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KEVIN THOMPSON'S REPLY BRIEF

INTRODUCTION:  

A reply brief would not have become necessary if Attorney Lenox, on behalf of the Methuen Public School System, had chosen to stick to the facts and confine his comments and arguments to the evidence and testimony that was actually presented at the hearing.  Instead, he resorted to fraud to defame my good name and reputation in his post-hearing brief.

My "unaccepted" rebuttal document was submitted because I will not sit idly by and have my character and exemplary teaching career dragged through the mud by an out of touch attorney; who did not do his homework to know me or know what has transpired over the last three years, who failed to produce a single first-hand witness at the hearing to support his reckless allegations, and whose shameless attempts to discredit me with lies prove how desperate he is to come up with something to excuse his client's actions.  

As stated in my post-hearing brief, my dismissal was the result of two things - a conspired effort among six specific individuals to run me out of the high school and the incompetence of Superintendent Whitten and Principal Nicholson, who were both duped by this group's lies and who both failed to do an adequate investigation themselves to uncover the truth.  

The only thing that I am guilty of is having a backbone and reporting workplace harassment to a group of colleagues at the high school - harassment that was reported on several occasions and ignored by the school system’s administrators.

Based on the diatribe against me in Attorney Lenox's post hearing brief, which he had to know I could discredit, it appears that he thought he could allege anything without consequences or even a challenge to his allegations.  Attorney Lenox should know as an attorney that he cannot represent himself as a witness against me to make up for the fact that his three “hearsay witnesses” at the hearing could say nothing negative about me that was not conveyed to them by someone else.  

Attorney Lenox’s post hearing brief amounts to little more than “unsworn testimony” and “vouching”, both of which are improper argument.  See Commonwealth v. Ciampa, supra at 265; Commonwealth v. Shelley, 374 Mass. 466, 470, 471 (1978), S.C. 381 Mass. 340 (1980).   

The exhibits attached to my previously-submitted rebuttal only became evidence when Attorney Lenox chose to resort to fraud.  Therefore, I formally object to the exclusion of these exhibits, which confirm three of the lies written into Attorney Lenox's post-hearing brief.  

If Attorney Lenox had planned on slandering me from the beginning, then as the party with the burden of proof to overcome, he should have produced at least one false witness at the hearing, who I could have cross-examined.  Since a genuine witness does not exist to substantiate his fraudulent claims, a false witness was his only option.

Lastly, I request sanctions against Attorney Lenox for the fraud that will be confirmed on the pages that follow.  A request for sanctions is based on the fact that his fraud and the urgency that I respond to this fraud have now resulted in a two-week delay to the ruling in this case.  

A ruling that I was expecting to get by April 7, 2008, at the latest, has now been pushed back to April 21, 2008, requiring me to work two additional weeks in an unsafe and emotionally-draining environment. 

The bottom line is that Attorney Lenox objected to my previously-submitted rebuttal to keep concealed his fraud from Arbitrator Altman.  In cases where a lawyer has given unsworn prejudicial testimony that pertains to a critical issue in the case, judges have responded to such misconduct with “force and specificity.”  Commonwealth v. Shelley, supra at 469-472.  See Commonwealth v. Santiago, 425 Mass. 491, 501 (1997); Commonwealth v. Redmond, 370 Mass. 591, 594-597 (1976).

FRAUD CONTAINED IN THE METHUEN PUBLIC SCHOOLS' ("EMPLOYER’S") POST HEARING BRIEF

1.
“The DSS investigator, much to the chagrin of Mr. Thompson, did not find Miss Moran unfit to have custody."  (Page 5, ¶1)

I never claimed that Miss Moran was an unfit parent nor was I "chagrined" about the DSS finding that Miss Moran was not unfit.    

I was "chagrined" by the lies expressed by Diane Dandreta and Dr. Littlefield (one who barely knew me and one who had never met me) and their concealment of school-related material facts, of which they were aware, to deceive the DSS and defame my good name and reputation.

2.
"Thereafter, Mr. Thompson on a couple of occasions attempted to run against Ms. Dandreta for the presidency of the Methuen Education Association.  His efforts were unsuccessful.  (Page 5, ¶2)

I NEVER ran against Dandreta for union president because Dandreta would not run against me.  To get someone to run against me, my local union changed the by-laws to allow two people to run as one candidate in the only year (2006) that I was allowed to run for union president (and neither of these two people was Dandreta).  

In 2005, the year prior to this single run for president, Dandreta and her friends on the election committee illegally denied my nomination and self-nomination for union president.  And as stated in my post-hearing brief, I responded to this crime by reporting it to my fellow union members and the MTA's regional office.

3.
"During the 2003-2004 school year, Science Department Chairperson Joseph Harb had to play "referee", to use a mild term, between Mr. Thompson and Ms. Moran."  (Page 5, ¶3)


Mr. Harb NEVER had to play "referee" because there was nothing to referee.  
With the exception of an occasional "hello" or "good morning", I was not 
interacting with Miss Moran at all to warrant Harb's intervention. I had a job to do 
and that is what I was doing.  


On the other hand, Miss Moran was falsely alleging otherwise to manufacture 
evidence for our custody case.  

Unlike Miss Moran, I was keeping our custody case out of the school.  As I told Mr. Harb, I deal with my legal issues in court.  Outside of court, I treat Miss Moran at all times with dignity and respect as a professional colleague and as the mother of my son.  

The Employer does not seem to understand the difference between false accusations and actual infractions.  The only investigation into these accusations proved that the work environment was NOT hostile and that Miss Moran’s allegations were baseless and unfounded.

I contend that Harb was not at the arbitration hearing to testify because he would have had to lie under oath to claim, among other things, that he EVER had to play "referee" between me and Miss Moran.

4.
"Evidently, the parties (or at least Mr. Thompson) had not complied with Mr. Harb’s earlier directives, because the April 2, 2004 memorandum memorializes a meeting held with Mr. Thompson, Ms. Moran, and Association President Dandreta to investigate an allegation brought by Ms. Moran that Mr. Thompson had created a "hostile work environment" in regard to her.  As expressed in this memo (Pet's#6), Mr. Harb did not find that there was a hostile work environment.  However, in this memo to Mr. Thompson, Mr. Harb made it clear, once again, that '… all correspondence, comments, and opinion' regarding Mr. Thompson's issues with Ms. Moran 'should be dealt with outside the school environment.'"  (Page 6, ¶1)  

According to the Employer's own chronologically-submitted exhibits; March 4, 2005, was the date of my first written directive on this topic.  See Exhibit SD #9.

If a directive HAD existed, then this memo would expose another blatant contradiction in the Employer's case.  I either violated a directive or I did not.  The April 2, 2004 memorandum is proof itself that I did not and that I was innocent of the lies that were being alleged by Miss Moran.

As reported in the same memo, Miss Moran conceded this point herself after discovering from the findings that she had been unsuccessful at getting other teachers in our science department to lie for her and slander me.

A question to consider in light of Attorney Lenox's warped interpretation of this memo:  Who, other than an attorney being paid to manufacture evidence out of nothing, could possibly interpret the April 2, 2004 memorandum as "proof" that I had not "complied" with earlier directives?!  
Even when the school reaches a conclusion in my favor, it is creatively interpreted as an "infraction" to pad the Employer's slanderous case against me!

5.
"Next, Mr. Thompson on March 4, 2005 was once again reprimanded by Mr. Joseph Harb (Sch.Dist.#9) because Mr. Thompson had continued to discuss with other faculty members the ongoing custody battle and court case between him and Ms. Moran."  (Page 8, ¶1)


This was a wildly baseless memo issued by my department head, per order of the 
superintendent, because Diane Dandreta and Kathleen Moran had, once again, 
falsely alleged that I was talking about my custody case in school.


The fact is that I had NOT been discussing my custody case in school with 
anyone BUT Mr. Harb, who needed to be kept informed of hearing dates as my 
direct supervisor.

The investigation into Miss Moran's false allegations did not even take place until March 7, 2005, three days AFTER this baseless memo.  And for the record, the memo was a directive, NOT a reprimand, and as the first directive that I had received on this topic, it contradicts Attorney Lenox's use of the words "once again" to describe it.
"Once again", the Employer is creatively interpreting false accusations as infractions to slander me and "pad" its case against me. 

6.
"In this email (Sch.Dist.#10), Mr. Thompson admitted talking to other faculty members about his case (see the sixth paragraph), although he attempted to downplay the extent of the discussion."  (Page 8, ¶1)
I downplayed NOTHING in this email.  What I wrote was the truth, which did NOT include an admission that I talked to ANYONE about my case. 

As stated in the Employer-referenced "sixth paragraph", I wrote:

The only thing that I shared with Mrs. Bald was another of my letters to the editor, about lawyers, that was in last Sunday's Eagle Tribune.  I also shared the letter with Joe Harb and Melissa Tobin, who happened to bring up the subject of lawyers at lunch.

Since the Employer claims that Paragraph 6 of this March 7, 2005 email is its proof that I was talking to other faculty members about my case, I attached a copy of this "letter to the editor" as an exhibit to my originally-submitted rebuttal.

This paragraph, which Attorney Lenox ignorantly claims is an "admission of guilt", illustrates the huge gap between reality and his distortion of that reality to slander me.

7.
"Mr. Thompson, however, gave copies of this letter [the MTA-addressed letter - Exhibit P#14] to several members of the teaching staff at Methuen High School."  (Page 9, ¶3)
I did not give a copy of this letter to ANYONE.  I showed my single copy of the letter to two administrators and two teachers, who each intended to speak at the executive board meeting, which had been called to respond to my complaints of corruption in our union's election process.  

There is no evidence to suggest that the four people who I let read my copy of the letter (Joe Harb, Jim Weymouth, Melissa Tobin, and Danielle Bald) shared its content with anyone else.  In fact, Mr. Harb had to ask me to make a copy for him when the superintendent contacted him with a request for this private letter.
Other teachers only found out about this letter because it was passed around the school by Diane Dandreta to generate a disruption in the school setting and animosity toward me.  

Dandreta, who I was suing at the time, received her copy from Jill Coleman, an MTA field representative, who illegally forwarded this private letter from the MTA's regional office in Lynnfield.  

8.
"... Mr. Thompson in his letter went far beyond complaining about the union elections, and, by Mr. Thompson's own admission, Mr. Thompson had given copies of the letter to several staff members at Methuen High School." (Page 10, ¶1)
This statement is a BLATANT LIE!  I NEVER made any such admission that I had given copies of the letter to "several" staff members.

I also request that this exhibit (P#14) be reviewed to determine if this private letter "went far beyond" complaining about union elections, as alleged by the superintendent.

What the "description" of this letter does illustrate is how the superintendent resorted to lies and exaggerations to defame my good name and reputation.

9.
"...after Mr. Thompson returned from suspension, several of Mr. Thompson's students complained to the high school administration that Mr. Thompson had used class time to discuss with students the recent newspaper article which centered on his lawsuit against Ms. Dandreta..."  (Page 11, ¶1)
Although I cannot prove that there were no complaints about the newspaper article, what I can prove is that the Employer presented nothing at the hearing in the form of either evidence or witnesses to support this allegation.

The only complaint, of which I am aware, was the complaint from my students that Assistant Principal Jane Obshatkin was pulling them out of their other classes, without parental permission, to ask them if I had discussed the newspaper article in class with them.

10.
"Although Dr. Littlefield credited the students' accounts of what had occurred (see Sch.Dist.#16), he did not want to embroil the students further by imposing "a more substantial disciplinary penalty" on Mr. Thompson."  (Page 11, ¶1)

Dr. Littlefield did not have a problem with "embroiling" students in his efforts to run me out of the high school until I noted that his "student accounts" were inappropriately-obtained.

A sample of these student letters was attached to my previously-submitted rebuttal document as an "exhibit" to also confirm that I had NOT initiated a discussion with my students on this topic as alleged by the Employer.  

11.
"The meeting was held because Mr. Harb had received complaints from parents that Mr. Thompson was using class time to discuss with students his still on-going custody battle... Mr. Nicholson then met with Mr. Thompson... and Mr. Thompson admitted to Mr. Nicholson that these discussions in class had occurred.  (Page 11, ¶3 - Page 12, ¶2)
THIS STATEMENT IS ANOTHER BLATANT LIE!  I never admitted to Mr. Nicholson that I was discussing my on-going custody case with students because I was NOT discussing my custody case in school with anyone!  Furthermore, my custody case was not "on-going," but closed at this time.  

What I "admitted to" was talking for ten minutes about my appearance on a television show, which was seen locally by several of my students.  The subject of this television show was the First Amendment and free speech as it pertained to a book that I had written, which was illegally banned by a judge who is criticized in the book.


The only "complaint" expressed, to my knowledge, came from a student and her 
mother, a union-connected teacher at the high school (Karen McLaughlin), who 
referenced these ten minutes spent off topic to try and blackmail me into changing 
her daughter's physics grade.  

Only after I refused to compromise my integrity and change the grade was I placed on administrative leave for the last two months of the school year, based on the superintendent's creative interpretation of these ten minutes as a discussion of my custody case.

12.
"On April 27, 2006, Mr. Thompson distributed to high school staff members through faculty mailboxes a letter captioned 'Dear Fellow Union Members' which Mr. Thompson later characterized as a 'whistleblower' letter (Sch.Dist.#19).  In the letter, Mr. Thompson purported to expose 'unethical stunts' committed against him and others by Diane Dandreta, and Mr. Thompson urged teachers to vote for him as union president."  (Page 12, ¶3)
A thorough read of this exhibit will confirm that I was not urging anyone to vote for me as union president.  I was exposing corruption in our union's election process and urging my fellow union members to demand an election.

13.
"The letter created a firestorm among the faculty, many of whom complained to Mr. Nicholson."  (Page 12, ¶3)

The letter created a "firestorm" among six individuals at the high school, who are identified in my brief as the raving group of union-connected lunatics at the high school.

14.
"Upon learning of Mr. Thompson's continued discussions with his students about his custody battle, his tirade against Diane Dandreta contained in the April 27, 2006 letter that he distributed via faculty mailboxes, and his May 7, 2006 email to students, parents, newspapers, and School Committee members, Superintendent Littlefield issued Mr. Thompson a notice of intent to dismiss dated May 12, 2006 (Sch.Dist.#20)..."  (Page 13, last ¶)
As previously stated, (1) I was not discussing my "custody battle" in school with ANYONE; (2) a thorough read of the April 27, 2006 letter will verify that it was not a "tirade" against Dandreta; and (3) the email to the newspaper and School Committee was my proactive response to the superintendent's efforts to run me out of the school system without just cause.  

The email itself confirms that it was only sent to reporters at the Lawrence Eagle Tribune and members of the School Committee.  And although the email was titled "A Message to My Physics Students", it was only forwarded to students and parents who contacted me first.  

The email was written up as a "template" so that I would not have to communicate the same information over and over again to individual students and parents - information that was being concealed from them by the Employer.  As someone with nothing to hide, I was happy to assist them.

15.
"However, in November, 2006 the high school administration received numerous student and parental complaints about Mr. Thompson's homework policies and grading policies, and concerning certain comments made by Mr. Thompson to his students during class time."  (Page 14, last ¶ - Page 15, ¶1)
Since the school presented nothing at the hearing to substantiate this allegation, I challenge the claim that there were "numerous" complaints.  I did not vary at all from a homework policy that I have had in place for my nine years at the high school - a policy that has been extremely successful and is distributed in writing and discussed with students on the first day of class and with parents at the fall open house.  

I further challenge this claim in light of the fact that the vast majority of my students signed a petition, requesting that I be immediately returned to the classroom shortly after the school chose to suspend me.  See Exhibit P#7.

Lastly, I do not apologize for a single comment that I have made in class.  My witness, Andrew Burbine, testified to the fact that my behavior and topics of discussion in class were always professional and appropriate.
16.
"Thus, the high school administration (specifically Principal Arthur Nicholson, Vice Principal Jane Obshatkin, Assistant Principal Donald Gibson, and Department Chairperson Joseph Harb) met several times with Mr. Thompson to discuss the complaints."  (Page 15, ¶1)


This group of administrators met with me exactly once.

17.
"The sending of this email caused a firestorm at Methuen High School.  Many of the 25 teachers who received it were greatly agitated and complained to the administration."  (Page 17, ¶2)


The claim that "many" of the 25 teachers who received the email were "greatly agitated" is a LIE!  I did not receive a single complaint from the 25 recipients of my email and the Employer did not produce a single witness or name at the arbitration hearing to claim otherwise.


What is more accurate is that the email caused a "firestorm" among six specific individuals, who annoyed other teachers at the high school with their nonsense. 
18.
"Superintendent Whitten described the meeting as a "floodgate", with a number of people in tears telling her about the whole confrontative history involving Kevin Thompson."  (Page 17, ¶3)


Since Dr. Whitten denied my request to attend this meeting, I can only speculate from this description that my six enemies at the high school put on a "show" for Dr. Whitten to slander me.


And for the record, with the exception of my lawsuit against Dandreta, which was handled without a single word being spoken to Dandreta directly, and my email response to a couple of insulting emails from her friend, Paul Fiorentini, I had not had a "confrontation" with any of them.


It should be noted that Dr. Whitten, who claimed to have done a thorough investigation, could not name a single staff member outside the group of union-connected lunatics at the high school, who she could identify as a "Kevin Thompson critic." 


And of all the people who "allegedly" spoke to Dr. Whitten to complain about me, not one of them was at the arbitration hearing to testify so that I could confront him or her directly as a witness against me.

19.
"Meetings were then held with Mr. Thompson and his attorney, while Mr. Thompson was kept on paid administrative leave, to ascertain if there were some way of satisfactorily resolving the matter without Mr. Thompson being terminated."  (Page 18, ¶2)


The only options offered by the Employer to "resolve the matter" were for me to quit voluntarily or be fired.

20.
"In regard to insubordination, the record is replete with instances of Mr. Thompson ignoring, violating, and at times, openly defying the directives of the administration."  (Page 20, ¶2)


The alleged acts of insubordination that the Employer references on the pages that follow this statement (pp. 20-24) have previously been discredited in my post-hearing brief.

Contrary to the Employer's opinion, asserting one's self in the work place and reporting negligence, incompetence, and corruption when it occurs is not insubordination.


The Employer's only two witnesses at the arbitration hearing, Dr. Whitten and Mr. Nicholson, also testified to the fact that I have never been insubordinate to them.

The bottom line is that the Employer could not produce a single witness to substantiate its claim that I have ignored, violated, or openly defied directives, because such testimony would require a school employee to commit fraud.  

21.
"Mr. Thompson got into two yelling matches with Department Chairperson Harb which was overheard by students and teachers..."  (Page 22, ¶2)


I have never "got into" a "yelling" match with Mr. Harb.  Our argument was at a volume that could be heard outside of his portable-walled office.  And although this particular incident was heated, I contend that Mr. Harb would agree with me that we have a very good working relationship.

22.
"Mr. Thompson for years has behaved in a defiant, belligerent way not only towards his supervisors.  He has, in fact, behaved in a defiant, belligerent way toward a great many other people, including students and fellow teachers."  (Page 24, ¶2)


This statement is a BLATANT LIE, which is why the Employer could not produce a single witness to substantiate it!

23.
"However, as Principal Nicholson testified, Mr. Thompson did not work at all well with more average students.  This is reflected in the record."  (Page 24, ¶2)


Because I take such pride in my job as a teacher, this LIE outrages me more than any other comment expressed in the Employer's brief.  


I WOULD PUT MY SUCCESS AND TALENTS AS A PHYSICS TEACHER UP AGAINST ANY TEACHER IN THE STATE AND THAT INCLUDES MY WORK WITH HONOR STUDENTS, AVERAGE STUDENTS, AND LOWER LEVEL STUDENTS.


Since the Employer claims that my deficiencies are reflected in the record, then let us look at that record!  

The record confirms that every evaluation and observation report that I have EVER received at Methuen High School while teaching all levels of students is OUTSTANDING.  There is not a single comment on any of my evaluations to even suggest that I do a lesser job with the lower level students.  This exhibit was submitted into evidence as Exhibit P#2.


The record includes a sample of student feedback that I have received over my years of teaching, written by students of all levels and abilities.  That exhibit was submitted as Exhibit P#7.


The record includes direct testimony from Andrew Burbine, who called me one of the best teachers that he has ever had and testified to the fact that other students in classes below his honors level group consider me an outstanding teacher as well.


The only negative testimony on the record came from Mr. Nicholson, who has observed my class approximately five times in his nine years at the high school and who has never bothered to stay for more than five minutes.  

And for the record, his ignorant comment was a criticism of my work with the lowest level students - a level of student that he has NEVER observed me working with.


Since my work with the lowest level students was unfairly criticized, I attached my initial evaluation report from the Lawrence Learning Center to my previously-submitted rebuttal document as an exhibit.  


The Lawrence Learning Center is where I am currently working while out of Methuen.  It serves the lowest motivated and lowest achieving students in Lawrence.  

This evaluation, if allowed into evidence, would have confirmed that it is my current supervisor's opinion, after observing my classes for more time than what Mr. Nicholson has observed in nine years at Methuen High School, that I am doing an outstanding job there.

24.
In regard to fellow teachers, anyone who "crossed swords" with Mr. Thompson to any degree whatsoever became his "enemy" (to use his term).  This included anyone who was friendly to or supportive of Kathleen Moran.  (Page 24, ¶3)


This particular statement is twilight-zone level slander and, therefore, cannot be substantiated by anyone at the high school.

Since Attorney Lenox did not get this absurd testimony out of any of his three hearsay witnesses, it is also “unsworn testimony” that can be entirely attributed to him – a lawyer who knows nothing about my relationship with colleagues at the high school and who is being paid to deceptively portray me as someone who I am NOT.

I had six "enemies" at the high school, who were my enemies specifically for conspiring to run me out of the school with slander.  Their only issue with me is that I sued their friend, Dandreta, and exposed the corruption in our union's election process.


The claim that my "enemies" included anyone who was friendly or supportive of Kathleen Moran is pure nonsense.  My enemies include Dandreta, not because she was friendly and supportive of Kathleen Moran, but because she lied about me and concealed school-related material facts from a DSS worker.

25.
Mr. Thompson's conduct is unbecoming nonetheless, however, because Mr. Thompson's belligerent, confrontative, polarizing style, which he maintained despite innumerable warnings, was so inconsistent with the school environment, and so totally disruptive to the school community.  (Page 25, ¶2)

This statement is baseless slander, which cannot be substantiated by anyone at the high school!  It is simply another example of Attorney Lenox representing himself as a witness against me with fraudulent unsworn testimony.

26.
"What the language of paragraph 3 [of the Memorandum of Agreement] seemingly was intended to establish was that if Mr. Thompson did nothing wrong in the future then his past actions or statements would not be resurrected."  (P. 30, ¶2)


Such an interpretation is absurd and an insult to the competence and intelligence of the arbitrator!  What would be the point of including such a provision in the Agreement if it would be useless if and when it was needed?  It would be like having collision coverage on your car provided that you never get in an accident.

I know exactly what Paragraph 3 was intended to establish because I wrote it!  It was intended to protect me from the meritless paper trail that had been generated over the previous three years to run me out of the school system. 

Furthermore, there was nothing merciful about Littlefield's withdrawal of the dismissal.  If Littlefield thought for a second that his frivolous case against me would stand up in a court of law, he would have fired me.

And if the Memorandum of Agreement was a "last chance" for anyone, it was the Employer's last chance before I moved forward with a lawsuit against it based on the actionable crimes that had been committed against me.  

FINAL COMMENTS

It became clear to me while reading the Employer's brief exactly why there were no firsthand witnesses at the arbitration hearing to testify.  I contend that it is because the Employer could not find anyone to substantiate the nonsense that it intended to communicate as its case against me.


Quite frankly, the Employer might as well have alleged that I teach class in high heels and a dress because there would be as much truth to that claim as there was to most of the information contained in the Employer's brief.


Fortunately, it is the Employer with the burden of proof to overcome and it is the Employer who proved NOTHING!

As requested in my post-hearing brief, please note that not a single document offered into evidence by the Employer was any more admissible than the findings from the Division of Unemployment Assistance's Board of Review, which I was prohibited from submitting into evidence.


If the DUA's findings and the DUA's two rulings (produced by a neutral third party after two evidentiary hearings) was judged to be inadmissible hearsay, then what exhibit, submitted into evidence by the Employer, could be judged to be any more credible or admissible?


And if second hand hearsay is legally inadmissible, then what admissible first hand testimony was communicated by the Employer's three hearsay witnesses to support ANY of the slanderous claims made by Attorney Lenox in his post-hearing brief?


I wrote this reply brief to guard "the truth" and prevent Attorney Lenox from stealing from me my teaching career in Methuen with lies and deceit.  If an assumption is made that the truth must lie somewhere between the two versions that were presented, then that assumption would be wrong.  The truth is EXACTLY what I conveyed at the hearing and in my two submitted documents.  The Employer's post-hearing brief was written by a clueless, unethical attorney, who is obviously being paid to deceive Arbitrator Altman with fraud.







Respectfully Submitted, 








_________________________

Date:  March 27, 2008



Kevin Thompson
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