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KEVIN THOMPSON'S RESPONSE TO THE FRAUD CONTAINED IN [THE MOTHER]'S RESPONSE TO OPPOSITION FOR ATTORNEY FEES

NOW COMES the Plaintiff, Kevin Thompson ("Father"), in the above-referenced matter and hereby finds it urgent that he respond to the fraud and manipulation of facts contained in the Mother's Response to Opposition for Attorney Fees (hereinafter "Response").  In support of this rebuttal document, the Father contends that:

1.
As the Plaintiff in this case, it is the Father, not the Mother, who has a due process right to submit a "rebuttal."

2.
According to the website for the American Bar Association, “the plaintiff usually gives his closing argument first, the defendant goes next, and the plaintiff is entitled to a rebuttal or concluding argument, which is the plaintiff's opportunity to respond to the defendant's points and make one final appeal to the judge or jury.”  In essence, Attorney Gleason's Response is an attempt to communicate a second closing argument and get in “the last word”.
3.
The Father requests that the Court note that the fraud and character assassination written into Attorney Gleason’s Response was produced by a hired attorney, who first met the Father on October 31, 2007, who has had less communication and interaction with the Father than the presiding judge in this case, and whose only source of information is the Mother (a court-proven liar), but who still believes that he can arrogantly represent himself as some kind of “expert” on the character, motives, and thought-process of the Father.

4.
It is quite clear from the nonsense that Attorney Gleason submitted as a Response that he is a morally bankrupt attorney, who will say or allege anything if he thinks it could somehow deceive the Court in his favor.  

5.
As stated in previously documents, Attorney Gleason was hired to see “black” and fraudulently claim with conviction and theatrics that he is seeing “white”.  Attorney Gleason’s credibility can be summed up in his absurd claim that the Father’s pursuit of a balanced relationship with his son is “selfish”, “tactical”, and “a platform for his own political, anti-Family Court propaganda and nonsense.”

6.
Attorney Gleason also alleges in his continuing efforts to prejudice the court against the Father that it is the Father who has “attempted character assassination of Judges and Court personnel.”  

7.
The difference between what Attorney Gleason calls “character assassination” and the “character assassination” of the Father in Attorney Gleason’s Response is that everything that the Father has communicated about “Court personnel” is court-recorded fact or opinion based on those facts, which is the reason why the judges and attorneys referenced in the Father’s book have not filed a lawsuit against him for libel.

8.
With regard to Attorney Gleason’s silly defense of his billable hours, he alleges that it is the Father who has no regard for accuracy.  If Attorney Gleason had any regard for accuracy, then he would not have alleged that the 27 mile trip from his office in Haverhill to the courthouse in Salem takes a “full hour” and he would have accurately reported that two days of trial, a day to notify the court of his appearance as attorney for the Mother, and a day, which only became necessary because of his negligent failure to respond to the Father's discovery requests, adds up to four NOT five days in court.  

9.
Therefore, without access to anything else, what can be confirmed is that Attorney Gleason charged the Mother for 10 hours of travel at $300 per hour for travel time that was closer to 4 hours (in effect, exaggerating his drive time by six hours and stealing $1,800 from his client).  

10.
After Attorney Gleason explains this discrepancy, he can work on how he claimed to spend six hours responding to the Father's motion for temporary orders, filed in response to the Mother’s “tampered birth certificate/counterfeit restraining order” stunt - a motion, which was heard on a day that Attorney Gleason brought four unrelated and untimely-served motions/notices of his own into court to be heard.  

11.
The Father contends that the requested and denied timesheets, if untampered, would have confirmed that Attorney Gleason attempted to deceive the court to extort from the Father the fees required to produce ALL of the motions/notices heard on that day.

12.
Attorney Gleason argues that he must have put in significantly more hours than those reported by Attorney Dow, who worked the first sixteen months of this twenty-month case, because the Father claimed to spend “hundreds of hours” on his appeal.  

13.
The difference between Attorney Gleason's fraudulent claim and the Father's claim is that the Father spent several more months on his appeal than the handful of days over four months that Attorney Gleason worked on this case.   

14.
The Father, who is not a lawyer, had to learn all the relevant law and procedural rules pertaining to his appeal from scratch; he submitted three versions of his brief and two versions of his reply brief before they were accepted by the appeals court; he wasted a significant amount of time transcribing his trial tapes (which were not accepted); and he prepared an oral argument that the appeals court would not hear.  

15.
Yes, the Father DID spend “hundreds of hours” over several months preparing his appeal and the Father STILL contends that Attorney Gleason did NOT spend the 74 hours that he alleges to have worked on this case.

16.
It should also be noted that Attorney Gleason is being paid $300 an hour to “pretend” that he knows the Father.  His questions and comments in court and his Response prove that he knows little to nothing about the character of the Father or about what has transpired over the last four years.  

17.
If anyone's accusations in this case were without merit and without thought, they were those spewed by Attorney Gleason.  Attorney Gleason knew nothing about the Father when he agreed to represent the Mother four months ago and he knows nothing about the Father today.  His accusations are simply a "pipe dream" of what he wishes he could say about the Father for the benefit of his client.

18.
As stated in previous documents and testimony, if the Court is inclined to believe that the truth lies somewhere between the two versions that were presented, then the Court would be wrong.  The truth is exactly what was communicated by the Father, who did not exaggerate, embellish, or stretch the truth.

19.
Attorney Gleason's reference to the case of Earle v. Earle, which awarded counsel fees on appeal "due to the husband's rigidity and inflexibility," is also an irrelevant reference since it can hardly be disputed that this case has dragged on because of the Mother's, not the Father's, unwillingness to be flexible. 

20.
The fact is that if the Father had enjoyed the law-defying discrimination that the Mother has enjoyed in family court, this case would have been resolved four years ago with the compromise of an equally shared parenting arrangement.

21.
The Father contends that the Mother’s brother and mother were not in court to testify or offer moral support because they are as disgusted as everyone else in the Mother’s life with her rigidity, inflexibility, malice, childishness, and selfishness at the expense of the minor child. 

22.
Ironically, it is Attorney Gleason who criticizes the Father in his Response for his willingness to be flexible and accept less than sole custody.  Attorney Gleason writes on page 4, paragraph 5 that, “He (Father) has repeatedly stated, for all to hear, that the only reason he is requesting sole custody is as a means to achieve his stated goal of “50-50” custody.

23.
If the Father were only thinking of himself and were rigid and inflexible, then he would be demanding sole custody and nothing less.  It can hardly be argued that sole custody personally benefits the Father more than joint custody.  

24.
But the Father is the only parent in this case thinking of someone other than himself.  The Father is pursuing sole custody because the Court has repeatedly told him that it will not consider 50/50 custody if the parents do not get along.  

25.
Since it is impossible to get along with someone who refuses to get along with him, the Father’s only option to achieve what is a fair and just outcome for everyone is for him to be awarded sole custody so that he will have the leverage to provide his son with a balanced relationship with both of his parents.

26.
It is not flexibility that has been asked of the Father.  It is a demand that he “sell out” and forfeit his parental rights.  When it comes to the inalienable right to parent one’s own children, people do not compromise those rights away in this country.  

27.
The Father's refusal to be bullied into accepting less than an equal parental relationship with his son and the Father's refusal to allow the Mother to use the minor child as a "pawn" do NOT, in any way, make him rigid and inflexible.  The only one in this case denying parental rights to the other parent is the Mother.

28.
Attorney Gleason makes the claim that the Father's evidence was self-serving, totally transparent, and choreographed.  The Father contends that Attorney Gleason's reference to "witness preparation" to justify his billable hours, was the only thing choreographed and scripted for the trial - a script, which required the Mother to simply “parrot” the allegations that were being communicated to the Court, for the most part, by Attorney Gleason. 

29.
Whatever the Court chooses to believe about the DSS report, the IRS incident, the falsely alleged assault on July 20, 2002, and the falsely alleged abandonment of a child as listed by Attorney Gleason in his Response to badmouth the Father; what cannot be disputed is that all of these incidents occurred prior to the date of the original trial, a time period that Attorney Gleason claimed was irrelevant and inadmissible.  

30.
If the Court was deceived to believe that these incidents proved the Father to be less than the man of honor, integrity, AND civility that he truly is, then the glaring absence of incidents since the original trial, would indicate that there has been a significant change in circumstances since the original trial to warrant, on its own merits, a modification of the child custody orders.

31.
The bottom line is that Attorney Gleason did not present a single piece of evidence to support his wildly slanderous portrayal of the Father as controlling, intimidating, and verbally abusive and he did not present a single piece of evidence to challenge the Father’s credibility.  

32.
With regard to the rapid fire list of slanderous comments expressed by Attorney Gleason on page 3 of his Response:  Attorney Gleason presented nothing at the trial to even suggest that the Father had "evaded" the California child support services department.  He presented nothing to substantiate his claim that the Father was fired from the Methuen School Department for just cause.  He presented nothing to substantiate his claim that the Father's treatment of the Mother is deplorable.  He presented nothing to verify his claim that the Father's son had been exposed to "hate material".  And he cannot reference a single court-recorded excerpt to substantiate his claim that the Father's court deportment was anything but professional or, when necessary and warranted, assertive.

33.
If the topic of the Father's firing had come up, the Father could have shared the findings from the Division of Unemployment Assistance and its Board of Review, which concluded after two separate evidentiary hearings that the Methuen School Department did NOT have just cause to fire the Father – a conclusion that the Father expects from the American Arbitration Association, which will likely result in his reinstatement with backpay.

34.
And as far as Attorney Gleason's claim that the Father was uncooperative with the GAL, the Father can point to the fact that he cooperated with every legal request that was asked of him.

35.
With regard to Attorney Gleason’s fraudulent claim that the Father refused to participate in counseling, it was the Father who suggested counseling, which can be confirmed with his email journal, and it was the Mother who failed to respond to this request.  

36.
If by counseling, Attorney Gleason meant to reference the issue involving psychological evaluations, the Father did not refuse to take a psychological evaluation, he refused to cooperate with the Court's attempt to defy the law and order the Father to pay for it. 

37.
With regard to Attorney Gleason’s claim that the Father’s treatment of the Mother is “deplorable”, the Father requests clarification in light of the fact that the Father is ALWAYS polite and cordial to the Mother; ALWAYS speaks well of her to their son; invites her to all special occasions; remembers her with cards and gifts on her birthday, Christmas, and Mother’s day; gave her back the engagement ring that she was ordered to return to the Father; and reserves his criticism of the Mother to emails when she chooses to be malicious, selfish, and childish.

38.
To argue that the Mother had not denied visitation, Attorney Gleason writes that "the [Father] testified that he had visited with his son on every holiday in 2007", as if seeing his son on every "holiday" in 2007 confirms that visitation was not denied on the days that necessitated the filing of the Father's complaint for modification in June of 2006.

39.
And contrary to Attorney Gleason's claim, the Father's evidence did include proof that the Mother's care has been harmful to the minor child.  The Father submitted photos and a body mass index printout, which confirm that his son is in danger of becoming overweight because, as the Father alleges, the Mother has failed to provide ANY of the 60 minutes of physical activity per day that a child of their son’s age requires.

40.
Fortunately, the minor child is with the Father three days a week and spends less time with his Mother now that he is of school-age, which has resulted in him moving from the "overweight" to the "in danger of becoming overweight" category, according to the most recently obtained and submitted body mass index data.

41.
With regard to Attorney Gleason’s ignorant claim that “the tactics by Mr. Thompson are nothing more than a transparent effort to unnecessarily prolong the proceedings and to bludgeon Ms. Moran with costly legal fees,” the docket record will verify that it is the Father who has fought EVERY delay to this case and EVERY frivolous attempt by the Court and the Mother’s attorneys to add to its costs.

42.
Borrowing the format used by Attorney Gleason to communicate his comments: 

(1)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to unplug her phone to prevent nightly communication between the Father and their son.

(2)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to block the Father's email and ask her attorneys to be her email answering service for her to avoid communication with the Father.

(3)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to agree to changes in the visitation schedule and then not be there when the Father arrived to pick up his son.

(4)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to deny visitation and then avoid return calls from the Father to reschedule.

(5)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to tamper with a birth certificate to enroll their son in school under a false name and produce a counterfeit restraining order to deceive their son's school to believe that there was a restraining order against the Father.

(6)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to fraudulently claim that their son was hospitalized and observed overnight in a failed attempt to get the Father on supervised visitations.

(7)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to respond to a court order for her mother's tax returns with a wildly baseless request for a restraining order against the Father.

(8)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to get drunk with their two-month old son and then hide from the police who were called to the home by her own mother.

(9)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to get drunk in front of colleagues, aggressively come on to two fellow teachers while dating the Father, drive drunk to the Father's home, and refuse to leave.

(10)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to respond to the break up of her engagement to the Father and a demand that she return the engagement ring with a false accusation of assault and battery.

(11)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to falsely allege workplace harassment to manufacture false evidence against the Father.

(12)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to repeatedly lie to a DSS investigator and convince her friends to also lie for her.

(13)
According to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for the Mother to commit perjury on her financial statements and cheat on her taxes.

(14)
And according to Attorney Gleason, it was “appropriate behavior” for Attorney Gleason to ignore discovery requests, defy Judge Cronin's order pertaining to the production of documents, and show up to court for the first day of the trial thirty minutes late. 

FINAL COMMENT


With regard to Attorney Gleason's reference to the fraudulent findings from Judge Digangi and the Appeals Court as his "proof" that his four-month "warped" and "agenda-driven" analysis of the Father has merit, if the Father's case against these judges did not have merit, it would have been dismissed in Federal Court long ago.


Lastly, the Father challenges Attorney Gleason to reference anything at all to support his claim that the Father "is a deeply troubled man who has no responsibility for his own conduct and who lashes out in an uncontrolled and visceral manner towards all who either dare to disagree with him or are required to describe him for exactly who he is."  (Page 6, ¶3)


The Father requests that the Court note that this insane diatribe was generated by, who many call, "the sleaziest attorney in the Merrimack Valley," who is being paid by his client to slanderously describe the Father for exactly who he is NOT.  Such reality-defying commentary is an insult to the competence and intelligence of this Court.

Dated:
March 20, 2008


RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED







______________________________








Kevin Thompson
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