


you are wing the other ar a club in 
visitation with this kid, you both might be 
excisedfr.om this child's lifi. (Tr. p. 156) 

what's fair to your child but your stuck in 
the mode, sir, ihaf you either have to have 
50/50 or nothing, well then shame on you. 

Some of Judge Digangi's insulting 
comments in his concluding statement: 

... the way you people are acting righl now, 
I bet you your two-year old child can make 
better choices. (Tr. p. 157-158) 

... in criminal court they say the bad guys 
are acting their best. In the probate court ... 
the nicest people act their worst ... I think 
I've seen you both hopefully at yow worst 
(Tr. p. 159) 

Your kid is at the bottom o f  the hill waiting 
for vou both to roll down on him I 

This is an idle threat since Judge Digangi 
proved that he would rehse to hear any 
such evidence and would instead vilify me 
for attempting to'bring such episodes of 
unstable, malicious behavior into evidence. 
This is one of several pathetic attempts by 
Judge Digangi over two wurt proceedings 
to "shame me" into giving up my parental 
rights with the implication that my refusal 
to voluntarily rollover is somehow selfish. 

I am secure in the knowledge that I am the 
only one who has acted with integrity in 
this case and who cares about "what's fair 
to my child" to be manipulated by such 
condescending, ignorant comments. 
I am glad that Judge Digangi made these 
insulting statements because they provide 
me with the conclusive evidence to expose 
Judge Digangi as corrupt and/or 
incompetent 

This slanderous and ignorant assessment of 
my demeanor and behavior in Court 
completely contradicts the reality of what 
occurred. 

An examination of the court tapes will 
reveal that a competent and honorable court 
could not possible reach such conclusions. 

" ,  < 
.JUDGE DIGANGI: You only have one kid. 1 Judge Digangi expressed this opinion at 
I can't rip him in halfi.. That's what you 
suggest I do. 
(Tr. p. 159) 

JUDGE DIGANGI: When you can't even 
agree with her as to what this kid should 
eat, how he should have his diapers 
changed, what time he should go to bed 
and all the rest o f  this stufi.. (Tr. p.160) 

both the hea& and the trial. It is 
frightening that this court official, who has 
the responsibility of deciding custody 
cases, is unable to comprehend that joint 
physical custody, which is "what I 
suggested he do," does not rip the child in 
half, but balances his relationship with both 
parents. 
I do not disagree with Miss Moran on any 
of those issues. Those were lies expressed 
by Miss Moran to slander me, which the 
Court gullibly believed as facts. 



Rationale Comment.  The Father is 
narcissistic, idealizes himself, and devalues 
the Mother. 

The Father DEMANDS that Judge Digangi 
reference credible evidence and testimony 
that would lead an "honorable" judge to 
reach such a slanderous conclusion. 

Rational Comment.  Judge Digangi 
expressed that he agrees with the social 
worker's analysis that the Father's DSS 
complaint was frivolous and vindictive. 

The Father involved the DSS against his 
better judgment because the Mother was in 
an unstable state at the time.  The Father 
made it clear to the DSS worker that he 
was not accusing the Mother of abuse or 
neglect but that he was concerned because 
of her history of mental illness, the secrecy 
regarding her condition, and the observed 
emotional state of his son when he arrived 
on his two visitation days over this time 
period.  

The Court finds that the Father has created 
an intolerable work environment for the 
Mother. 

When the Father passes the Mother in 
school, he is cordial and says hello.  When 
the Mother was having trouble finding an 
online site, the Father assisted her.  When 
she spilled something at work, the Father 
was the first to help her clean it up.  On 
Mother's day and her birthday, the Father 
always gets her a card or some flowers.  On 
his visitation days, the Father makes sure 
that his son  says "bye-bye" to "mama" 
before leaving.  The Mother has been 
invited to join the Father and their son for 
baseball games, birthdays, beach days, and 
to go ice-skating.  The Father has sent 
several unanswered emails to the Mother 
pleading with her to bury the hatchet.  The 
Father challenges the Court to reference 
ANYTHING credible that would indicate 
that the Father has created an intolerable 
work environment for the Mother. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



MERITLESS OBJECTIONS SUSTAINED BY THE COURT 
 

OBJECTION THE FATHER'S REBUTTAL 
  

 
FATHER'S QUESTION TO DSS 
WORKER:  There were comments made by 
Dr. Littlefield.  I know that he -- until I met 
with him after this, he doesn't even know 
me, so what sort of basis did he have to 
make such comments. 
 
MS. DOW:  I'm going to object to that.   
It's -- 
 
THE COURT:  Sustained.     (TTr. p.22) 

 
The Court sustained this objection without 
an explanation.  Judge Digangi made it 
clear that in his court, no explanation is 
necessary if it will sabotage my 
communication to the Court. 

 
FATHER'S QUESTION TO MOTHER:   
If your mother is your landlord and 
daycare provider, can you explain why she 
did not declare any of this income but 
collected almost $9,000 in unemployment 
compensation and listed you as her eligible 
child to file as head of household on her 
2002 state and federal tax returns? 
 
MS. DOW:  Objection. 
 
THE COURT:  Sustained      (TTr. p.25) 
 

 
If the Court had not sustained this merit-
less objection, then the Mother would have 
been forced to incriminate either her or her 
mother.  Judge Digangi would not hear any 
such testimony because it would damage 
the Mother's credibility and threaten his 
pre-determined ruling. 

 
FATHER'S QUESTION TO MOTHER: 
Are you telling me that I did not show you 
a tax tip article that said that I was the 
eligible parent as a parent of a child born 
out of wedlock and that those conditions 
you referred to refer to married, divorced, 
or legally separated and that for never 
married parents, that I was the one who 
qualified for that deduction? 
 
MS. DOW:  Objection. 
 
THE COURT:  Sustained.     (TTr. p.31) 
 

 
The Mother grudgingly agreed that I would 
claim the dependent child deduction after I 
showed her a tax tip article, which 
explained the eligibility requirements for 
this deduction.  She did not protest and she 
did not challenge the information.   
 
Apparently, her attorney, who was ignorant 
about the tax law related to never married 
parents, advised her to take the deduction.  
Since the Mother liked this answer better 
than the one she got from me, she did not 
share my information with her attorney or 
inform me that she had changed her mind.  
 



FATHER'S QUESTION TO MOTHER: 
Can you explain why you did not request a 
transcript of your income tax until August, 
11, 2003, more than three months after my 
original request for this document? 
 
MS. DOW:  I'm going to object based on 
relevance, Your Honor. 
 
(The Father and the Court discuss the 
relevance.) 
 
THE COURT:  ...So with that being said, 
the objection is sustained.    (TTr. p.33-35) 

It was relevant for the Mother's attorney to 
discuss an online personal ad, my job 
search, and my discussion of the family 
court system to friends, colleagues, and 
public officials; but it was irrelevant to 
convey the Mother's dishonesty.  The date 
of the Mother's request was more than three 
months after her attorney assured me that 
"(The Mother) has requested those 
documents and will get them to you as 
soon as they became available." 
 
This incident is also evidence of her 
irresponsibility and bad faith litigation. 
 

FATHER'S QUESTION TO MOTHER: 
You've had some large absences from 
school.  Could you give the specifics of why 
you were out from March 6th to  
April -- 
 
MS. DOW:  Your honor, I'm going to 
object to that.  I don't think that's actually 
been established.  She said she wasn't  -- 
she didn't recall. 
 
THE COURT:  You're assuming facts that 
are not in evidence yet, sir      (TTr. p.38) 

The facts are not in evidence because the 
Court is repeatedly interrupting me before I 
can get those facts into evidence.  The 
Mother's attendance record confirms that 
she has had 148 absences in less than five 
years of employment at Methuen High 
School (Exhibits #12-16 of my pre-marked 
evidence). 
 
I asked the Mother the question first to see 
if she would lie about the absences before I 
introduced that exhibit into evidence.  And 
for the record, the Mother's entire case was 
based on assuming facts that were not in 
evidence. 

FATHER'S QUESTION TO MATERNAL 
GRANDMOTHER:  The fact is your 
daughter and her attorney's efforts to 
conceal your tax return had failed causing 
an avalanche of crimes to be exposed, isn't 
that the truth? 
 
MS.DOW:  Objection. 
 
THE COURT:  Sustained.       (TTr. p.44) 

The Mother's attorney did not want me to 
proceed on this line of questioning because 
it would lead to the likelihood that the 
Mother and grandmother's restraining order 
stunt was an unethical response to the 
incriminating evidence that I had received 
just prior to their false accusation of verbal 
abuse. 

FATHER'S QUESTION TO HIS SISTER: 
Now, have you---have you observed--have 
you witnessed (the Mother) in a condition 
where she's been drinking too much? 
 
(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE) 

The question was, "Have you witnessed the 
Mother in a CONDITION where she's 
BEEN drinking?"  Which was the exact 
question that the witness was responding 
to. 
 



SISTER:  Yes, I had the opportunity to get 
the call from actually our father, Al, the 
night that the police were called to (the 
Mother's) house after you had called him, 
stating that (the Mother) was missing with 
(your son) and that I better go and -- 
 
MS. DOW:  I'm going to object, Your 
Honor. 
 
THE COURT:  Sustained.  Not responsive 
to the question, ma'am.  The question was 
have you ever seen the mother drinking. 
 
SISTER:  Yes, I have, I have seen her... 
 
THE COURT:  (Interrupts)  Well, that's the 
question you should be answering, please, 
okay?  Go ahead.               (TTr. p. 91-92) 

The Court repeatedly interrupted this 
witness to sabotage her communication to 
the Court.   
 
Not one of the Mother's witnesses was 
treated this way. 
 
The use of the word "please" is noteworthy 
because the ruder Judge Digangi behaved 
toward me or my one witness, the more he 
sprinkled in words like "please" and 
"sir/ma'am" so that a written transcript 
would not convey his tone. 

FATHER'S QUESTION TO HIS SISTER: 
Did her brother make any comments to you 
about (the Mother)? 
 
SISTER:  Her brother did make a comment 
to me that when -- 
 
MS. DOW:  Objection. 
 
THE COURT:  Sustained.      (TTr. p.93) 
 

(Double Standard) 
 
My sister was not allowed to communicate 
comments that were made directly to her 
by the Mother's brother, but the Court 
allowed the DSS worker to share 
comments made by the Superintendent of 
the School, Dr. Littlefield, who got his 
story from the teacher's union president, 
Diane Dandreta, who got her story from the 
Mother. 

FATHER'S QUESTION TO HIS SISTER: 
Have there been other instances where 
you've seen (the Mother) with too much to 
drink? 
 
SISTER:  Yes, there have been other 
instances.  Prior to (their son), (the 
Mother) was intoxicated at a family 
Christmas party. 
 
THE COURT:  This is prior to (the child's) 
birth? 
 
SISTER:  Yes, it was. 
 
(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE) 

(Another Double Standard)  
 
Judge Digangi finds it "highly irrelevant" 
to communicate that the Mother has a 
history of alcohol abuse that included 
episodes before and after our son's birth. 
 
But the Mother can allege that I refused to 
take her to the hospital when she had a 
miscarriage "prior to" our son's birth.   
 
This despicable lie was not only allowed, 
but listed as a fact in the Court's Findings 
of Fact document. 



THE COURT:  What's the relevance? 
 
MS. DOW:  I'm going to object. 
 
THE COURT:  Sustained. 
 
FATHER:  Could I have clarification why 
that's -- 
 
THE COURT: (Interrupts)  It's prior to the 
child's birth.  I find it highly irrelevant to 
the situation at hand, sir.        (TTr. 93-94) 
 
FATHER'S REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
OF SISTER:  Regarding the restraining 
order, Attorney Dow said that you were 
going there because of a restraining order.  
Was there a restraining order during the 
time that you -- 
 
SISTER:  No, I don't -- 
 
MS. DOW:  Objection. 
 
THE COURT:  What's the basis? 
 
MS. DOW:  I don't know how she would 
possibly know that.  I don't think that -- 
first of all, there's no foundation.   
 
SISTER:  Then why did you ask me it? 
 
THE COURT:  Ma'am, your not to ask the 
questions? 
 
FATHER:  The reason why I'm saying that 
is -- 
 
THE COURT:  Sir, I'm not asking for an 
explanation.  She's already answered the 
question.         (TTr. p. 97-98) 

Contrary to Judge Digangi's concluding 
comment, the witness had not answered the 
question because she was interrupted by 
the objection. 
 
Since Judge Digangi rudely interrupted me 
when I tried to explain the question, I will 
explain the reasoning here. 
 
The Mother's attorney asked a question 
earlier that incorrectly assumed that there 
was a restraining order in effect when the 
sister was helping me with pick ups. 
 
When I objected to the form of the question 
I was overruled, which required me to 
come back to the subject by re-questioning 
my sister. 
 
Although it was inappropriate procedurally, 
my sister was correct when she questioned 
the Mother's attorney.  The Mother's 
attorney asked a question earlier which 
required that my sister have knowledge of a 
restraining order.  Then she objects to my 
question when I make the same 
assumption. 
 
For the record, my sister did know about 
the restraining order because she was in 
court for the hearing to know that the 
Honorable Judge Sahagian vacated the 
order one week after it was obtained by the 
Mother. 



FATHER'S TESTIMONY:  (The Mother) 
is not being honest to this Court.  I have 
been -- I have been completely honest with 
the Court.  There are things that maybe I 
wish I did -- 
 
MS. DOW:  Your honor, I'm going to 
object to the characterizations regarding 
(the Mother). 
 
THE COURT:  Sustained.       (TTr. p.112) 

The Mother is allowed to describe me as 
disturbed, controlling, verbally abusive, 
etc.  I describe her as dishonest and the 
Court sustains an objection to this 
characterization. 

FATHER'S TESTIMONY:  When the 
police arrived, the best thing that happened 
was -- 
 
MS. DOW:  Objection. 
 
THE COURT:  Basis? 
 
MS. DOW: Calls for hearsay, Your Honor. 
 
THE COURT:  What the police were going 
to say? 
 
MS. DOW:  Correct. 
 
THE COURT:  Sustained.   (TTr. p.131) 

The Mother's attorney and Judge Digangi 
apparently have extra sensory perception 
because I never indicated that I would be 
quoting the police.  I was simply describing 
an incident. 
 
Since the objection was based on what the 
Mother's attorney and the Court thought I 
might say, it provides me with another 
example of the double standard in Judge 
Digangi's courtroom.   
 
The Mother's witnesses are given the 
freedom to introduce hearsay, but my sister 
and I are not allowed to communicate 
statements made directly to us by the police 
and the Mother's brother. 

A RELEVANT COURT INTERRUPTION 
 

 

FATHER'S QUESTION TO DSS 
WORKER:  She (the Mother) stated that 
the Court is now putting extra officials in 
the courtroom due to my behavior.  Did 
you check with anybody in the court about 
that? 
 
DSS WORKER:  No, I did not. 
 
FATHER:  Now, there's a -- Officer Prader 
who has been in the courtroom for every 
occasion that I've been in front of this 
Court and I would like to ask -- 
 
THE COURT:  Are you testifying now, sir?  
You're not to testify, sir.      (TTr. p.21) 

Judge Digangi had to respond quickly here 
before I could refer to the court officer, 
who could confirm that the Mother lied to 
the DSS investigator to slander me. 
 
Judge Digangi had no interest in getting to 
the truth in this case.  If he was sincerely 
interested in the best interests of our son 
then he would have been interested in 
hearing all of the information that both 
parents believed was relevant so that he 
could make an informed ruling.  He was 
only interested in preserving his 
predetermined ruling by protecting the 
credibility of the Mother. 



LIES IN THE RESTRAINING ORDER STATEMENTS 
 

LIE WHAT ACTUALLY OCCURRED 
  

(Grandmother) "At 4:40 PM, November 6, 
2003, I heard a knock on my door... 
Hesitantly, I opened the door and saw Mr. 
Thompson. Mr. Thompson began yelling, 
"You're daughter is a fucking psychopath!"  
I asked him to lower his voice... He said, 
"your daughter is a fucking asshole!"  I was 
talking quietly and softly to calm him 
down.  He was body was shaking (sic).  His 
face appeared red.  As he was screaming I 
noticed that spit came out of his mouth. 

I arrived at the Mother's home to pick up 
my son for my visitation time.  When (the 
Grandmother) answered, I calmly said, 
"your daughter is a real piece of work.  
You should be very proud."  There was no 
anger whatsoever in my voice.  I was 
simply annoyed that her daughter had 
sabotaged two hours of my time with my 
son by not being there when I came by at 
my scheduled time to pick up my son. 

"I was very frightened by him.  Calmly I 
said to him, (the Mother) told you that you 
needed to be here at 2:35 PM the latest to 
see (your son).  He yelled that he did not 
get the message.  Then he said, "your 
fucking psycho daughter left a fucking 
whispering message on the machine." He 
continued, "why can't she act like a fucking 
adult and fucking tell me at school?  But 
no, she is a fucking psycho case." 

NOT ONCE did I use the F-word at this 
point in the conversation.  I told her mother 
that I did not get the message and if her 
daughter needed me to pick up (our son) 
early then she should have conveyed that 
information to me directly.  I raised my 
voice here to add, "that is how adults 
communicate." 

"He began waving his arms and yelling, 
"your daughter is a fucking mental case."   
I told him that he could see (his son) 
tomorrow or this weekend." 

(Grandmother) said, "well, your not getting 
(your son) today because you're upset.  I 
responded, "Of course I'm upset, your 
daughter is a fucking psychopath."  That is 
the one and only time that the Grandmother 
has EVER heard me use the F word. 

He continued to use the F word.  I told him 
to leave.  I shut the door and locked it. 

Grandmother responded to my comment 
with a smirk and closed the door in my 
face.  I calmly left their property and called 
the police to see if they could help me get 
my son for what was left of my court-
ordered visitation day.  The police officer 
who I spoke to, Officer Surrette, told me 
that the police do not get involved in those 
kinds of domestic disputes. 
 

 COMMENT:  I was on the Mother's porch 
for less than a minute.  I used the F word 
exactly once.  This is a word that I very 
rarely use, but which I did use on this one 
occasion for emphasis as a wake up call to 



the Mother's "enabling" mother.  What 
occurred is EXACTLY as I described it.  I 
did not exaggerate, I did not embellish, and 
I did not down play my behavior. 
 

"The police took the report and advised us 
to get a restraining order and see our 
lawyer the next day.  The police told us to 
call them if Mr. Thompson returns and to 
keep the door locked.  I am afraid to have 
him on my property.  I fear for my, the 
Mother's, and the baby's safety.  I feel as if 
he is going to kill us all." 
 

The Grandmother, who wrote that she was 
afraid that I would "kill them all," did not 
get a restraining order until November 
12th, 6 days after this alleged incident.  At 
the trial, the Grandmother admitted that I 
have never harmed her or her daughter or 
threatened them with physical harm. 

In recounting the history of my relationship 
with her daughter, the Grandmother 
referenced a previous incident:  "My 
daughter was crying and I saw red marks 
on her arms.  Mr. Thompson has tried to 
(sic) physically get the diamond 
engagement ring from my daughter.  (The 
Mother) did not want to give it to him 
because he owed her child support." 

Since the Grandmother wrote this in her 
restraining order statement, the Mother has 
had to incorporate her mother's lie into her 
revised version of this incident.  When the 
Mother officially broke off our relationship 
on July 20, 2002, I informed her that I 
would be seeking custody of our son.  Her 
response was to accuse me of assault and 
battery.  She admitted two days after this 
false allegation that I never touched her.  
At the trial, she claimed that she got red 
marks from a tug of war struggle over the 
engagement ring. I refer the court to the 
police report where there is no mention of 
these phantom red marks.  Furthermore, I 
have never owed the Mother ANYTHING 
in child support. 

"Although I despise what he is doing to my 
daughter and continuing to take her to 
court, I was civil to him for the sake of 
(their son). 

The docket record reveals that more 
motions and trips to court have been 
initiated by the Mother's attorney.  I have 
done nothing to the Mother but fight for 
my right to be a significant part of my son's 
life.   

(The Mother) "I waited at my house until 
2:40.  At 2:41 PM, I left the house and I 
took (my son) and my mom to her 
appointment." 

I was at the Mother's house by 2:35 PM. 
She was gone.  I called her house from 
school at 2:25 to let her know that I would 
be a few minutes late because I had just got 
out of a meeting with our principal.  She 
did not answer the phone. 

"Approximately at 4:30, we arrived home.  
There was a message on my Mom's 
answering machine from Mr. Thompson.  

I left one message on the Mother's 
answering machine.  I did not even know 
her mother's number. 



Upstairs, I found three messages from Mr. 
Thompson.  He wanted to know where I 
was and what was going on. 
"I called Mr. Thompson and told him that 
we were home... Mr. Thompson began 
yelling at me and calling me a fucking 
mental case.  I told him that I was not 
going to listen to him swear at me and yell.  
He said that, I had not left any messages 
and I was playing fucking games.  I told 
him that I needed to feed (our son) and I 
hung up the telephone." 

I did not ONCE swear at the Mother and I 
have NEVER spoken to the Mother in that 
way.  I asked her, "since you sabotaged 
half my time with (our son), can you drive 
him over here?"  She responded, "I'm 
already settled in."  I said, "Well have him 
ready because I'm on my way over."  She 
hung up on me. 

"Approximately fifteen minutes Mr. 
Thompson arrived at my house.  He did not 
tell me that he was coming to my house." 

As I described above, the Mother knew that 
I was coming to her house.  She also knew 
that I would not forfeit the last three hours 
of time with my son just because she had 
sabotaged my first two hours with my son. 

"I could hear him saying repeatedly saying 
(sic), your daughter is a fucking mental 
case." 

This is simply the Mother corroborating 
her mother's lies. 

"At 10:00 PM, Mr. Thompson's sister, 
Maureen Smith telephoned me.  She 
wanted me to stop being spiteful and let 
Kevin see (his son).  I had been sleeping 
and did not want to discuss the situation 
with her.  She began swearing, so I told her 
that I was not going to listen to this and I 
said goodbye and hung the telephone (sic)."

According to my sister, who has a lot more 
credibility than the Mother, she called the 
Mother on my behalf to see about me 
getting my son the next day.  When the 
Mother refused, my sister commented, "it 
is very sad what you are doing to Kevin 
and (your son)."  The Mother hung up on 
her. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LIES UNDER OATH AND IN DOCUMENTS SIGNED UNDER THE 
PAINS AND PENALTIES OF PERJURY 

 
LIE MY RESPONSE AND COMMENTS 

  
On April 14, 2003, the Mother mailed me a 
draft of her Financial Statement alleging 
that she was paying $120 weekly for rent 
and $310 weekly for child care. 

In a May 5, 2003 letter, I requested proof 
of these expenses and a copy of her 
mother's 2002 income tax returns. 

In a letter dated May 9, 2003, the Mother's 
attorney wrote, "(The Mother) indicates 
that she now pays her mother's real estate 
taxes and water bill in lieu of rent." 
 
 

On May 12th, I responded, "if (the Mother) 
is not paying rent, but instead, is paying her 
mother's real estate taxes and water bills, 
then she has a vested interest in her 
mother's property, market valued at over 
$1,000,000.   

In the May 9th letter, she also wrote, "In 
response to your request for a copy of her 
mother's tax returns, you are not entitled to 
obtain the tax returns of a third party who 
is not a party to this matter." 

I repeated my request for her mother's 
income tax return with the argument that 
her mother IS a party to this matter as (the 
Mother's) alleged landlord and day care 
provider.   

May 28, 2003 Financial Statement 
 
The Mother listed $127.02 weekly for rent 
(or $550/month) and $225 weekly for child 
care 

After denying that she pays rent, she listed 
rent on her financial statement submitted to 
the court three weeks later at our initial 
hearing. 

For over three months, the Mother ignored 
my discovery requests with the line, "(The 
Mother) has requested those documents 
from her bank and will provide said 
documents to you upon her receipt of 
same." 

On August 28, 2003, I responded, "You 
have been writing these same empty 
promises into your responses to my 
requests for four months now.  It does not 
take four months to get a bank to forward 
copies of canceled checks." 

The Mother's attorney claimed in May of 
2003 that her client had requested copies of 
her tax returns and that she would get them 
to me when they became available. 

When I finally received her tax returns in 
August of 2003, the I.R.S. cover page 
confirms that the Mother did not even 
request her tax returns until August 11, 
2003. 

Faced with the dilemma of confirming 
phantom expenses for day care, the Mother 
tried some damage control to reduce the 
proof that she was still obligated to 
produce.   
 
In her September 17, 2003 Financial 
Statement, the Mother changed her child 
care expense from $225 to $158.37 weekly, 
now claiming that she does not pay $225 

I say "scheduled to work" because the 
Mother realistically needs day care for 
approximately 150 days annually, when her 
more than 30 absences per school year, that 
she averages, is factored in.  Furthermore, 
the $45 per day that she claims to pay to an 
unlicensed family member is 50% more 
than the $30 per day fair market rate 
charged by a professionally licensed day 
care provider. 



weekly, but pays $45 per day for child care 
on the 183 days that she is scheduled to 
work annually.   
 

 

In the Mother's Objection to my Motion to 
Appeal the Temporary Orders, it states: 
 
That when directly asked by the Court at 
the time of hearing as to whether he was 
seeking visitation in addition to his 
Monday and Thursday visitation schedule, 
Mr. Thompson became irate, pounded his 
fist on the table, and demanded, "I am not 
going to agree to anything unless I get joint 
physical custody."  At this juncture, the 
Court politely but sternly admonished Mr. 
Thompson, and indicated to him that it was 
not appropriate to come to a court of law, 
pound on the table, and make such 
demands." 

My behavior in court has always been 
respectful and professional.  I purchased 
the tape from this hearing to illustrate the 
depths to which the Mother would sink to 
distort the truth when she thinks that the 
court will not verify her allegations.  
Although this description of my behavior at 
our initial May 28, 2003 hearing is not the 
most blatant example of the character 
assassination that I have experienced, it 
does provide me with the most conclusive 
"pre-trial" proof.  The tape from this 
hearing was listed as exhibit #107 on my 
trial evidence list.   
 
Keep in mind that this particular lie 
described behavior that she knew was 
recorded.  If the Mother was willing to take 
the risk to lie about recorded testimony, 
then what was stopping her from 
committing perjury when no threat existed? 
  

In court under oath and in response to my 
interrogatory, the Mother asserted that all 
payments for rent and child care are made 
to her mother, who she claims is her 
landlord and sole day care provider. 

After six months of written requests, a 
subpoena, a motion filed to quash my 
subpoena, a denial of this motion after 
hearing, and a ruling from the Court 
ordering the Grandmother to produce the 
documents within 21 days, the 
Grandmother's 2002 tax return was finally 
submitted to me on October 30, 2003.  
Both her state and federal tax returns 
confirm that she reported $0 for wages, $0 
for income, BUT collected almost $9,000 
in unemployment compensation.  My 
request for her 2003 tax return has been 
denied. 

The Grandmother also listed the Mother, 
her 39 year-old daughter, as a qualifying 
child living with her to take the head of 
household filing status. 

The Grandmother and Mother both took 
the head of household filing status for the 
same household.  While on the stand, the 
Grandmother pleaded ignorance and 
claimed that it must have been an error 
made by her accountant. 



The Mother has listed significant expenses 
for rent and day care on every one of her 
financial statements submitted to the court, 
signed under the pains and penalties of 
perjury. 

If the Mother chooses to confess that she 
illegally paid her mother "under the table," 
then she still has only submitted evidence 
in the form of cancelled checks for $9,230 
in payments for $26,250 of expenses based 
on the total amount due over the time 
period from our son's birth through March 
of 2004.  This information was chalked as 
exhibit #27 and #27(a).  Exhibit 27(a) was 
a supplemental exhibit since the Mother 
did not disclose her evidence until May 28, 
2004, exactly one week before the trial. 

To explain the disparity, the Mother 
claimed that she made some rent and day 
care payments in cash. 

A problem with this claim is that her credit 
union statement that she submitted as 
evidence has very few cash withdrawals 
that come close to the size withdrawals 
needed to pay for rent or day care.  This 
discrepancy was "chalked" as exhibit #28. 
 
It is obvious from the Mother's first 
submission of checks that the random 
figures and inconsistent payments were an 
attempt to manufacture phony evidence 
after the fact.  Her proof of payments only 
became clear and verifiable after the date 
when she learned that she was being held 
accountable for her alleged expenses.  Even 
over this time period, she is still missing 
three rent payments. 
 
Since the Mother has refused to disclose 
her mother's 2003 tax returns, I suspect that 
the checks were written for show, cashed, 
and transferred back to the Mother. 

After I showed her the tax codes pertaining 
to the dependent child deduction for never 
married parents and an online article that 
specifically addressed our situation, the 
Mother did not dispute my information and 
grudgingly accepted that I would claim the 
dependent child deduction and she would 
file as head of household. 

The Mother defied this agreement in both 
2002 and 2003, claiming both the 
dependent child deduction and head of 
household filing status.  When I became 
aware of this tax crime, which she had tried 
to conceal, I reported her to the Criminal 
Investigation Unit of the Internal Revenue 
Service.  In court, the Mother played dumb 
and claimed that her attorney advised her to 
take this deduction.  Judge Digangi 
rewarded her for this stunt by giving her 
this deduction on alternating years. 



On her May 28, 2003 and August 11, 2003 
Financial Statements, the Mother 
accurately reported her 2002-2003 salary as 
$54,415 as a step 9 teacher with a Master's 
degree.  On her September 17, 2003 
Financial Statement, she took advantage of 
a payroll error and her negligence at 
promptly correcting the mistake to deceive 
the court and report her 2003-2004 salary 
as $54,958, which is the salary for a step 9 
teacher with a bachelor's +15 degree. 
(Exhibits #10,11,36,37) 

The Mother's accurate salary is $58,914 as 
a step 10 teacher with a master's degree 
(Exhibit #36).  She purposely delayed 
correcting the error, actually canceling two 
appointments with our district's payroll 
office, so that she could lock in this 
deceptive lower salary in the calculation of 
what she hoped would be the final child 
support order that would come with sole 
custody to her.  She thought she could 
retroactively recoup the difference by 
correcting her salary after the fact. 

On the Mother's December 30, 2003 
Financial Statement she listed the correct 
salary. (Exhibit #38) 

I contend that the Mother and her attorney 
only changed the salary figure after they 
became aware of my knowledge of what 
they were trying to pull. 

The Mother listed her accurate salary on 
the December 30, 2003 Financial 
Statement with an asterisk.  She claimed 
that her salary change was under review. 
(Exhibits #38-39). 

I spoke with Colleen McCarthy, our 
personnel manager, to confirm this claim 
and she denied it.  She stated that the 
Mother's salary was not under review and 
the only thing that was holding up the 
move was the Mother's negligence at 
following procedure and coming into her 
office to make the change personally. 
 
Although the corrected salary figure is 
almost $4,000 more annually than the 
salary that was deceptively listed on her 
previous statement submitted on September 
17th, the Mother's calculated net weekly 
income actually went down because she 
offset the increase by arbitrarily listing 
deductions for Federal and state income 
taxes, Medicare, medical insurance, dental, 
and retirement that are not even close to the 
actual deduction amounts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LIES IN THE DSS REPORT 
 

MOTHER'S LIES THE FATHER'S REBUTTAL 
  

"The Judge has even had to reprimand Mr. 
Thompson for his inappropriate and 
abusive actions in court.  She mentioned 
that the court will now put extra officials in 
the courtroom due to Mr. Thompson's 
behavior." 

The Father's behavior in court has 
ALWAYS been professional.  The Mother 
first alleged that the Father's behavior in 
court was inappropriate with a reference to 
an exchange that took place at the initial 
hearing.  The Father included the cassette 
tape from this hearing on his evidence list 
(exh. 107) to illustrate the gap between 
reality and the Mother's distortion of that 
reality.  At the trial, when the Father 
referred to the officer at every one of their 
court appearances, Officer Prader, to 
confirm that the Mother had lied to the 
DSS worker about the court putting extra 
officials in the courtroom, Judge Digangi 
quickly interrupted the Father and made 
him move to something else. (Tr. p.21) 
 

"She states that Mr. Thompson is banned 
from the Eagle Tribune as he has harassed 
them about his feelings of the court 
system." 

The Father can show several letters that he 
has written and had published in the Eagle 
Tribune over the last five years including 
four recent letters on the family court 
system, which confirm that the Mother's 
"ban" allegation was a lie.  Furthermore, 
the Father is currently working with Bill 
Cantwell at the Eagle Tribune on a multi-
part investigative series to expose the 
corruption in the family court system. 
 

"(The Mother) spoke of how Mr. 
Thompson has two other children, one of 
which is in California." 

This is news to the Father who is only 
aware that he has one other child.  

"He has never paid support to this child and 
(the Mother) recently connected with this 
child's mother after this woman found Mr. 
Thompson's name in the registry for child 
support." 

The Father has been paying $456 per 
month in child support retroactive to the 
time when the complaint for support was 
filed in August of 2002.  This was when 
the mother of the child in California first 
contacted the Father to inform him of the 
child's existence.  She did not find the 
Father's name in the registry for child 
support because the Father's name could 
not have been in the registry for child 



support until May of 2003 at the earliest.  
And it was the Father who connected the 
Mother with the mother of his other child 
when the Father called California from the 
Mother's home. 
 

"Have been in court due to motion after 
motion being filed by Mr. Thompson." 

The Docket Record will verify that all but 
two court appearances were initiated by the 
Mother.  It also shows that the Mother has 
filed more motions than the Father. 
 

"She denies having breakdowns or missing 
work." 

The Father has the Mother's attendance 
record, which confirms that the Mother had 
132 absences in her first four years of 
employment at Methuen High School.  If 
the Mother has not had any breakdowns, 
then she should be able to provide medical 
documentation of the illnesses that caused 
her to be out of work from March 4, 2000 
through April 23, 2000 and the three plus 
weeks of absences from September 27, 
2000 through November 6, 2000. 

"He has also reported her to the IRS." The Father reported the Mother to the IRS 
because she cheated on her taxes after 
assuring the Father that she would not 
cheat on her taxes, compromising the 
Father's accurately completed tax return. 
 

"Mr. Thompson being in trouble at work 
due to his behaviors." 

The Father's record is impeccable and he 
has never been in any trouble at work.  The 
Mother did try to manufacture trouble for 
the Father by falsely accusing him of 
creating a hostile work environment for 
her.  A school investigation concluded that 
the Mother's allegations were baseless and 
unfounded. 
  

"She has noted (the child) to be upset when 
going with his father and she fears that (the 
child) is clearly being exposed to and 
effected by his father's rage." 

The Father can provide hundreds of former 
students over twenty years of teaching who 
would testify that they have never even 
seen the Father raise his voice in anger.  
The Father has noted (his son) upset on two 
occasions in the two and a half years of his 
life.  On both of these occasions, he was 
with his mother and maternal grandmother 
and on both of these occasions the Father 



had him laughing and chatting away within 
seconds of leaving their property. 
 

"She spoke of how he has called her a "F-
psycho" in the presence of their son." 

The Father has NEVER called the Mother 
an "F-psycho" in her or their son's 
presence. 
 

"She describes Mr. Thompson as a 
disturbed and controlling man who used to 
limit her use of towels when they lived 
together." 

To claim that the Father ever limited the 
Mother's use of towels is the bizarre 
allegation of a very disturbed and 
delusional woman.  The Father could care 
less how many towels the Mother uses and 
never communicated otherwise. 
 

"She believes all of the court actions are 
money driven and that he is fighting for 
50/50 custody in order to get out of paying 
child support.  She believes that he has 
only maintained a relationship with (the 
child) as not to be embarrassed with his 
own relatives who are involved in (the 
child's) life." 

The Father adores his son more than life 
itself.  His efforts to gain 50/50 joint 
physical custody are to prevent his son 
from becoming another casualty of the 
Mother's dysfunctional family.  If the 
Father's request for joint custody reduces 
the financial obligation of raising a child, 
then the current support orders are 
apparently larger than the actual costs.  In a 
50/50 joint custody arrangement, there is 
no child support because each parent 
provides for the child directly.  If anyone's 
actions are money driven, it is the mother 
who does not want to lose out on the 
money in excess of the costs to support 
their son to pay her own personal expenses. 
 

"She has concerns that this man's 
controlling personality is effecting (the 
child) and she cited an example of when he 
withheld (the child) from eating...seen him 
allow (the child) to cry for extended 
periods of time." 

The Mother might as well claim that the 
Father tortures small animals and allows 
his son to play in traffic because there 
would be as much truth to those allegations 
as there are to the absurd allegations 
expressed here.  During the two week 
period when they lived together, which was 
the only time when the Mother actually had 
access to observe the Father with their son, 
he was the only one who got up nightly to 
change him, feed him, burp him, and rock 
him back to sleep.  The Father wonders 
whether their child would have cried and 
gone hungry all night if he were not there 
to respond to his son's needs. 



"(The Mother) spoke of the difficulties in 
having to deal with Mr. Thompson on a 
daily basis at school." 
 

The Mother has difficulties with the Father 
because he is a constant reminder of how 
low she sank with lies and unethical stunts 
to slander the Father.  She cannot even look 
at the Father because of the embarrassment 
that she must be feeling. 
 

"Mr. Thompson is very intimidating toward 
her." 

The Father is ALWAYS cordial and 
respectful to the Mother both in and outside 
of school when they must interact.   
 

"She described him as being unsupportive 
and quite controlling." 

The Mother is an immature, spoiled brat 
who is used to getting her own way.  
Anyone who does not "enable" her is 
labeled as "controlling." 
 

"He did not ask for any weekend visitation 
as it would get in the way of his golfing 
and other activities." 

The Father asked for 50/50 joint physical 
custody, which would certainly include 
weekend time with his son.  While he is 
forced to be a visitor in his son's life, he 
will not "enable" the mother and make her 
selfish sole custody arrangement any more 
convenient for her.  The Mother has denied 
his request because if the Father were to 
gain his parental rights, including his right 
to support his son directly, then the Mother 
would lose out on her tax-free checks each 
month. 
 

"She spoke of how Mr. Thompson told the 
court about (the child) being strapped in his 
high chair all day.  Worker saw high chair, 
which does not even have a strap." 

Straps on high chairs are removable.  The 
DSS worker did an announced visit which 
certainly gave the Mother time to remove 
the strap.  This is a pathetic attempt to 
come up with something to discredit the 
Father.  If the table is snapped into place, 
Patrick is locked into that high chair with 
or without a strap. 
 

"(The Mother) describes Mr. Thompson as 
very intimidating and verbally abusive 
toward her.  This has been confirmed by 
speaking with the school." 

The DSS investigator confirmed nothing.  
She was duped by the Mother to question 
only those people who the Mother knew 
had bought her phony stories and false 
allegations as the truth.  The only 
competent investigation was conducted by 
the school, which concluded that the 
Mother's allegations of a hostile work 



environment were baseless and unfounded.  
 

"He (the child) had just woken from a nap 
and was crying.  Grandmother asked Mr. 
Thompson to help settle (the child) down.  
Mr. Thompson apparently got very angry 
and accused her of making allegations 
against him.  The police were called to the 
home." 

When the Father showed up to pick up his 
son, the Mother was not home and (his son) 
was crying.  The Mother did not ask the 
Father to help her settle him down.  She 
accused him of being somehow responsible 
for his son's crying.  The Father ignored the 
grandmother, picked up his son, and 
walked away.  Upset that the Father was 
ignoring her, the grandmother started 
ranting and raving and tried to grab the 
child from the Father. The Father prevented 
this by turning his back to her.  While 
strapping (his son) into the car seat, the 
grandmother entered the Father's car and 
stole his keys from the ignition.  She went 
into her house and called the police.  When 
the police arrived, the grandmother was 
very upset that the police were getting both 
sides.  She kicked some toys around and 
stormed off.  The police ordered her to 
return the Father's car keys so that he could 
leave with his son.  The police also warned 
the grandmother that this call was being 
reported as a domestic disturbance and if 
these calls continue the DSS would be 
involved next.  Before leaving, the police 
offered the Father police presence at the 
next few pick ups to assure that the Mother 
and grandmother do not pull any more 
stunts. 
 

"Call to Dr. Littlefield-Superintendent of 
Methuen Public Schools.  He reports that it 
has never been brought to his attention that 
(the Mother) has been out of school an 
excessive amount of time.  He referred to 
Mr. Thompson as both revengeful and 
hateful." 
 
"Diane Dandreta-Union President.  She has 
seen Mr. Thompson out of control verbally 
at the school and she reports that I fear 
him." 

The DSS worker only questioned witnesses 
who were handpicked by the Mother.  The 
Mother referred the DSS worker to Dr 
Littlefield, instead of our school principal, 
Arthur Nicholson, because Dr. Littlefield 
does not know the Father at all.  Dr. 
Littlefield's ignorance about the Mother's 
attendance issues reveals how much he 
knows about the teachers who work in his 
district.  His only source of information 
about the Father before meeting with him 
was Diane Dandreta, a friend of the 
Mother.  The first time that the Father 



EVER spoke to Dr. Littlefield occurred 
following the DSS investigation when a 
meeting was called to address the Father's 
threat to sue the school system for the 
slanderous comments attributed to 
Littlefield and Dandreta in the DSS report.  
 

"Joe Harb-Department head.  He has 
witnessed Mr. Thompson's temper when 
reprimanded." 

The Father has never been reprimanded by 
his department head and Joe Harb denies 
that he ever told the DSS worker that he 
has witnessed the Father's temper.  Joe 
Harb contends that he never used the word 
"temper" but told the DSS worker that he 
has seen the Father justifiably upset. 
 

"The worker is very concerned as to Mr. 
Thompson's actions and behaviors in the 
presence of his child when he comes to the 
home to pick up or drop off his son for 
visits.  The police are now involved in this 
transition." 

The reality of the Father's behavior at every 
single pick up has been beyond reproach.  
The police were temporarily involved in 
pick ups at the Father's request so that the 
Mother could not pull any more unethical 
stunts.  The Father agrees that if there was 
any truth to the Mother's lies, then he 
would draw the same conclusions about the 
Father that are expressed in the DSS report.  
The difference is that the Father would 
have done a competent investigation that 
would have included hearing both sides of 
the story so that he could make an accurate 
assessment of the situation. 
 

The DSS "announced" home visit occurred 
on April 7, 2004, at 9:00 AM. 

Rather than schedule the appointment after 
2:00 PM, the Mother scheduled it in the 
morning as an excuse to take a day out of 
work, claiming a "family illness."  Since 
the visit was announced, it gave the Mother 
and the maternal grandmother more than 
enough time to clean her place up and get 
their stories straight.  The report is based 
entirely on hearsay that was premeditated 
and fabricated.   

 
 
 
 
 
 


