reduced margin.” Murray 

responded that PATRICK INDUSTRIES and SEAFLO believed the Seaflo Product was “superior” 

and that SEAFLO was not trying to secure sales by marketing “on price.” Murray further assured 

Hess that he would “certainly support the effort to keep overall margins as high as possible,” and 

stating that he would “speak to the team and let them know of your concern.” (See October, 2020 

email exchange, attached hereto as Ex. “11”). 

177) The October, 2020 Hess/Murray exchange is evidence that PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

was concealing from Seaflo that PATRICK INDUSTRIES would not be living up to its obligations 

regarding the Seaflo Product. Hess, on behalf of LB, impliedly urged PATRICK INDUSTRIES to 

stop competing so that LB would not have to lower its prices; by Hess’s own account, only 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s cooperation stood between LB and significantly reduced margins 

across the entirety of a major account. Murray, acting in his capacity as a representative of 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES, admitted that the Seaflo Product was competing on its merits and was 
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a superior product to LB’s. Tellingly, Murray did not respond by noting that PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES was contractually obligated to use its best efforts to promote and maximize the sale 

of the Seaflo Product and barred from promoting or selling a competing product like the Utopia 

Uniguard. Instead, the next day, Murray promised to relay Hess’s concern to his team—meaning 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES leadership—and to support efforts to keep margins artificially high.  

178) After the October, 2020 Hess/Murray email exchange, PATRICK INDUSTRIES did 

not sufficiently promote or sell the Seaflo Product. For example, in an April 2022 email exchange 

within the Patrick Industries sales team about mounting a renewed push to sell the Seaflo Product, 

representatives noted that the Seaflo Product was priced cheaper than LB’s and that customers 

who compared the two products found Seaflo’s “higher quality.” Rather than instruct the team to 

press that price-and-quality advantage, Murray—the Patrick Industries representative who had 

signed the Seaflo-Patrick Contract—worried that LB would complain about renewed competition. 

(See April, 2022 email exchange, attached hereto as Ex. “12”).  

179) On or about April 29, 2024. shortly after the conclusion of the 60-month exclusivity 

period under the Seaflo–Patrick contract—Andrew Batson revealed PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s 

goal: to direct business for SEAFLO to LB. Notably, Batston was at all relevant times 

simultaneously the President and Chief Executive Officer of LB and a Senior Vice President of 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and publicly touted his role in leading the sale to bring LB and 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES together in 2018.  

180) In the communication with officials from PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB in which 

the participants discussed whether they could continue purchasing the Seaflo Product through 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES or an affiliate, Batson acknowledged that “LaSalle Bristol makes a 

competitive product … with nice margins” and ordered the transition of the Seaflo Product 
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business “to LSB as planned.” Another PATRICK INDUSTRIES official who simultaneously 

served on a senior role with another PATRICK INDUSTRIES affiliate stated, after noting that 

SEAFLO may assert potential legal claims, that the solution was “to not buy anything from 

[Seaflo] at this point” and to instead “transition this business to Lasalle.” (See April–May, 2024 

email exchange, attached hereto as Ex. “13”). 

181) Patrick Industries representatives acknowledged in internal communications shortly 

after the 60-month exclusivity period expired that they understood that Seaflo had continued trying 

to maintain its relationship with Patrick Industries, notwithstanding LB’s ongoing competing sales. 

182) Patrick Industries representatives have acknowledged that Patrick Industries 

maintains access to material information concerning the customers of its subsidiaries and affiliates, 

such as sensitive market and payment information. On information and belief, that access gave 

Patrick Industries the means to know, and to facilitate exploitation of, the very customer 

relationships and pricing dynamics that Patrick Industries failed to disclose to Seaflo and that 

Patrick Industries used to suppress the Seaflo Product’s sales. 

183) On July 22, 2024, Anne Cavanaugh, a Senior Inventory Analyst-Procurement 

employee of LB who had no prior dealings with SEAFLO, emailed SEAFLO regarding a revised 

purchase order, stating that the revision would allow LaSalle “to maintain the exclusivity on the 

Seaflo p-traps.” (See July, 2024 Cavanaugh email, attached hereto as Ex. “14”).  

184) PATRICK INDUSTRIES took affirmative acts to conceal these material facts—and 

their unlawful efforts—by avoiding written communications that could lead to SEAFLO learning 

the truth. For example, making clear that this mandate was to be concealed, Batson directed the 

participants to “MINIMIZE vendor communication” with SEAFLO and directed that PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES would “keep supplying the current SeaFlo product to existing customers for the 
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immediate future” because PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its affiliates “do not want to give SeaFlo 

a reason to seek a new distributor.” Batson also requested that further communications regarding 

SEAFLO occur over the phone.  

185) Despite the significance of the Seaflo Product and the Exclusive Distributor 

Agreement, according to PATRICK INDUSTRIES there are few internal written communications 

between and among Patrick officials and between and among Patrick and LB officials that relate 

to SEAFLO, the Seaflo Product, and/or the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. The absence of such written 

communication suggests that PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its affiliates took affirmative steps to 

conceal their scheme, including (but not limited to) purposefully communicating orally, agreeing 

to keep communications unwritten, or taking steps to destroy written communications. 

186) PATRICK INDUSTRIES took affirmative acts to conceal these material facts—and 

their unlawful efforts—by attempting to keep knowledge of their efforts to a small group designed 

to prevent SEAFLO from learning the truth. For example, Orrin Price, who had been one of 

SEAFLO’s primary points of contact at PATRICK INDUSTRIES, was removed from an email 

conversation in which higher-ups were discussing Seaflo’s potential legal claims. Moreover, 

communications with and between representatives from Patrick reflect confusion and 

misunderstanding about Seaflo’s relationship with PATRICK INDUSTRIES, LB, and Seaflo’s 

exclusivity arrangement. This is consistent with an effort by PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its 

affiliates to keep their efforts to a small group of insiders and to avoid having their efforts widely 

known among PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its affiliates—which would increase the risk that 

Seaflo would learn the true nature of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s improper actions. 

187) When communicating with SEAFLO, representatives of PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

made statements to SEAFLO indicating that PATRICK INDUSTRIES was seeking to advance 
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sales of the Seaflo Product and not the competing Utopia Uniguard. For example, less than two 

months after the Agreement was signed, Patrick’s own signatory to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract 

told Seaflo that he had just learned LaSalle Bristol was marketing a “Utopia” brand product 

“exactly like” the Seaflo Product. He asked Seaflo to confirm it was not supplying LaSalle Bristol, 

giving the “very coincidental” timing. When Seaflo asked why Patrick could not resolve the 

problem internally, since Patrick owned LaSalle Bristol, Murray responded that he would help 

Seaflo compete against LaSalle Bristol. Thereafter, representatives from PATRICK INDUSTRIES  

continued to communicate to SEAFLO that they were working to advance sales of the Seaflo 

Product and to compete with the Utopia Uniguard. On information and belief, these 

communications were designed to have the effect, and/or had the reasonable effect, of discouraging 

SEAFLO from investigating PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s actions, uncovering the underlying fraud, 

deterring SEAFLO from terminating the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, and deterring Seaflo from 

seeking an alternative distributor.  

188) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s representatives suggested to SEAFLO that there could be 

additional business between PATRICK INDUSTRIES and SEAFLO beyond the Seaflo Product. 

That suggestion was material to SEAFLO given PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s position as one of the 

largest distributors in the recreational vehicle industry. PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s suggestion of 

additional business with SEAFLO was designed to have the effect, and/or had the reasonable 

effect, of discouraging SEAFLO from investigating PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s actions, 

uncovering the underlying fraud, deterring SEAFLO from terminating the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, 

and deterring Seaflo from seeking an alternative distributor.  

189) Throughout the relevant time period, SEAFLO did not know, and could not have 

known through reasonable inquiry or inspection, that PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its subsidiary 
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LB were communicating, strategizing, planning, and/or coordinating to boost sales of the Utopia 

Uniguard, to not maximize sales of the Seaflo Product, to protect LB’s margins, and to retain 

exclusivity with SEAFLO to benefit PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB and harm SEAFLO. 

190) PATRICK INDUSTRIES knew each of the concealed material facts, including 

through the knowledge of the officers, directors, and executives shared between PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES and LB.  

191) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s concealment of the material facts was intended to and did 

induce in SEAFLO the false belief that PATRICK INDUSTRIES was performing the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract in good faith, and that SEAFLO had no reason to terminate the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract or to seek an alternative distributor for the Seaflo Product. 

192) In addition to the contractual duty to disclose the material facts, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES had a duty to speak because PATRICK INDUSTRIES possessed superior and 

exclusive knowledge of the internal affairs, product development activities and business plans of 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB related to the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, which facts were not 

accessible to SEAFLO through reasonable inquiry or inspection. 

193) PATRICK INDUSTRIES was placed in a position of influence and superiority 

relative to SEAFLO. SEAFLO entrusted its entire United States channel of distribution for the 

Seaflo Product to PATRICK INDUSTRIES and reposed trust and confidence in PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES’s strong experience, scale, market position and customer relationships. SEAFLO 

further relied upon PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s agency-like undertaking to manage, promote and 

maximize the sale of the Seaflo Product on SEAFLO’s behalf. By reason of the foregoing, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES gained influence and superiority over SEAFLO with respect to the 
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marketing and sale of the Seaflo Product, and the relationship between the parties was substantially 

more than that of a mere buyer, seller, or distributor of goods. 

194) Had SEAFLO been aware of the concealed material facts, SEAFLO would have acted 

differently, including by terminating the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, immediately pursuing legal 

action, and/or pursuing alternative distribution channels for the Seaflo Product. 

195) As a direct and proximate result of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s fraudulent 

concealment as aforesaid and SEAFLO’s reliance thereon, SEAFLO suffered damages to be 

proven at trial. 

196) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s fraudulent concealment as aforesaid was intentional, 

willful and wanton, and undertaken with conscious disregard for the rights of SEAFLO, entitling 

SEAFLO to punitive damages. 

WHEREFORE, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC, an Illinois 

Limited Liability Company, prays for the entry of judgment against PATRICK INDUSTRIES for 

money damages in an amount to be proven at trial, pre-judgment interest, its reasonable attorneys’ 

fees and costs of suit, punitive damages, and all other appropriate relief.  

COUNT X 
FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION AND INDUCEMENT 

VS PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

 
197) SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of this 

Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

198) Prior to execution of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, PATRICK INDUSTRIES did not 

disclose to SEAFLO that an entity controlled by PATRICK INDUSTRIES was developing, in the 

process of developing, seeking certification of, representing, promoting, designing, manufacturing 

or distributing any lines or products that competed with the Seaflo Product.  
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199) By executing the Seaflo-Patrick Contract containing the Conflict of Interest term and 

the disclosure term, PATRICK INDUSTRIES represented to SEAFLO that (a) neither PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES nor any entity controlled by or under common control with PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES was representing, promoting, designing, manufacturing or distributing any lines or 

products that competed with the Seaflo Product; (b) that PATRICK INDUSTRIES had disclosed 

and would disclose to SEAFLO all new product developments competitive with the Seaflo 

Product; and (c) that PATRICK INDUSTRIES was performing the Seaflo-Patrick Contract in 

good faith and was undertaking appropriate efforts to promote and sell the Seaflo Product as 

SEAFLO’s exclusive distributor. 

200) By continuing to accept the benefits of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, and by making 

statements to SEAFLO indicating that PATRICK INDUSTRIES was (a) seeking to advance sales 

of the Seaflo Product; (b) to suppress sales of the competing Utopia Uniguard; and (c) interested 

in expanding its business relationship with SEAFLO, PATRICK INDUSTRIES represented to 

SEAFLO that PATRICK INDUSTRIES was performing the Seaflo-Patrick Contract in good faith 

and was undertaking appropriate efforts to promote and sell the Seaflo Product as SEAFLO’s 

exclusive distributor. 

201) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s representations were statements of material fact that were 

false when made and that PATRICK INDUSTRIES knew or believed the representations were 

false when made. Among other things, prior to execution of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES had acquired LB, following substantial due diligence; had overlapping 

leadership with LB, including Andrew Batson, who  simultaneously served as the President and 

CEO of LB and as a Senior Vice President of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and who has publicly 

touted having led the sale of LB to PATRICK INDUSTRIES; communicated with LB about 
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strategy and business decisions—including related to the Seaflo Product; knew or should have 

known that LB had applied for certification of the competing Utopia Uniguard; knew or should 

have known that LB had received certification; knew or should have known that LB was planning 

to and did represent, promote, distribute and sell the Utopia Uniguard in competition with the 

Seaflo Product during the 60 month term of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract. Thereafter, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES sought to advance sales of the Utopia Uniguard and suppress sales of the Seaflo 

Product, despite representing to SEAFLO that PATRICK INDUSTRIES would do the opposite. 

202) By no later than 2018, when PATRICK INDUSTRIES acquired LB, and perhaps 

earlier as part of due diligence for that transaction, PATRICK INDUSTRIES was aware of, 

controlled, authorized, directed, was informed about, and/or supervised LB’s operations, and 

acquired knowledge of LB’s products and product development activities, including related to the 

Seaflo Product and LB’s competing Utopia Uniguard product. 

203) PATRICK INDUSTRIES made the false representations with the intent to induce 

SEAFLO to enter into the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, and to not terminate that contract, to SEAFLO’s 

detriment. That intent is evidenced by, among other things, internal written and/or oral 

communications between and among officials from PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its affiliate LB 

about reducing competition between SEAFLO and LB, maintaining exclusivity with the Seaflo 

Product while transitioning business to LB, and avoiding communications or actions that would 

give SEAFLO “a reason to seek a new distributor.” These communications include, but are not 

limited to, the internal communications obtained in discovery described above. That intent is also 

evidenced by, among other things, PATRICK INDUSTRIES representatives repeatedly 

suggesting to SEAFLO that PATRICK INDUSTRIES was seeking to advance sales of the Seaflo 

Product and not the competing Utopia Uniguard, and that PATRICK INDUSTRIES had an interest 
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in expanding its business relationship with Seaflo. That dangled prospect of new business, which 

would be material to Seaflo, deterred Seaflo from pressing PATRICK INDUSTRIES on its non-

performance under the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, investigating the true cause of that non-

performance, and terminating the Seaflo-Patrick Contract for breach. 

204) PATRICK INDUSTRIES materially misrepresented its true aim to SEAFLO and 

omitted material facts when disclosing information to SEAFLO. These material 

misrepresentations and omissions are evidenced by, among other things, the recently revealed 

internal communications described above. 

205) SEAFLO justifiably relied upon the truth of the representations by entering into the 

Seaflo-Patrick Contract, not terminating it, and continuing to perform under it throughout its term. 

206) SEAFLO neither discovered, nor in the exercise of reasonable diligence could have 

discovered, the facts constituting PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s material misrepresentations and 

omissions until PATRICK INDUSTRIES produced documents in this action.  

207) As described above, PATRICK INDUSTRIES undertook affirmative efforts to 

conceal the material facts and truth from SEAFLO, and to prevent SEAFLO from learning them. 

Until learning the material facts—including in, among other things, the internal communications 

described above—SEAFLO had no reason to know or suspect that it had been the victim of 

deception by PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

208) As a direct and proximate result of SEAFLO’s justifiable reliance on PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES’s false and misleading representations, SEAFLO suffered damages. 

209) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s fraudulent misrepresentations were intentional, willful 

and wanton, and undertaken with conscious disregard for the rights of SEAFLO, entitling 

SEAFLO to punitive damages. 
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WHEREFORE, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC prays for the 

entry of judgment against PATRICK INDUSTRIES for money damages in an amount to be proven 

at trial, pre-judgment interest, its reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs of suit, punitive damages, 

and all other appropriate relief.  

COUNT XI 
CONSUMER FRAUD AND DECEPTIVE BUSINESS PRACTICES ACT (815 ILCS 505) 

VS PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

 
210) SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of this 

Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

211) The Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act is a regulatory 

and remedial statute intended to protect consumers and businesses against fraud, unfair methods 

of competition, and other unfair and deceptive business practices.  

212) The Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act describes unfair 

or deceptive practices as “including but not limited to the use or employment of any deception, 

fraud, false pretense, false promise, misrepresentation or the concealment, suppression or omission 

of any material fact, with intent that others rely upon the concealment, suppression or omission of 

such material fact in the conduct of any trade or commerce.” 815 ILCS 505/2. 

213) Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act creates a remedy for 

a person who suffers damage as a result of a violation of the Act committed by another person.  

214) SEAFLO and PATRICK INDUSTRIES are each a “person” under the Illinois 

Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act. 

215) The conduct of PATRICK INDUSTRIES described herein occurred in the course of 

conduct involving “trade” and “commerce” within the meaning of the Illinois Consumer Fraud 

and Deceptive Business Practices Act, namely the distribution and sale of components for 
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recreational vehicles in and affecting the commerce of the State of Illinois, including the purchase, 

sale, and distribution of the Seaflo Product from SEAFLO and the distribution and sale of the 

Utopia Uniguard product of LB in interstate commerce, including in the State of Illinois. 

216) PATRICK INDUSTRIES engaged in deceptive acts and practices. As set forth above, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES concealed, suppressed, misrepresented, and omitted material facts, 

notwithstanding its duty of disclosure. It also maintained the appearance of an exclusive 

distribution relationship—including suggesting that PATRICK INDUSTRIES would advance 

sales of the Seaflo Product and compete with the Utopia Uniguard, and was interested in expanding 

its business relationship with SEAFLO—to induce SEAFLO to enter into the exclusive agreement, 

to continue to refer business opportunities to PATRICK INDUSTRIES, to continue to perform 

under the Seaflo-Patrick Contract throughout the 60-month term, to not terminate the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract, and to not obtain a new distributor, while LB captured sales that would otherwise 

have been made with the Seaflo Product. That maintained appearance deterred SEAFLO from 

pressing PATRICK INDUSTRIES on its non-performance under the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, 

investigating the true cause of that non-performance, terminating the Seaflo-Patrick Contract for 

breach, and pursuing an alternative distributor. 

217) The conduct of PATRICK INDUSTRIES described herein—including in, among 

other things, the internal communications discussed above—constituted unfair practices that 

offend the public policy of the State of Illinois and that are immoral, unethical, oppressive and 

unscrupulous. The conduct caused substantial injury to SEAFLO that SEAFLO could not 

reasonably have avoided given the facts, circumstances, and practical realities of the situation.  

218) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s conduct involves trade practices that implicate consumer 

protection concerns. PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s entry into and operation of the Seaflo-Patrick 
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Contract in a manner that suppressed sales of the Seaflo Product, and protected unreasonably high 

margins on the Utopia Uniguard—while PATRICK INDUSTRIES acknowledged that the Seaflo 

Product was superior in quality—harmed recreational vehicle manufacturers and consumers by 

artificially inflating prices, decreasing quality, and reducing consumer choice. Indeed, during the 

exclusivity period, when PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s subsidiary LB had free reign in the market, 

the price of Utopia Uniguard went up. That price increase was especially pronounced after the 

October, 2020 email exchange in which PATRICK INDUSTRIES agreed not to sell the Seaflo 

Product as required. And PATRICK INDUSTRIES did not attempt to increase sales of the Seaflo 

Product despite acknowledging that it was cheaper and higher quality than the Utopia Uniguard. 

219) PATRICK INDUSTRIES intended that SEAFLO rely upon the deception, and 

SEAFLO was the intended target of the deception.  

220) As a direct and proximate result of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s deceptive and unfair 

acts and practices, SEAFLO suffered actual damages in an amount to be proven at trial. 

221) SEAFLO neither discovered, nor in the exercise of reasonable diligence could have 

discovered, the facts constituting PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s deceptive and unfair acts and 

practices until PATRICK INDUSTRIES disclosed the material facts and internal communications 

described above. As described above, PATRICK INDUSTRIES’ undertook affirmative efforts to 

conceal the deceptive and unfair acts and practices alleged herein, and to prevent SEAFLO from 

learning the material facts and the truth. Until learning the material facts—including in, among 

other things, the internal communications described above—SEAFLO had no reason to know or 

suspect that it had been the victim of deception by PATRICK INDUSTRIES  
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222) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s conduct as aforesaid was intentional and undertaken with 

conscious disregard for the rights of SEAFLO, entitling SEAFLO to punitive damages and to its 

reasonable attorney’s fees and costs pursuant to 815 ILCS 505/10a(c). 

WHEREFORE, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC prays for the 

entry of judgment against PATRICK INDUSTRIES for money damages in an amount to be proven 

at trial, pre-judgment interest, its reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs of suit pursuant to 815 ILCS 

505/10a(c), punitive damages, and all other appropriate relief. 

COUNT XII 
ILLINOIS ANTITRUST ACT—UNLAWFUL RESTRAINT OF TRADE (740 ILCS 

10/3(2)) VS PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

Exclusive Distributor Agreement 

 
223) SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of this 

Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

224) Independent of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s breach of contract and fraud, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES violated the Illinois Antitrust Act by wielding an exclusive distribution contract as 

an instrument to unreasonably restrain trade to the detriment of consumers by artificially inflating 

prices, decreasing quality, and reducing consumer choice. 

225) the Seaflo-Patrick Contract is a “contract” and “combination” between two or more 

persons within the meaning of Section 3(2) of the Illinois Antitrust Act, 740 ILCS 10/3(2). 

226) The relevant product market is the market for the purchase, sale, and/or distribution 

of waterless P-traps designed for use in recreational vehicles (“Waterless P-traps Market”).2  

a) The waterless p-trap has peculiar characteristics and uses not shared by traditional 
water-sealed “P” or “S” trap drains: it eliminates the risk of trapped water freezing in 
unheated RV plumbing bays, eliminates the sewage odors traditional traps can vent 
when water evaporates during storage, and requires less installation space than a 

 
2 In the alternative, the relevant market is the market for the purchase, sale, and/or distribution of 
water-sealed and waterless P-traps designed for use in recreational vehicles. 
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traditional trap. These are characteristics RV manufacturers value enough to redesign 
their plumbing systems around.  

b) A manufacturer cannot sell a waterless P-trap into the RV OEM channel without an 
ICC-ES PMG Product Certificate (or an acceptable equivalent), and that certification 
process is unusually demanding relative to the certification requirements that apply to 
other RV component categories. That certification requirement operates as a substantial 
and unusually effective barrier to entry. While three companies have obtained 
certification, that barrier has prevented most other companies from doing so, and the 
certified competitors do not have anywhere close to the sales volume, distribution scale, 
or market share of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its affiliate LB. 

c) The products in the Waterless P-traps Market serve a distinct set of customers (e.g. RV 
original equipment manufacturers) who purchase the product for installation in new 
RV production.  

d) Pricing of waterless and water-sealed P-traps for RVs are tracked and set separately 
from other components. Prices are also tracked and set separately from ordinary 
plumbing components. 

e) RV manufacturers who use waterless P-traps would not, in response to a small but 
significant price increase, switch to traditional water-sealed traps or traditional 
plumbing components. That is because the water-sealed design reintroduces the 
freezing and odor problems the waterless design solves, and because traditional traps 
require more installation space, which is scarce and precious in RV plumbing layouts.  

f) Consumers do not view water-sealed P-traps as a reasonable substitute for waterless P-
traps or ordinary plumbing components. Consumers in the market view each as distinct 
product categories and not as a mere subset of a broader category. 

g) Companies and professionals in the industry do not view water-sealed P-traps as a 
reasonable substitute for waterless P-traps or ordinary plumbing components. They 
view the different types of traps as distinct product categories and not as a mere subset 
of a broader category. 

h) Certifying bodies do not view water-sealed P-traps as a reasonable substitute for 
waterless P-traps. Certifying bodies view them as distinct product categories and not 
as a mere subset of a broader category. The industry standards body, the American 
Society of Mechanical Engineers (“ASME”), shares this view. ASME authored and the 
established industry standard for waterless P-traps (ASME A112.18.8), and companies 
like ICC-ESS audit product compliance to its requirements. 

i) The parties themselves do not view water-sealed P-traps as a reasonable substitute for 
waterless P-traps or ordinary plumbing components. The parties themselves view them 
as distinct product categories and not as a mere subset of a broader category. 
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227) The relevant geographic market for the Waterless P-traps Market is the United States, 

the territory of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract.3 

228) SEAFLO, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s subsidiary LB 

are participants in the Waterless P-traps Market because they purchase, sell, and/or distribute 

waterless P-traps in the United States. 

229) On information and belief, PATRICK INDUSTRIES possesses market power in the 

Waterless P-traps Market.  

a) There are only three manufacturers of waterless P-traps for recreational vehicles: 
SEAFLO, which manufactures the Seaflo Product; PATRICK INDUSTRIES, through 
its LB subsidiary, which manufactures the Utopia Uniguard; and a third company. 
Seaflo and the other company do not have sales, distribution scale, or market share that 
is anywhere close to the numbers for PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its affiliate LB. On 
information and belief, a substantial majority of the waterless P-traps sold in the RV 
market, perhaps as high as 90%, are manufactured by PATRICK INDUSTRIES 
through its affiliate LB. Internal communications between PATRICK INDUSTRIES 
and LB acknowledged that they had “all the business” of one of the industry’s dominant 
national RV manufacturers, at high margins. 

b) Currently PATRICK INDUSTRIES is by far the largest distributor of products to 
recreational vehicle manufacturers in the Waterless P-traps Market in the United States.  

230) PATRICK INDUSTRIES operated the Seaflo-Patrick Contract as a pretext, 

extracting exclusivity from SEAFLO as a means to unreasonably restrain trade and harm 

competition in the relevant market, to the detriment of Seaflo, RV manufacturers, and consumers 

by artificially inflating prices, decreasing quality, and reducing consumer choice. Rather than 

undertake best efforts to promote and sell the Seaflo Product, PATRICK INDUSTRIES shelved 

Seaflo’s higher-quality, lower-cost product to foreclose competition for waterless P-traps—a key 

input RV manufacturers require—and forced RV manufacturers to purchase LB’s Utopia 

Uniguard. In other words, PATRICK INDUSTRIES used the exclusivity and Conflict of Interest 

 
3 In the alternative, the relevant geographic market is Northern Indiana, where the RV-related 
industry is concentrated.  
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terms of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract to lock SEAFLO into a single channel of distribution, paving 

the way for its controlled subsidiary to freely promote, distribute, and sell the Utopia Uniguard 

without facing meaningful competition or a level playing field.  

231) The October, 2020 Hess/Murray email exchange described above is an example of 

direct evidence that the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, as operated, unreasonably restrained trade by 

artificially suppressing price competition, increasing prices, decreasing quality, limiting consumer 

choice, and protecting artificially high margins in the relevant market. In that exchange, LB asked 

its parent company, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, not to become “overly aggressive” in selling the 

Seaflo Product to avoid “forc[ing]” LB “to sell the product to all of” a major RV manufacturer “at 

a significantly reduced margin.” PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s representative admitted that the 

Seaflo Product was of superior quality, but nevertheless assured LB’s representative that 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES would “support the effort to keep overall margins as high as possible.” 

232) The April 2022 email exchange among the Patrick Industries sales team described 

above is another example. In that exchange, PATRICK INDUSTRIES representatives 

acknowledged that the Seaflo Product was cheaper and higher quality than the Utopia Uniguard, 

and that customers shared that view. But PATRICK INDUSTRIES representatives expressed 

concern about pushing sales of the Seaflo Product—even after LB had raised prices—because the 

competition would upset LB. 

233) The allegations above—including relating to the internal communications between 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB, and the overlapping leadership between PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES and LB—establish that LB’s operation of the competing Uniguard business is 

properly attributed to PATRICK INDUSTRIES for purposes of assessing how the exclusivity 

provisions of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract actually operated. Because of the relationship between 
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PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its subsidiary LB, LB’s contemporaneous marketing and sale of the 

Uniguard product is attributable to PATRICK INDUSTRIES in evaluating whether the 

exclusivity, as actually administered, unreasonably restrained trade and foreclosed competition in 

the relevant market. 

234) Based on PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s abusive operation of the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract, competition was foreclosed in a substantial share of the relevant market—on information 

and belief, perhaps as much as 90% of the relevant market. That foreclosure is especially 

significant given PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s pending acquisition of Lippert, the only other major 

supplier and distributor of recreational vehicle components, which would further narrow the 

possibility of increased competition in the relevant market.  

235) Given PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s growth-by-acquisition strategy and its increasing 

size and scale, the anticompetitive effects of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s unreasonable restraint of 

trade in the relevant market is likely to be magnified rather than diminished absent relief. 

236) As a direct result of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s unlawful conduct, PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES entrenched artificially inflated prices in the relevant market at the expense of 

SEAFLO, RV manufacturers, and end consumers. 

237) Without PATRICK INDUSTRIES, SEAFLO had no comparably effective alternative 

channel of distribution in the relevant market. SEAFLO could not engage a new distributor for the 

Seaflo Product in place of PATRICK INDUSTRIES. Moreover, SEAFLO could not practically 

replicate PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s distribution scale, warehousing network and entrenched 

relationships with recreational vehicle manufacturers. The foreclosure of SEAFLO from the 

relevant market was accordingly not curable by self-help. Nor was termination a practical remedy 

given PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s position in the relevant market.  
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238) PATRICK INDUSTRIES compounded SEAFLO’s practical inability to walk away 

by repeatedly dangling the prospect of additional business outside the Waterless P-traps Market. 

That prospect of expanded business was material to SEAFLO, and PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s 

dangling of it deterred SEAFLO from pressing PATRICK INDUSTRIES on its non-performance, 

terminating the exclusive agreement, or seeking a new distributor. PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s 

representatives repeatedly reinforced this impression through communications with SEAFLO: 

explicitly describing SEAFLO and PATRICK INDUSTRIES as working in a valued partnership 

and stating that PATRICK INDUSTRIES hoped to expand the partnership. These communications 

reinforced SEAFLO’s belief that PATRICK INDUSTRIES valued the relationship and was acting 

in good faith, and further discouraged SEAFLO from investigating PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s 

non-performance under the Seaflo-Patrick Contract, from terminating the exclusive agreement, 

and from seeking a new distributor. 

239) The anticompetitive effects of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract as it actually operated—

including the exclusion of the Seaflo Product from the relevant market, the protection of LB’s 

margins on the Utopia Uniguard, the suppression of price competition, and the reduction of output 

and consumer choice in the relevant market—outweighed any procompetitive justification. 

240) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s deception in maintaining the appearance of acting in 

good-faith to purchase, sell, and distribute the Seaflo Product is inconsistent with any genuine 

procompetitive purpose. PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s conduct as alleged herein was undertaken for 

the purpose of restraining trade and suppressing competition in the Waterless P-traps Market. 

241) SEAFLO suffered, and continues to suffer, injury in fact and antitrust injury as a 

direct and proximate result of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s unlawful conduct. SEAFLO was, and 

continues to be, systematically excluded from the relevant market, competition in the relevant 
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market was and continues to be suppressed, and RV manufacturers and end-users faced and 

continue to face higher prices, lower quality, and less choice.  

242) Among other things, but for PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s unlawful conduct, SEAFLO 

could have sold the Seaflo Product through other distributors, including possibly Lippert.  

243) As a direct and proximate result of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s unreasonable restraint 

of trade, SEAFLO suffered damages. 

244) The violation alleged in this Count arises from PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s abusive 

and unlawful operation of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract after its execution through a series of 

discrete overt acts that each successively caused new damage to SEAFLO and was a new and 

independent wrong. Those overt acts include, among other things, the directive to suppress sales 

efforts for the Seaflo Product; each refusal to purchase the Seaflo Product; token purchases of the 

Seaflo Product, made to avoid giving SEAFLO a reason to seek a new distributor; sales of the 

Seaflo Product foreclosed by the exclusivity term as operated; directives to transition the business 

to LB; and the refusal to purchase the Seaflo Product and diversion of the business to LB. 

245) As described above, from 2019 through 2024, PATRICK INDUSTRIES undertook 

affirmative acts to conceal its actions that unreasonably restrained trade in the relevant market. 

Prior to 2026, SEAFLO had no reason to know or suspect that PATRICK INDUSTRIES was 

abusing the Seaflo-Patrick contract in a manner that unreasonably restrained trade.  

246) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s violation of the Illinois Antitrust Act was and is willful, 

entitling SEAFLO to treble damages pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2), and SEAFLO is entitled to 

recover its costs and reasonable attorney’s fees pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2). 

WHEREFORE, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC prays for the 

entry of judgment against PATRICK INDUSTRIES for money damages in an amount to be proven 
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at trial, such damages to be trebled pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2) upon a finding that the violation 

was willful, plus pre-judgment interest and its costs and reasonable attorney’s fees pursuant to 740 

ILCS 10/7(2), for injunctive and other equitable relief pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7, including relief 

enjoining PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its affiliates from continuing to restrain trade in the 

Waterless P-traps Market, or other structural relief sufficient to restore competition in that market, 

and all other appropriate relief. 

COUNT XIII 

ILLINOIS ANTITRUST ACT—MONOPOLIZATION AND ATTEMPTED 

MONOPOLIZATION (740 ILCS 10/3(3)) VS PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

Exclusive Distributor Agreement 

 

247) SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of this 

Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

248) At all relevant times, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, acting on its own and through its 

affiliates, possessed and unfairly exploited monopoly power in the Waterless P-traps Market. 

249) PATRICK INDUSTRIES, through its affiliate LB, held a dominant share of the 

Waterless P-traps Market, perhaps as high as 90%. 

250) There are substantial barriers to entry into the Waterless P-traps Market. To 

adequately compete at scale requires a substantial capital commitment and investment in personnel 

and facilities. Distribution of waterless P-traps in the relevant market requires product certification, 

such as the ICC-ES PMG Product Certification described above. That certification process, which 

takes meaningful time and expertise, is not always successful. Entrenched supplier relationships 

with recreational vehicle manufacturers built over years present an additional barrier to a new 

entrant seeking to displace an incumbent supplier and/or distributor. RV manufacturers also prefer 

to purchase component products, including waterless P-traps, through major distributors and their 

affiliates because doing so is efficient and provides a convenient, one-stop shop for the many 
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components required to manufacture an RV (many of which are manufactured by the distributor’s 

affiliates). As a practical matter, direct sales from unaffiliated suppliers to RV manufacturers are 

more difficult than sales made through the major distributors and their affiliates, which itself 

operates as a barrier to entry for a supplier, like SEAFLO, seeking to compete without PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES’s distribution channel. 

251) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s dominance in the relevant market is growing. By its own 

admission, PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s strategy is to grow “[t]hrough strategic acquisitions, 

expansion both geographically and into new product lines,” and PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

describes itself as “focused on driving growth in its primary markets through the acquisition of 

companies..” Patrick has spent more than $550 million on acquisitions since 2023. Through these 

acquisitions, PATRICK INDUSTRIES has consolidated supply of many categories of RV 

components. PATRICK INDUSTRIES recently announced that it was acquiring its chief rival in 

the supply and distribution of RV components.  

252) Given PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s growth-by-acquisition strategy and its increasing 

size and scale, including its pending acquisition of Lippert, the anticompetitive effects of 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s monopolization of the Waterless P-traps Market is likely to be 

magnified rather than diminished absent relief. PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s acquisitive strategy 

and pending acquisition of Lippert makes it even less likely that a comparably effective alternative 

channel will emerge, further entrenching PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s dominant position. 

253) PATRICK INDUSTRIES willfully established, maintained and used, or attempted to 

establish, maintain and use, its monopoly power through exclusionary and predatory conduct, and 

not as a consequence of a superior product, business acumen, or historic accident. It did so by 

orchestrating a scheme, as described above, in which it abusively wielded the exclusivity and 
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Conflict of Interest terms of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract to lock up the Seaflo Product and shelve 

it (rather than sell it), while PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s affiliate LB sold the competing Utopia 

Uniguard without restriction. 

254) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s wielding of the exclusivity and Conflict of Interest terms 

of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract to foreclose competition in a substantial share of the Waterless P-

traps Market, as alleged in Count XII, independently constitutes exclusionary conduct for purposes 

of monopolization or attempted monopolization under this Count.  

255) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s exclusionary conduct included the conduct described 

above. Examples of this exclusionary conduct include: 

a) directing and agreeing that PATRICK INDUSTRIES not become “overly 
aggressive” in selling the Seaflo Product so as not to “force” LB “to sell the product 
to” one of the few major manufacturers “at a significantly reduced margin”;  

b) discussing whether token purchases of the Seaflo Product could be continued 
through PATRICK INDUSTRIES or another Patrick-affiliated company, “thereby 
maintaining the exclusivity” under the Seaflo-Patrick Contract;  

c) dangling the prospect of additional business before SEAFLO while knowing that 
SEAFLO could not realistically decline or terminate its relationship with 
PATRICK INDUSTRIES, given PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s monopoly power;  

d) continuing to supply the Seaflo Product “for the immediate future” so as not to 
“give SeaFlo a reason to seek a new distributor,” while transitioning the business 
to LB’s “competitive product … with nice margins”; and 

e) concealing the truth from SEAFLO, including through material misstatements 
and omissions, keeping material facts unwritten, and limiting information to a small 
group. 

256) PATRICK INDUSTRIES directed and authorized the manner in which the 

exclusionary conduct described herein was undertaken. Among other things, this coordination is 

evidence by Murray’s October, 2020 promise to “speak to the team”—meaning PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES leadership—regarding its affiliate LB’s request to suppress sales efforts for the 

Seaflo Product; the 2022 email exchange acknowledging that pushing sales of the cheaper and 
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higher quality Seaflo Product would create issues with LB; Smith’s May, 2024 directive that 

business for SEAFLO be transitioned to PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s affiliate LB; Batson’s April, 

2024 instructions issued simultaneously to personnel of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB; and 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s efforts to route continued purchases of the Seaflo Product through a 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES affiliate in an attempt to preserve exclusivity after the term of the Seaflo-

Patrick Contract.  

257) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s exclusionary and predatory conduct was undertaken 

through and in coordination with an entity, LB, whose decision-making PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

does not treat as independent of its own. PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB operate with little 

meaningful separation. PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB share overlapping officers and directors, 

including Andy L. Nemeth, Matthew S. Filer, and Joel Duthie, and PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

publicly lists LB among its own “240 Manufacturing and Distribution Centers in the U.S.” Andrew 

Batson simultaneously served, and continues to serve, as President and CEO of LB and as a Senior 

Vice President of PATRICK INDUSTRIES, and has publicly touted his role in leading the sale of 

LB to PATRICK INDUSTRIES. In addition, PATRICK INDUSTRIES and LB leadership 

communicated orally and in writing regarding the Utopia Uniguard product, the Seaflo-Patrick 

Contract, and how to operate under and/or evade that contract. These facts support attributing LB’s 

position in the relevant market to PATRICK INDUSTRIES. 

258) Injury to SEAFLO from that conduct was foreseeable. 

259) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s conduct as aforesaid was undertaken for the purpose of 

excluding competition in, and controlling, fixing and maintaining prices in, the relevant market. 

260) In the alternative, at all relevant times there was a dangerous probability that 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES, including through its affiliate LB, would achieve monopoly power in 
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the relevant market, and PATRICK INDUSTRIES acted with the specific intent to monopolize the 

relevant market. 

261) As a direct and proximate result of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s monopolization or 

attempted monopolization of the relevant market, SEAFLO suffered, and continues to suffer, 

injury in fact and antitrust injury. 

262) The violation alleged in this Count arises from PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s abusive 

and unlawful operation of the Seaflo-Patrick Contract after its execution through a series of 

discrete overt acts that each successively caused new damage to SEAFLO and was a new and 

independent wrong. Those overt acts include, among other things, the directive to suppress sales 

efforts for the Seaflo Product; each refusal to purchase the Seaflo Product; token purchases of the 

Seaflo Product, made to avoid giving SEAFLO a reason to seek a new distributor; sales of the 

Seaflo Product foreclosed by the exclusivity term as operated; directives to transition the business 

to LB; and the refusal to purchase the Seaflo Product and diversion of the business to LB.  

263) As described above, from 2019 through at least 2024, PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

undertook affirmative acts to conceal its actions that monopolized or attempted to monopolize the 

relevant market. Before obtaining PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s internal communications, SEAFLO 

did not know, and could not have known through the exercise of reasonable diligence, that 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES was using the Seaflo-Patrick Contract to monopolize or attempt to 

monopolize the relevant market through the conduct alleged herein.  

264) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s violation of the Illinois Antitrust Act was and is willful, 

entitling SEAFLO to treble damages pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2), and SEAFLO is entitled to 

recover its costs and reasonable attorney’s fees pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2). 
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WHEREFORE, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC prays for the 

entry of judgment against PATRICK INDUSTRIES for money damages in an amount to be proven 

at trial, such damages to be trebled pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2) upon a finding that the violation 

was willful, plus pre-judgment interest and its costs and reasonable attorney’s fees pursuant to 740 

ILCS 10/7(2), for injunctive and other equitable relief pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7, including relief 

enjoining PATRICK INDUSTRIES and its affiliates from continuing to monopolize or attempt to 

monopolize the Waterless P-traps Market, or other structural relief sufficient to restore competition 

in that market, and all other appropriate relief. 

COUNT XIV 
ILLINOIS ANTITRUST ACT—UNLAWFUL RESTRAINT OF TRADE (740 ILCS 

10/3(2)) VS PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

Merger Agreement With Lippert 

 

265) SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of this 

Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

266) PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert are the two major suppliers and distributors of 

component products to recreational vehicle manufacturers in the United States. They are direct, 

horizontal competitors in those businesses. PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert, and their 

affiliates, currently offer substantial overlapping product lines that compete directly with one 

another for sales and distribution to recreational vehicle manufacturers. Currently, they also have 

an incentive to supply high quality, low cost products that the other is not supplying. Suppliers and 

RV manufacturers attempt to play PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert off of each other to get 

better pricing, better quality, and more choices, among other things. 

267) On June 30, 2026, PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert announced that they had 

entered into a definitive agreement to combine in an all-stock merger (the “Merger Agreement”), 
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subject to required regulatory approvals. As of the date of this filing, federal antitrust regulators 

are reviewing the proposed merger and have not yet provided regulatory approval. 

268) The Merger Agreement is a “contract” and “combination” between two or more 

persons within the meaning of Section 3(2) of the Illinois Antitrust Act, 740 ILCS 10/3(2). 

269) The relevant market for purposes of this Count is the relevant market alleged in Count 

XII (the market for the purchase, sale, and/or distribution of waterless P-traps designed for use in 

recreational vehicles, or in the alternative, of P-traps designed for use in recreational vehicles). 

270) In addition, and separately, the relevant market for purposes of this Count is the 

market for the purchase, sale, and/or distribution of component products to recreational vehicle 

manufacturers (the “RV Components Market”).  

a) The products purchased, sold, and distributed in the RV Components Market have 
peculiar characteristics, specifications, requirements, and uses not shared by those 
outside the market.  

b) Many products purchased, sold, and distributed in the RV Components Market require 
some form of third-party certification before they may be sold into the RV OEM 
channel, and certification requirements vary significantly in difficulty across different 
RV component categories. Those certification requirements operate as a barrier to entry 
across the RV Components Market, in addition to the scale, warehousing, and 
relationship barriers described below. 

c) The products purchased, sold, and distributed in the RV Components Market serve a 
distinct set of customers who purchase the products for installation in RV production.  

d) Pricing of products purchased, sold, and distributed in the RV Components Market are 
tracked and set separately from ordinary components and components purchased, sold, 
and distributed in other markets. 

e) RV manufacturers who participate in the RV Components Market would not, in 
response to a small but significant price increase, acquire ordinary components 
available outside the RV Components Market. Nor would they switch to a distributor 
that operates outside the RV Components Market. 

f) Consumers in the relevant market do not view products purchased, sold, and distributed 
outside the RV Components Market as a reasonable substitute for products purchased, 
sold, and distributed in the RV Components Market.  
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g) Companies and professionals in the industry do not view products purchased, sold, and 
distributed outside the RV Components Market as reasonable substitutes for products 
purchased, sold, and distributed in the RV Components Market. They view the different 
types of components as distinct product categories and not as a mere subset of a broader 
category. 

h) The parties themselves do not view products purchased, sold, and distributed outside 
the RV Components Market as reasonable substitutes for products purchased, sold, and 
distributed in the RV Components Market. The parties themselves view them as distinct 
product categories and not as a mere subset of a broader category. 

271) The relevant geographic market for this Count, for both the Waterless P-traps Market 

and the RV Components Market, is the United States.4 

272) PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert are the two largest participants in the RV 

Components Market. According to those knowledgeable about the industry, the proposed 

combination of PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert would touch nearly every stage of RV 

assembly—from chassis systems and structural components to interior finishes and aftermarket 

parts. Industry insiders have estimated the combined company could supply well over half of the 

products and materials used in a typical recreational vehicle. Industry participants believe it will 

be impractical if not economically impossible to build RVs at scale without doing business with 

the combined entity, which will have control of the market for many RV components and 

distribution. 

273) The customer base for the RV Components Market is itself highly concentrated. A 

small number of original equipment manufacturers account for a substantial share of RV 

production, purchasing, and distribution. This concentration on the customer side magnifies the 

anticompetitive effects of the merger. 

 
4 In the alternative, the relevant geographic market is Northern Indiana, where the RV-related 
industry is concentrated. 
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274) The products and distribution services in the RV Components Market serve a distinct 

set of customers: recreational vehicle manufacturers. RV manufacturers do not view direct 

relationships with individual component manufacturers or distributors as a substitute for the 

products and distribution services PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert provide. 

275) A supplier or distributor seeking to serve RV manufacturers at scale cannot practically 

replicate the catalog of products available, distribution scale, warehousing network, and 

entrenched manufacturer relationships that PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert have each 

developed over time. That scale and those relationships operate as a barrier to entry in the relevant 

markets. A further barrier exists because PATRICK INDUSTRIES  and Lippert have consolidated 

manufacture and supply of many necessary RV components and prefer to purchase products from 

their own affiliates rather than from independent companies. 

276) RV manufacturers would not, in response to a small but significant increase in the 

prices charged for RV component products supplied or distributed by PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

and Lippert, turn instead to direct relationships with individual component manufacturers or 

suppliers. Doing so would require RV manufacturers to replicate the sourcing, warehousing, and 

logistical functions that PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert perform at scale—functions 

industry participants consider it impractical, if not economically impossible, to replicate. 

277) PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert view one another as direct, horizontal 

competitors in the RV Components Market, as reflected in their overlapping product lines and 

their head-to-head competition with regard to suppliers and RV manufacturers. 

278) The Merger Agreement, if consummated, will foreclose competition between 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert in a substantial share of the relevant markets and will give 

the combined company the vast majority of those markets. The elimination of that head-to-head 
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competition will permit the combined company to raise the prices and lower the quality of the 

component products for RV manufacturers, to the detriment of RV manufacturers and consumers. 

The probable effect of the merger is to substantially lessen competition and to tend to create a 

monopoly in the relevant markets, and that lessening of competition will continue unless remedied. 

279) But for PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s unlawful conduct, SEAFLO could have sold the 

Seaflo Product to other distributors, potentially including Lippert, and could have reached RV 

manufacturers. Combining PATRICK INDUSTRIES with Lippert eliminates a potential 

alternative distribution channel available to SEAFLO, as well as other suppliers. 

280) The Chairman of the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Antitrust, Competition 

Policy, and Consumer Rights has raised antitrust concerns about the proposed combination, 

warning that the combination “raises significant antitrust concerns” and would create “a supplier 

of considerable scale across multiple component categories critical to RV manufacturers, which 

warrants close scrutiny.” 

281) The anticompetitive effects of the Merger Agreement, including the elimination of 

competition between the two largest suppliers and distributors of RV component products and the 

elimination of an alternative distribution channel for suppliers such as SEAFLO, outweigh any 

procompetitive justification. The cost savings PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert have claimed 

for the transaction do not offset the harm to competition, to RV manufacturers, and to consumers 

in the relevant markets. 

282) The Merger Agreement unreasonably restrains trade in the relevant markets in 

violation of Section 3(2) of the Illinois Antitrust Act, 740 ILCS 10/3(2). 

283) Unless the merger is enjoined, SEAFLO will suffer injury in fact and antitrust injury 

as a direct and proximate result of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s unlawful conduct. 
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284) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s violation of the Illinois Antitrust Act was and is willful, 

entitling SEAFLO to treble damages pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2), and SEAFLO is entitled to 

recover its costs and reasonable attorney’s fees pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2). 

WHEREFORE, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC prays for the 

entry of judgment against PATRICK INDUSTRIES for money damages in an amount to be proven 

at trial, such damages to be trebled pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2) upon a finding that the violation 

was willful, plus pre-judgment interest and its costs and reasonable attorney’s fees pursuant to 740 

ILCS 10/7(2), for injunctive and other equitable relief pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7, including relief 

enjoining consummation of the Merger Agreement or its operation in the relevant markets, or 

directing divestiture or other structural relief sufficient to restore competition in the relevant 

markets, and all other appropriate relief. 

COUNT XV 
ILLINOIS ANTITRUST ACT— MONOPOLIZATION AND ATTEMPTED 

MONOPOLIZATION (740 ILCS 10/3(3)) VS PATRICK INDUSTRIES 

Merger Agreement With Lippert 

 

285) SEAFLO realleges and incorporates by reference each of the paragraphs of this 

Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

286) At all relevant times, PATRICK INDUSTRIES, acting on its own and through its 

affiliates, possessed monopoly power in the relevant market alleged in Count XII, and PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES possesses, or upon consummation of the Merger Agreement will possess, 

monopoly power in the RV Components Market alleged in Count XIV.  

287) By its own admission, PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s strategy is to grow through 

strategic acquisitions and expansion into new product lines. PATRICK INDUSTRIES has spent 

more than $550 million on acquisitions since 2023 and has completed 65 acquisitions since 2017. 

As a result of those acquisitions, PATRICK INDUSTRIES  has already consolidated supply of 

F
IL

E
D

 D
A

T
E

: 
9
/3

/2
0
2
6
 1

0
:3

5
 A

M
  
 2

0
2
4
L
0
0
6
9
5
6



76 

many necessary RV components. The Merger Agreement is the culmination of that strategy: the 

acquisition of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s chief rival for the supply and distribution in the RV 

Components Market. 

288) PATRICK INDUSTRIES willfully established, maintained and used, or attempted to 

establish, maintain and use, monopoly power in the relevant markets through exclusionary and 

predatory conduct, and not as a consequence of a superior product, business acumen, or historic 

accident, by entering into the Merger Agreement to acquire Lippert and thereby eliminate its chief 

rival, rather than competing with Lippert on the merits. 

289) PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert have competed vigorously against one another 

for the business of RV manufacturers and suppliers, including by offering incentives and favorable 

terms to induce them to select one company’s products over the other’s. Suppliers and RV 

manufacturers have benefited from that competition, and from their ability to play PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES and Lippert off of one another. If the Merger Agreement is consummated, 

PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert will no longer compete against one another because they 

will be a single company. The elimination of that competition will deprive RV manufacturers and 

suppliers of their ability to play PATRICK INDUSTRIES and Lippert off of each other, resulting 

in higher prices, less favorable terms, and reduced choice. It will also deprive PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES  and Lippert of the incentive to compete against each other in overlapping and non-

overlapping categories, as they will be a single company. 

290) The Merger Agreement raises the already substantial barriers to entry in the relevant 

markets alleged above. RV manufacturers prefer to purchase their component products, including 

waterless P-traps, through the major distributors and their affiliates. If the merger is approved, a 
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supplier seeking to reach RV manufacturers outside PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s distribution 

channel would have no comparably effective alternative. 

291) The Merger Agreement makes it increasingly unlikely that a comparably effective 

alternative distribution channel will emerge, further entrenching dependence on PATRICK 

INDUSTRIES for access to the relevant markets. 

292) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s conduct was and is undertaken for the purpose of 

excluding competition in, and controlling, fixing and maintaining prices in, the relevant markets. 

293) In the alternative, there is a dangerous probability that PATRICK INDUSTRIES will 

achieve monopoly power in the relevant markets, and PATRICK INDUSTRIES entered into the 

Merger Agreement with the specific intent to monopolize the relevant markets. 

294) As a direct and proximate result of PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s monopolization or 

attempted monopolization of the relevant markets, SEAFLO has suffered, and will suffer, antitrust 

injury and damages. Unless the Merger Agreement is enjoined, or other structural relief is ordered, 

competition in the relevant markets will be harmed. RV manufacturers and consumers will face 

higher prices, lower quality, and less choice.  

295) PATRICK INDUSTRIES’s violation of the Illinois Antitrust Act was and is willful, 

entitling SEAFLO to treble damages pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2), and SEAFLO is entitled to 

recover its costs and reasonable attorney’s fees pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2). 

WHEREFORE, SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC prays for the 

entry of judgment against PATRICK INDUSTRIES for money damages in an amount to be proven 

at trial, such damages to be trebled pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7(2) upon a finding that the violation 

was willful, plus pre-judgment interest and its costs and reasonable attorney’s fees pursuant to 740 

ILCS 10/7(2), for injunctive and other equitable relief pursuant to 740 ILCS 10/7, including relief 
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enjoining consummation of the Merger Agreement or its operation in the relevant markets, or 

directing divestiture or other structural relief sufficient to restore competition in the relevant 

markets, and all other appropriate relief. 

SEAFLO MARINE AND RV NORTH AMERICA, LLC 

By:  /s/ Gabriel K. Gillett  
      One of its Attorneys 

Marc S. Mayer 
MAYER AND MARSH 
123 W. Madison 700 
Chicago, IL 60602 
312 980 0462 
#24990 
mmayer@mayerandmarshlaw.com 
 
Andrew W. Vail 
Gabriel K. Gillett 
Joseph G. Bisceglia 
JENNER & BLOCK LLP (#05003) 
353 N. Clark Street 
Chicago, IL 60654 
(312) 222-9350 
avail@jenner.com 
ggillett@jenner.com 
jbisceglia@jenner.com 
 
Counsel for Plaintiff  
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SUPREME COURT RULE 222 AFFIDAVIT 
 

Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 222, the undersigned, attorney for Plaintiff in the above 

entitled matter states that the total amount of damages sought exceeds $50,000.00. 

/s/ Gabriel K. Gillett 

 

 

Marc S. Mayer 
MAYER AND MARSH 
123 W. Madison 700 
Chicago, IL 60602 
312 980 0462 
#24990 
mmayer@mayerandmarshlaw.com 
 
Andrew W. Vail 
Gabriel K. Gillett 
Joseph G. Bisceglia 
JENNER & BLOCK LLP (#05003) 
353 N. Clark Street 
Chicago, IL 60654 
(312) 222-9350 
avail@jenner.com 
ggillett@jenner.com 
jbisceglia@jenner.com 
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EXHIBIT 1 

FILED
9/3/2026 10:35 AM
Mariyana T. Spyropoulos
CIRCUIT CLERK
COOK COUNTY, IL
2024L006956
Calendar, S
39832054

F
IL

E
D

 D
A

T
E

: 
9
/3

/2
0
2
6
 1

0
:3

5
 A

M
  
 2

0
2
4
L
0
0
6
9
5
6

Hearing Date: No hearing scheduled
Location: <<CourtRoomNumber>>
Judge: Calendar, S
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0 LaSalle Bristol 

From: "Chris Murray" <murrayc@patrickind.com>
To: "Brian Hess" <bhess@lasallebristol.com>

Subject: RE: Quick Conversation
Date: Wed, 14 Oct 2020 15:32:46 +0000

Importance: Normal
Inline-Images: image001.jpg

Hi Brian,
 
I appreciate the note.  I think the guys at PD & Seaflo just feel like they have a superior mousetrap, they are not selling on
price.  I completely understand and appreciate where you are coming from, and certainly support the effort to keep overall
margins as high as possible.
 
I’ll speak to the team and let them know of your concern as well.
 
Thanks for reaching out.
 
Christopher M. Murray 
Office: (574) 970-8345
Mobile: (574) 361-6437
 
Patrick Industries (NASDAQ: PATK)
1930 West Lusher Avenue
Elkhart, IN 46517
 
From: Brian Hess <bhess@lasallebristol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 9:31 AM
To: Chris Murray <murrayc@patrickind.com>
Subject: Quick Conversation
 
Hey Chris
 
Hope you are having a good morning. What I wanted to talk to you about is SeaFlow waterless P-traps on Century Drive,
Forest River.  My sales team is telling me that you guys are getting aggressive to try and take this business.  We presently
have all the business through our Uniguard product on Century Drive and have most of the business right now.  I am
hopeful that you guys will not get overly aggressive here and force us to sell the product to all of Forest River at a
significantly reduced margin.
 
Please feel free to give me a call to discuss in further detail.  Have a great day!
 

         Brian Hess     I    Vice President, Sales - RV
         Cell:  574.361.5185
         601 County Road 17, Elkhart, IN 46515
         bhess@LaSalleBristol.com
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From: "Chris Murray" <murrayc@patrickind.com>
To: "Trenton Miller" <millert3@patrickind.com>

Subject: RE: Waterless P-Trap Push
Date: Wed, 20 Apr 2022 15:28:12 +0000

Importance: Normal
Inline-Images: image001.png

Completely agree on all fronts.  Thanks for the info Trenton. 
 
Have a great day!
 
Christopher M. Murray 
Office: (574) 970-8345
Mobile: (574) 361-6437
 
Patrick Industries (NASDAQ: PATK)
1930 West Lusher Avenue
Elkhart, IN 46517
 
From: Trenton Miller <millert3@patrickind.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2022 10:39 AM
To: Chris Murray <murrayc@patrickind.com>
Subject: RE: Waterless P-Trap Push
 
Morning Chris,
 
They did not relay how much of a savings just that there was one. The three people that looked at it liked ours
better and they liked the SeaFlo pitch as well. 
The SeaFlo looks and feels like a higher quality part.
 
Regards,
 
Trenton 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
 
 
 
-------- Original message --------
From: Chris Murray <murrayc@patrickind.com>
Date: 4/20/22 9:28 AM (GMT-05:00)
To: Trenton Miller <millert3@patrickind.com>
Subject: RE: Waterless P-Trap Push
 
Trenton,
 
Do you have any idea how much of a savings?  I just want to be prepared if I get complaints from the LSB side that we’re
quoting against them.  I’d like to be able to tell them that we’re very close on price but the customer liked our product / design
better.
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Thanks.
 
Christopher M. Murray 
Office: (574) 970-8345
Mobile: (574) 361-6437
 
Patrick Industries (NASDAQ: PATK)
1930 West Lusher Avenue
Elkhart, IN 46517
 
From: Trenton Miller <millert3@patrickind.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2022 9:11 AM
To: Orrin Price <priceo@patrickind.com>; P100 Sales <p100sales@patrickind.com>
Subject: RE: Waterless P-Trap Push
 
Morning guys,
 
Just wanted to give you guys a heads up. We are a cost savings against the Uniguard waterless p trap that LaSalle
is pushing right now. That is for FR pricing.
 
Regards,
 
Trenton
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
 
 
 
-------- Original message --------
From: Orrin Price <priceo@patrickind.com>
Date: 4/18/22 12:14 PM (GMT-05:00)
To: P100 Sales <p100sales@patrickind.com>
Subject: Waterless P-Trap Push
 
Good afternoon gentleman,
 
I had a very productive meeting with SeaFlo last week. SeaFlo has proven to be a quality focused and innovative company.
They are currently providing RDI with battery disconnect switches and water pumps. Recently they started producing the
flexible gas lines for them under the name
South Bend Components. Going into the meeting I thought that they were going to pull our waterless P-trap line give it to
RDI, since we have not been able to land volume business.
 
Instead, the meeting went in the exact opposite direction. SeaFlo is highly marine focused and they see the benefit that a
company like Patrick can offer them. They understand that their meal ticket is in marine and is hoping that Patrick can
represent them on the marine side. I’m working with our VP over marine to get this established. They said that they
would be open to bringing the other product lines under Patrick’s roof if the marine sales take off and we can prove
ourselves on the RV side.
 
With that said, we need a huge push to get these waterless p traps moving.  This focus needs to be stronger than our
initial push years back.  I’m going to put a sample on everyone’s desk and need discussions to start happening with
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0 ....... 
PATRICK 
Distribution 

customers this week.  Understand that if we fail to get these moving, SeaFlo will take the line to RDI. If we succeed, it
opens up the chances of us pulling the battery disconnect and water pump business over to Patrick.
 
Please come to me with any questions.
 
 
Thank you,
 
 
 

Orrin Price
Business Unit Director
Patrick Distribution
Cell (574) 612-6271
priceo@patrickind.com
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From: "David Smith" <DaveS@alphallc.us>
To: "Andrew Batson" <abatson@lasallebristol.com>, "sjanowski@collins-n-co.com" <sjanowski@collins-n-co.com>, "Michael Lambdin" <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Cc: "Jim Downs" <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>, "Robert Coffel" <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>, "Tracy Scheetz" <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>, "Doug Mirth" <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>

Subject: Re: SeaFlo drain valve
Date: Wed, 15 May 2024 16:33:32 +0000

Importance: Normal

All,
I removed Orrin from this. SeaFlow has sent us a document from their legal team about bridging the gap with our commitments we made.  They feel we owe them somewhere in the neighborhood of
$2m to offset the shortage.  I'd prefer to not buy anything from them at this point.  If we can transition this business to Lasalle, that would be great.

David V Smith III
Patrick Industries Group VP
Plastics, Adhesives and Distribution

From: Andrew Batson <abatson@lasallebristol.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 2:02:05 PM
To: David Smith <DaveS@alphallc.us>; sjanowski@collins-n-co.com <sjanowski@collins-n-co.com>; Orrin Price <priceo@patrickind.com>; Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Cc: Orrin Price <priceo@patrickind.com>; Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>; Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>; Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>
Subject: SeaFlo drain valve
 
All,
 
Thank you for the responses regarding SeaFlo.  I suspect all will likely “take a pass” on the SeaFlo product given the high order quantity and slow movement.  Let’s plan on transitioning this part to LSB
as planned.  Please MINIMIZE vendor communication to the necessary accounting and logistics folks if possible. 
 
As a bit of background, LaSalle Bristol makes a competitive product in Plymouth with nice margins.  We will keep supplying the current SeaFlo product to existing customers for the immediate future, as
we do not want to give SeaFlo a reason to seek a new distributor (but realize there is a risk they will make that decision).  Please discuss with Doug before placing an additional SeaFlo order.
 
Thank you all.
 
Andrew
 
From: Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 1:35 PM
To: Andrew Batson <abatson@lasallebristol.com>
Subject: FW: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
Andrew,
 
Response from David Smith regarding SeaFlo product.
 
Thanks,
 
Doug
 
 
From: David Smith <DaveS@alphallc.us>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 1:34 PM
To: Orrin Price <priceo@patrickind.com>; Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>; Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Cc: Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>; Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>; Steven Janowski <sjanowski@collins-n-co.com>
Subject: Re: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
We would need to look at the sales vs inventory requirement.  If it doesn’t have an upward trajectory then we would take a pass.
 
David V Smith III
Patrick Industries Group VP
Plastics, Adhesives and Distribution

From: Orrin Price <priceo@patrickind.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 1:31:08 PM
To: Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>; Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Cc: Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>; Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>; David Smith <DaveS@alphallc.us>; Steven Janowski <sjanowski@collins-n-co.com>
Subject: RE: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
This will be up to Steve Janowski and David Smith. Both are copied on this reply. 
 
 
Thank you,
 
 
Orrin
 
From: Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 1:24 PM
To: Orrin Price <priceo@patrickind.com>; Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Cc: Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>; Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>
Subject: RE: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle

PATRICKLASALLE_00002024

F
IL

E
D

 D
A

T
E

: 
9
/3

/2
0
2
6
 1

0
:3

5
 A

M
  
 2

0
2
4
L
0
0
6
9
5
6

mailto:DaveS@alphallc.us
mailto:priceo@patrickind.com
mailto:dmirth@lasallebristol.com
mailto:lambdinm@patrickind.com
mailto:jdowns@lasallebristol.com
mailto:rcoffel@lasallebristol.com
mailto:ScheetzT@patrickind.com
mailto:sjanowski@collins-n-co.com
mailto:priceo@patrickind.com
mailto:dmirth@lasallebristol.com
mailto:lambdinm@patrickind.com
mailto:jdowns@lasallebristol.com
mailto:rcoffel@lasallebristol.com
mailto:ScheetzT@patrickind.com
mailto:DaveS@alphallc.us
mailto:sjanowski@collins-n-co.com
mailto:dmirth@lasallebristol.com
mailto:priceo@patrickind.com
mailto:lambdinm@patrickind.com
mailto:jdowns@lasallebristol.com
mailto:rcoffel@lasallebristol.com
mailto:ScheetzT@patrickind.com


 
Orrin,
 
Can PD or Collins continue to purchase these products from SeaFlo, thereby maintaining the exclusivity and Collins could distribute the products to the current customers?
 
Thanks,

Doug
 
 
From: Orrin Price <priceo@patrickind.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 1:19 PM
To: Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>; Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Cc: Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>; Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>
Subject: RE: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
Possibly but Zach with SeaFlo knows about LaSalle’s waterless P trap and may hesitate to keep the business with its large competitor.
 
From: Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 1:08 PM
To: Orrin Price <priceo@patrickind.com>; Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Cc: Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>; Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>
Subject: RE: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
Orrin and Michael,
 
If we (PD or LaSalle) continue to purchase the SeaFlo product, do you feel we can maintain the exclusivity in the RV market with the product?
 
Thanks,

Doug
 
 
From: Orrin Price <priceo@patrickind.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 12:37 PM
To: Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>; Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>
Cc: Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>; Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>
Subject: RE: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
Good afternoon,
 
PD did have the exclusive on this in the RV market, but the deal was a handshake agreement. I believe once SeaFlo learns of this move, they may open it up to RDI who is currently selling other
SeaFlo product.
 
 
Thank you,
 
 
Orrin
 
From: Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 11:32 AM
To: Orrin Price <priceo@patrickind.com>; Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>
Cc: Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>; Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>
Subject: FW: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
Hi Doug, I believe that may have been the case, but will CC in Orrin to confirm.
 
Orrin, would you please see below and advise on the SeaFlo P-trap exclusivity for PD in the RV market?
 

 
 
 
From: Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2024 11:26 AM
To: Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Cc: Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>; Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>
Subject: RE: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
Hi Michael,
 
I hope all is well.
 
Do you know if Patrick Distribution has or had an exclusive from SeaFlo to distribute the 97776 Self Sealing Waste Trap to the RV market?
 
Thanks,
 
Doug
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From: Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2024 10:14 AM
To: Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>
Cc: Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>; Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>
Subject: RE: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
Thank you for confirming Doug. Have a great day everyone.
 
Mike Lambdin
Purchasing
Patrick Distribution
5400 Beck Drive • Elkhart, IN 46516
 

p   574-295-6325
E   lambdinm@patrickind.com 
w  www.patrickdistribution.com
 

  

 
From: Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2024 10:10 AM
To: Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Cc: Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>; Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>
Subject: RE: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
Michael,
 
The plan is to eliminate this item and its accessories once the stock is depleted.
 
Thanks,

Doug
 
 
From: Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2024 9:34 AM
To: Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>; Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>
Cc: Doug Mirth <dmirth@lasallebristol.com>; Jim Downs <jdowns@lasallebristol.com>
Subject: Re: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
Michael,
 
Thank you for asking!  We really appreciate your assistance in this transition. 
 
I think as a general rule, on most rough plumbing parts that would be ordered under similar circumstances as outlined below, we should be working with Doug Mirth (VP of Plumbing at
LSB) and Jim Downs, out director of Purchasing.  In nearly all instances we will have comparable parts that we can consider transitioning the customer too.
 
I have copied those two on your email below and would expect that you would receive some guidance from them as soon as they are able to do so.
 
Let me know if you have any additional questions.
 
Rob
 

signatureImage

Rob Coffel | GM Decorative Products and Plumbing Fixtures
Office 574-295-8400 x4616
Cell 574-286-5033
601 County Road 17, Elkhart IN 46516
rcoffel@lasallebristol.com  www.lasallebristol.com
 

From: Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2024 7:11:50 AM
To: Robert Coffel <rcoffel@lasallebristol.com>
Subject: FW: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
 
 
From: Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2024 8:01 AM
To: Tracy Scheetz <ScheetzT@patrickind.com>
Cc: Michael Lambdin <lambdinm@patrickind.com>
Subject: PD part 97776 going to LaSalle
 
Good morning Tracy,
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A few items that I currently buy, that are not EL, are not going with me to Sigma. It looks like most are being divided between LaSalle and Collins, with some being eliminated. One item that I
was told is going to LaSalle is part 97776, the self-sealing P-trap from SeaFlo. The P-trap and it’s accessories (97777, 97778) are all relatively slow movers with decently high MOQs. Lead
time is about 4 months as the vendor imports these.
 
For the 97776 our current 3-month average use is 587/month and my MOQ is 10,000 pcs. I currently have 2,677 pcs on hand, so just about time to re-order. But if I re-order that’s over a year
of stock. Can someone at LaSalle, perhaps someone who buys a similar line and may take these over, review this information and let me know how they want me to proceed? I also thought
there was a chance LaSalle would eliminate this line and it accessories once stock is depleted.
 
Please let me know what you think, thank you!
 

 

 
Mike Lambdin
Purchasing
Patrick Distribution
5400 Beck Drive • Elkhart, IN 46516
 

p   574-295-6325
E   lambdinm@patrickind.com 
w  www.patrickdistribution.com
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Gmai Zach Grassi <zachgrassi1@gmail.com> 

LaSalle PO# 868939 
12 messages 

Anne Cavanaugh <acavanaugh@lasal lebristol.com> Thu, Jul 18, 2024 at 12:23 PM 

To: "frank@seafloUSA.com" <frank@seaflousa.com>, "Joe@SeafloUSA.com" <Joe@seaflousa.com>, 

"zach@SeafloUSA.com" <zach@seaflousa .com> 

Good afternoon, gentlemen. I entered this PO the other day and sent it out, but I did not have any updated contact 

information at that time. Can one of you let me know if this order has been received/entered, and send me a 

confirmation? Also, can you let me know MOQs, carton quanti ties , lead times, etc.? Thank you so much. 

Anne 

Anne Cavanaugh 

Sr. Inventory Analyst - Procurement 

Office 574-295-8400 ext 4681 Fax 574-295-1308 

601 County Road 17, Elkhart IN 46516 

acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com www.lasallebristol.com 

Disclaimer 

The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by t he recip ient 
and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified t hat any disclosure, copying, 
distribution or taking action in relat ion of the contents of this information is strict ly proh ibi ted and may be unlawful. 

This ema il has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd , an 
innovator in Software as a Servi ce (SaaS) for business . Providing a safer and more useful place for you r huma n generated 
data. Specializing in; Securi ty, archiving and compliance . To find out more CIiek Here-

- ~ LaSalle PO.pdf 
-l 31K 

Joseph Cirillo <joe@seaflousa.com> Fri , Jul 19, 2024 at 1 :21 PM 
Reply-To: joe@seaflousa.com 

To: Anne Cavanaugh <acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com> 

Cc: "frank@seafloUSA.com" <frank@seaflousa.com >, "zach@SeafloUSA.com" <zach@seaflousa.com> 

Hello Anne, 

We have received your PO. I have to check inventory etc. I will get back to you asap. 

Best Regards, 
Joseph Cirillo 
Seaflo Marine & RV North America LLC 
National Sales Manager 

www.seaflous .com 
Joe@seaflousa.com 
Cell Phone: 732-585--5398 
3602 West Sample Street 
South Bend, lndlana 46619 

SEA000327 

3/24/2026, 6:45 PM 
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Click the link below or our catalogs: 

@seaflousa I Linktree 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Anne Cavanaugh <acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com> Fri , Jul 19, 2024 at 1 :37 PM 

To: "joe@seaflousa.com" <joe@seaflousa.com> 

Cc: "frank@seafloUSA.com" <frank@seaflousa.com>, "zach@SeafloUSA.com" <zach@seaflousa.com> 

Perfect - thank you for the response. -

Anne 

From: Joseph Cirillo <joe@seaflousa.com> 

Sent: Friday, July 19, 2024 1:22 PM 

To: Anne Cavanaug <acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com> 

Cc: frank@seafloUSA.com; zach@SeafloUSA.com 

Subject: Re: LaSa lle PO# 868939 

*******-*This Message originated outside your organization."••--••-••• 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Joseph Cirillo <joe@seaflousa.com> Fri, Jul 19, 2024 at 1 :44 PM 
Reply-To: joe@seaflousa.com 

To : Anne Cavanaugh <acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com> 

Cc: "frank@seafloUSA.com" <frank@seaflousa.com>, "zach@SeafloUSA.com" <zach@seaflousa.com> 

Hello Anne, 

I was informed we currently have an exclusive agreement with another distributor with this part. We will reach out if 
anything changes. Thanks! 

Best Regards, 
Joseph Cirillo 
Seaflo Marine & RV North America LLC 
National Sales Manager 
www.seaflousa.com 
Joe@seaflousa.com 
Cell Phone: 732-585-5398 

3602 West Sample Street 
South Bend. Indiana 46619 

Click the link below for our cata logs: 

@seaflousa I Linktree 

SEA000328 

3/24/2026 6:45 PM 
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Anne Cavanaugh <acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com> Fri , Jul 19, 2024 at 1 :48 PM 

To : "joe@seaflousa.com" <joe@seaflousa.com> 
Cc: "frank@seafloUSA.com" <frank@seaflousa.com>, "zach@SeafloUSA.com" <zach@seaflousa.com> 

Thank you , Joe - does that mean for all three parts on the PO? Just for clarity. And thank you for the 

quick response. 

Anne 

From: Joseph Ciri ll o <joe@seaflousa.com> 

Sent: Friday, July 19, 2024 1:45 PM 

To: Anne Cavanaugh <acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com> 

Cc: frank@seafloUSA.com; zach@SeafloUSA.com 

Subj t; Re: LaSalle PO# 8689 9 

**********This Message originated outside your organization.*******--**** 

Hello Anne, 

IOuoted text hidden] 

{Quoted text hidden] 

Joseph Cirillo <joe@seaflousa.com> Mon, Jul 22 , 2024 at 1 :00 PM 
Reply-To: joe@seaflousa.com 
To: Anne Cavanaugh <acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com>, "zach@SeafloUSA.com" <zach@seaflousa.com> 

SEA000329 

3/24/2026. 6:45 P zyxwvutsrqponmlkjihgfedcbaZYXWVUTSRQPONMLKJIHGFEDCBA
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Hello Anne, 

It was great speaking with you Friday. We are reviewing this internally, we appreciate your patience. 

Best Regards, 
Joseph Ciri llo 
Seaflo Marine & RV North America LLC 
National Sales Manager 
www.seaflousa.com 
Joe@seaflousa .corn 
Cell Phone: 732-585-5398 
3602 West Sample Street 
South Bend, Indiana 46619 

Sci\ 
Click the link below for our catalogs: 

@seaflousa I Linktree 

{Quoted text hidden] 

Anne Cavanaugh <acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com> Mon, Jul 22 , 2024 at 2:57 PM 

To: "joe@seaflousa.com" <joe@seaflousa.com>, "zach@SeafloUSA.com" <zach@seaflousa.com> 

Hello, Joe and Zach. Thank you for the emai l. I have made a revision to the original PO, and created a 
second one (both attached). Hopefully this works for you, too. On the revised PO 868939, I have 

increased the Seaflo p-trap parts to meet the MOQ, and deleted the water pumps. I have created a new 

PO 869287, for just the water pumps. I think this was how they were ordered in the past , as separate 

purchases. Hopefully th is will make it more understandable and allow LaSalle to maintain the exclusivity 

on the Seaflo p-traps. I appreciate your patience with me, too, as I learn more about Seaflo. Thank you 
so much, and have a great day. 

Ann 

Ann Cavan ugh 

Sr. Inventory Analy t - Procurement 

~ , LaSalle Bristol 
Office 574-295-8400 ext 4681 Fax 574-295-1308 

601 County Road 17, Elkhart IN 46516 

fil,ayanaugh@lasaUebristoj ,com www,lasallebristol .com 

SEA000330 

3/24/2026, 6:45 PM 
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[Quoted text hidden] 

2 attachments 

~ ~ LaSalle PO.pdf 
w 31 K 

LaSalle PO.pdf 

31K 

Joseph Cirillo <joe@seaflousa .com> 

Reply-To: joe@seaflousa.com 

To: Anne Cavanaugh <acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com> 

Cc: "zach@SeafloUSA.com" <zach@seaflousa.com> 

Hello Anne , 

Well received, please give us time to review, I appreciate your patience. 

Best Regards, 
Joseph Cirillo 
Seaflo Marine & RV North America LLC 
National Sales Manager 

www.seaflousa.com 
Joe@seaflousa.com 
Cell Phone: 732-585-5398 

3602 West Sample Street 
South Bend, Indiana 46619 

Click the link below for our catalogs: 

@seaflousa I Linktree 

(Quoted text hidden] 

Tue, Jul 23, 2024 at 10:47 AM 

Joseph Cirillo <joe@seaflousa.com> Fri, Jul 26 , 2024 at 12:23 PM 
Reply-To: joe@seaflousa.com 

To: Christopher Kapsaskis <chris@seaflousa .com>, rnmayer@mayerandmarshlaw.com, john <john@seaflousa.com>, 
Zach Grassi <zach@seaflousa.com> 

Hello All, 

This is my communication with La Sal le Bristol. I will also forward their fi rst email to our sales@seaflousa.com, it was 
just a PO, no message in the body of the email. 

There should be 2 attachments of Po's in this email. Please let me know if you receive it. 

Best Regards, 
Joseph Cirillo 
Seaflo Marine & RV North America LLC 
National Sales Manager 

www.seaflousa.com 
Joe@seaflousa.com 
Cell Phone: 732-585-5398 
3602 West Sample Street 
South Bend, Indiana 46619 

SEA000331 

3/24/2026, 6:45 PM 
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Click the link below for our catalogs: 

@seaflousa I Linktree 

[Quoted text hidden] 

2 attachments 

j LaSalle PO.pdf 

31K 

d LaSalle PO.pdf 
31K 

Anne Cavanaugh <acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com> 

To: "joe@seaflousa.com" <joe@seaflousa.com> 

Cc: "zach@SeafloUSA.com" <zach@seaflousa .com> 

Thu , Nov 7, 2024 at 8:28 AM 

Good morning, gentlemen - I hope th is email finds you both wel l. I am writing to request that you cance l 

my two open purchase orders - PO 868939 and PO 869287 - from your system, and to confirm that 

back to me. Thank you both for your patience and for helping me with this. Best wishes to you both for 

the upcoming holiday season . 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Joseph Cirillo <joe@seaflousa.com> 
Reply-To: joe@seaflousa.com 

To: Anne Cavanaugh <acavanaugh@lasallebristol.com> 

Cc: "zach@SeafloUSA.com" <zach@seaflousa.com> 

Hello Anne, 

We have cancelled these orders. 

Best Regards. 
Joseph Cirillo 
Seaflo Marine & RV North America LLC 
National Sales Manager 
www.seaflousa.com 
Joe@seaflousa.com 
Cell Phone: 732-585-5398 
3602 West Sample Street 
South Bend, Ind iana 46619 

s /\ 
fo, )'OIJ 

Click the link below for our catalogs: 

@seaflousa I Linklree 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Zach Grassi <zach@seaflousa.com> 
To: Christopher Kap askis <chris@seaflousa.com> 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Thu, Nov 7, 2024 at 8:46 AM 

Wed , Aug 27 , 2025 at 7:02 PM 

SEA000332 

3/24/2026, 6:45 PM 
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