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DIANE DANDRETA, DEFENDANT

1.
The Plaintiff is a teacher at Methuen High School, One Ranger Road, Methuen, 

MA 01844.

2.
The Defendant is also a teacher at Methuen High School and the Massachusetts 

Teachers' Association Union President for the Methuen Public Schools.

3.
The Defendant has used her position at the school to harass the Plaintiff by 

making several frivolous, merit-less complaints against the Plaintiff over the last 

two years to his superiors (specifically his department head, Joseph Harb, the high 

school principal, Arthur Nicholson, and the Superintendent of the school system, 

Dr. Charles P. Littlefield).

4.
The Plaintiff is currently in litigation over the support and custody of a child that 

he had with another teacher at the high school.  As part of (the Mother's) unethical, legal strategy, she has on several occasions falsely claimed that the Plaintiff has created a hostile environment for her at their work place.

5.
The Defendant, who is friendly with (the Mother), was more than eager to enable 

her with these merit-less complaints against the Plaintiff, who the Defendant 

perceives as outspoken and critical of the union.

6.
The Defendant, who has a professional duty as union president to be impartial, is 

famous for taking sides and maliciously harassing those teachers and 

administrators at the high school who she has identified as not on "her side."

7.
The Defendant barely knows the Plaintiff and made no effort to get both sides of 

the story.  Instead she shared enough "one-sided" information with the 

Superintendent of the school system, who did not know the Plaintiff AT ALL, for him to share with a DSS investigator that the Plaintiff is "revengeful and hateful" toward (the Mother).
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8.
The Defendant stated to the same DSS worker, Carol Hanedanian, on April 9, 

2004, that she has seen the Plaintiff "out of control verbally at the school" and that 

she "fears him."  This wildly slanderous claim was made despite the fact that the 

Defendant has almost no contact with the Plaintiff and has NEVER seen the 

Plaintiff in an emotional state that could even be misinterpreted as "out of 

control verbally."

9.
The DSS investigation was initiated by the Plaintiff who was concerned with the 

behavior of (the Mother), a woman with a history of irresponsible, unstable 

behavior.  

10.
The Plaintiff contends that the Defendant offered to be a witness for (the Mother) 

as an opportunity to badmouth the Plaintiff and suggested the "clueless"

Superintendent as a second witness because she knew that he knew nothing about 

the case, or the Plaintiff, other than the deceptive "hearsay" that he had received 

from the Defendant.  

11.
The Defendant and (the Mother) were careful not to refer the investigator to the 

school principal, Arthur Nicholson, who actually did an investigation himself and 

concluded that (the Mother's) multiple claims of a hostile work environment were 

completely unfounded.

12.
When (the Mother) was questioned about the results to this thorough investigation, she conceded that maybe hostile was a strong word but she felt "stressed" by events that had happened outside of the workplace.

13.
Although the questioning of members of the Plaintiff's science department by the 

high school principal was the only official school investigation that took place, 

the Defendant did not bother to share the results of this investigation with the DSS 

investigator because it did not support her agenda to defame the character of the 

Plaintiff.

14.
One of the reasons for the DSS interview of school personnel was to verify the 

Plaintiff's claim that (the Mother) has an attendance issue at her job.  Despite the 

fact that her attendance record reveals that she has more than 150 absences from 

work in five years of employment in the Methuen school system, not one school 

employee, including the Defendant, would comment on this fact.  

15.
Since the investigation of a hostile work environment did not give the Defendant 

the results that she was hoping to get, the Defendant pressured the Plaintiff's 

department head to include deceptive language in his follow up report.  

Specifically, she instructed him to include in his memo of the investigation that 

the Plaintiff was "antagonistic" at the follow up meeting.  

2

16.
The Plaintiff's department head shared with the Plaintiff that the Defendant 

expressed anger that his memo was not more insulting of the Plaintiff's "tone" in 

the meeting and did not include other derogatory adjectives that the Defendant 

wanted the Plaintiff's department head to include in the memo.

17.
The Plaintiff contends that he was at no time verbally out of control at this 

meeting and that he simply expressed the justifiable outrage that any individual 

would feel at being forced to defend himself against the baseless, slanderous 

attacks that were being made regularly by a bitter, unstable woman.

18.
The Defendant has supported (the Mother's) frivolous complaints on several 

occasions.  Her complaints include that the Plaintiff is harassing her with letters 

to the editor of the Eagle Tribune; that the Plaintiff put one of those letters to the 

editor in her school mailbox (which he did not!); that he is using the school 

computer to research his legal case; and that he has shared his letters to the editor 

and opinions about the court system with his colleagues.

19.
The Plaintiff is prepared to call several former students over his time of 

employment at Methuen High School who know the Plaintiff much better than the 

Defendant and who will testify under oath that they have NEVER seen the 

Plaintiff verbally out of control.  

20.
The Plaintiff contends that he works with approximately 100 students per school 

year and could put every single one of them on the stand over his eight years at 

the high school without the threat of even one of them testifying that they have 

EVER seen the Plaintiff verbally out of control.

21.
Some of the Plaintiff's "student-witnesses" shared with the Plaintiff that the 

Defendant's claims are ironic since the Defendant is the only teacher of 

the two who is verbally abusive (ie. insulting, intimidating, and condescending) to 

students at the high school.

22.
One of the Plaintiff's witnesses shared that he overheard the Defendant and (the Mother) arguing at the beginning of the school year in September of 2004 because 

the Defendant did not come through on her promise to get the Plaintiff out of the 

school system.

23.
Although the Plaintiff avoids (the Mother) and does not speak to her at all during 

their work day, (the Mother) wants the Plaintiff out of the school system 

because he is an embarrassing reminder of all the dishonest, unethical stunts that 

she has pulled over the last two years to slander him.
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24.
In conclusion, the Defendant's slanderous comments made in the DSS report 

sabotaged the Plaintiff's legal efforts to get joint physical custody of his son.  

25.
The presiding judge at the June 4, 2004 child custody trial, Judge Peter C. 

Digangi, described the DSS report in his closing statement as the most influential 

exhibit to justify his ruling of sole custody to the mother.

26.
Since the case is not resolved because the Plaintiff will never give up on his son, the Plaintiff has spent additional time and money to appeal the court's decision.

27.
Much more importantly, the court's decision, which was significantly influenced by the slanderous comments made directly by the Defendant and indirectly by the Defendant through the Superintendent, has sabotaged the Plaintiff's relationship with his son.  This currently represents three years of parental time that the Plaintiff will never get back with his son.

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff requests that the Defendant pay actual and punitive

damages to the Plaintiff in the amount of $250,000 for his pain and suffering and be 

removed from her position as MTA union president in the Methuen school system.

The Massachusetts Teachers' Association, of which the Plaintiff is a paying member, 

denied the Plaintiff's request for legal representation.  The MTA claimed that it does not 

provide legal assistance in "union member vs. union member" litigation.  Therefore, if the 

Defendant is given free legal assistance of any kind from the MTA in this matter, then the 

Plaintiff requests that additional punitive damages in the amount of $250,000 be assessed

against the Massachusetts Teachers' Association.
Date:
March 2, 2005
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Kevin Thompson 

