
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSSETS 

 
____________________________________  
SAMUEL BARTLEY STEELE,   )   Civil Action No.  
BART STEELE PUBLISHING,   )   08-11727-NMG  
STEELE RECORDZ,     )  

)  
Plaintiffs      )  

)  
v.      )  LEAVE ALLOWED 

)  September 21, 2010 
TURNER BROADCASTING   )  
SYSTEM, INC,     )  
Et al,       )  

)  
Defendants.      )  
____________________________________)  
 

PLAINTIFFS' REPLY  TO VECTOR MANAGEMENT LLC'S OPPOSITION TO 
PLAINTIFFS’ RULE 55(a) MOTION FOR ENTRY OF DEFAULT AS TO 

DEFENDANT VECTOR MANAGEMENT  
 
Plaintiffs Samuel Bartley Steele, Bart Steele Publishing, and Steele Recordz (“Steele”) 

hereby replies to Vector Management LLC's Opposition to Plaintiff's Rule 55(a) Motion for 

Entry of Default as to Defendant Vector Management ("Opposition").  

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

First, Vector Management fails to address, much less rebut, the determinative and 

well-documented facts contained in Steele's Motion for Default as to Vector Management 
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("Steele Motion") proving the elements for entry of default.  See Fed.R.Civ.P. 55(a).1 

Second, Vector Management's argument that the Amended Complaint filed by the 

pro se Steele "superseded" Steele's original Complaint and "dropped" Vector Management 

defies this Court's April 3, 2009 Order that both of Steele's Complaints are to be read 

together.  In addition, Vector Management was in default for a full month before Steele filed 

his Amended Complaint and Vector Management cannot, in any event, point to the 

Amended Complaint to retroactively absolve its default.   

Vector Management's default was also intentional - intended to conceal Vector 

Management from the pro se Steele - while a different company, Vector 2 LLC (“Vector 2”), 

unilaterally and improperly substituted itself for Vector Management by voluntarily 

appearing (claiming Steele "misidentified" Vector Management) on the very day Vector 

Management was served.  Vector Management's attempt to characterize the pro se Steele's 

good faith reliance on the misrepresentations of counsel for Vector Management and Vector 

2, and their improper substitution of one for the other, when he named Vector 2 as 

                                                 

 

1 For clarity's sake, Vector Management is referred to herein by its full name, i.e., "Vector 
Management."  As detailed below, this is necessary to sort through Vector Management's 
multitude of intentionally confusing names in its Opposition. 

Case 1:08-cv-11727-NMG   Document 133    Filed 09/21/10   Page 2 of 20

888



 

 

3 

 

"dropping" Vector Management is appalling.2 

Third, Vector Management's Opposition's use of several variations of names for itself 

and its client in different contexts reveals its ongoing efforts to conceal Vector Management's 

default, its improper substitution of Vector 2, and to otherwise confuse what is, in the end, a 

very simple issue:  Whether Vector Management was served and, if so, whether it timely 

pleaded or defended.  See Fed.R.Civ.P. 55(a). 

Fourth, two critical assertions in Vector Management’s Opposition, prepared by its 

current counsel, Proskauer Rose LLP (“Proskauer”), are directly contradicted by Vector 

Management’s prior counsel, Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom LLP ("Skadden").  

Skadden’s contradicting statements, it should be noted, are not from the initial stages of this 

case, e.g., 2008 or 2009, but from the past several weeks, contemporaneously with 

Proskauer’s instant Opposition.  The contradictions are difficult to explain in any manner 

consistent with good faith. 

Fifth, the facts and allegations in Steele's Complaint clearly implicate Vector 

Management.  Moreover, it was Vector Management's own misconduct - its willful default 

and substitution of Vector 2 - which led Steele on a snipe hunt for information about Vector 
                                                 

 

2 This same modus operandi was used by counsel for Major League Baseball Advanced Media, 
L.P. ("MLBAM").  See Steele's Motion for Entry of Default as to MLBAM, Opposition, and 
Reply, docket entries #118-124.  Neither ploy was discovered until Steele was able to retain 
counsel. 
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2, of which none is publicly available, that was responsible for any lack of detail in his 

Amended Complaint as to Vector Management.  Accordingly there is no good cause to 

preemptively vacate Vector Management's default, particularly in light of its intentional and 

improper misdirection of Steele at the pleadings stage. 

Sixth, Vector Management's claim of a Due Process violation, given Steele's 

undisputed eight months of repeated notice of his claims as to Vector Management prior to 

filing suit - including directly informing Vector Management of the details of his claim (his e-

mails to and from "libby@vectormgmt.com") - Steele's proper naming of Vector 

Management in his suit, and Steele's undisputedly proper and timely service of process on 

Vector Management is an affront to the very concept of Due Process.  Vector Management's 

own actions belie its due process claim:  it was Vector Management's actual, detailed, and 

longtime notice - not lack of notice - of Steele's claims that resulted in its attempt to hide 

behind Vector 2.    

Seventh, and last, the undersigned directs this Court to correspondence attached as 

Exhibit 1, whereby information I requested in order to make a reasonable determination as 

to the merits of Steele's Motion has been inexplicably withheld from me despite repeated 

requests. 

1. Vector Management Concedes Default; The Docket Should so Reflect it 

Vector Management's failure to address the facts listed below, which are well-

documented in Steele's Motion, prove beyond question that Vector Management has, in 
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fact, defaulted.  Steele requests this Honorable Court Order the Clerk to enter Vector 

Management's default without further delay.3   

 A. Vector Management was named, sued, and properly served on 

December 8, 2008. 

 B. Twenty-one days later, Vector Management had failed to file an 

answer pursuant to Rule 12(a)(1)(A)(i) or a motion pursuant to Rule 12(a)(4).  See 

Fed.R.Civ.P. 12(a)(1)(A)(i); Fed.R.Civ.P. 12(a)(4). 

 C. As of December 30, 2008, Vector Management was in default. 4  

 D. Vector Management, to date, has failed to plead or otherwise defend.  

See Fed.R.Civ.P. 55(a). 

Though Rule 55 entry of default requires no additional facts, the following facts are 

also undisputed and further support entry of default:  

 E. Vector Management had notice of Steele's claims eight months prior 

                                                 

 

3 It should come as no surprise that Steele, proceeding in forma pauperis, simply does not 
have the resources to conduct a drawn-out legal battle with the likes of Proskauer Rose and 
Skadden Arps over a Rule 55(a) entry of default where, as here, there is no legitimate issue as 
to Vector Management's default. 
4 “Defendants act at their peril if, after receiving actual notice of a pleading, they choose to 
ignore the lawsuit in reliance on their own, untested belief that either the process or service 
was faulty.”  See Federal Civil Rules Handbook, 2010, West, comment to Rules 12(b)(4)(5), 
pp. 430-431, and cases cited therein.  Here, of course, service and process are not challenged 
having been waived long ago. 
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to filing his Complaint and Vector Management's General Manager, Joel Hoffner was served 

with a Summons and Copy of Steele's Complaint.  

 F. Vector Management's Default was willful. 

 F. Vector 2 was not served, but appeared voluntarily and unilaterally, 

improperly substituting itself for Vector Management under false pretenses, and without 

notice or leave of Court, to cover for Vector Management, which attempted to hide from 

Steele and this Court. 

 G. Vector 2 had no legal right and offers no legal justification for 

substituting itself for Vector Management. 

2. Steele's Amended Complaint Does not "Undo" Vector Management's  
  Default 

 
This Court, in its April 3, 2009 Order, explicitly allowed, at the pro se Steele's 

request, Steele's Complaints to be "read together."  See April 3, 2009 Order on Defendants' 

Motions to Dismiss, docket entry #85 ("Order").5  Accordingly, Vector Management's 

argument that Steele's Amended Complaint "dropped" Vector Management is 

contemptuous of the Order.   

                                                 

 

5 Steele requested that the Court "consider everything in both my original and amended 
complaint."  See Steele's March 4, 2009 Opposition to Defendants Motion to Dismiss, at 2, 
docket entry #61.  Steele further made clear that his Amended Complaint did not "drop" 
any defendants but, in fact, added one, the Boston Red Sox.  See Id. 
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Moreover, for argument's sake, even if the Court had not allowed Steele's complaints 

to be read together, Steele filed his Amended Complaint on January 30, 2009, one month 

after Vector Management's default.  Vector Management cites no authority for the 

proposition that Steele's Amended Complaint provides retroactive relief for their default.  

Regardless, given the Court's Order, the issue is purely academic. 

Steele's naming of Vector 2 in his Amended Complaint was the direct result of 

Vector Management - and its counsel, Skadden - misrepresenting Vector 2 as, and 

improperly substituting Vector 2 for, Vector Management.  Vector Management's attempt 

to attribute its fraudulent statements and illegal party substitution at the outset to Steele's 

"intention" to "remove" Vector Management from the case is dishonest and reprehensible. 

Steele named Vector 2 in the Amended Complaint because Steele, pro se, believed 

Skadden when it said Steele had "misidentified" Vector Management. 

Of course, Skadden's claim that Steele "misidentified" Vector Management was false 

and Vector 2's appearance for Vector Management was a sham.  For Vector Management to 

blame - and take further advantage of - Steele for assuming Skadden's good faith is odious.  

Steele's identification of Vector Management was correct, as shown by his unequivocal and 

unwavering intent to sue Vector Management.  See, e.g., Steele's Motion and Exhibits 

thereto.   

It was Vector Management's (or its counsel's) own intentional misrepresentations, 

designed specifically to conceal Vector Management and illegally replace it with Vector 2, that 
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caused Steele to name Vector 2 in the Amended Complaint in the first place.  Vector 

Management's circular reasoning, grounded in its fraudulent statements and actions cannot 

stand. 

3. Vector Management Intentionally Fails to Meaningfully Define itself and its  
  Client, Rendering Several Arguments Virtually Indecipherable 

 
Vector Management, represented by Proskauer, fails to adequately define the 

operative parties in its Opposition - most notably its client Vector Management and Vector 

Management's client or clients, the band Bon Jovi and/or John Bongiovi.  While Proskauer 

initially uses standard legal writing conventions in defining Vector Management LLC as 

"Vector" and Vector Two LLC as “Vector Two,” the definitions only add to the confusion 

because Proskauer selectively disregards their own nomenclature thereafter.   

To wit, at various points in Vector Management's Opposition, Proskauer references 

the following: "Vector;"  "Vector Management;" "Vector Management LLC;" "A 

Management Company Known As Vector Management LLC;" "Vector 2;" “Vector 2 LLC;” 

"Vector Two;" “Vector Two LLC;” "Vector Entity;" "The Entity That was Bon Jovi's 

Manager;" and "the Company Which Performs Management Services on Behalf of John 
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Bongiovi."6  

As to Vector Management’s client or clients, Proskauer refers to: "The Recording 

Artist Jon Bon Jovi;" "Bon Jovi;" “Jon Bon Jovi;” "John Bongiovi," and "John Francis 

Bongiovi, Jr."7    

Proskauer’s failure to define, for example, “Bon Jovi,” which Proskauer appears to 

use, at different times, to describe both the person – Bongiovi – and the band Bon Jovi, as 

well as Proskauer’s myriad names for Vector Management and Vector 2, makes it 

problematic to determine what Vector Management is, was, or did, and who or what it 

manages or managed, and when.   

This was by design.  Take one glaring example from page 2 of Vector Management’s 

Opposition:   

it was apparent…  that Steele was seeking to hold liable the management 
company that acted as the personal manager to the recording artist Jon Bon Jovi (also 
known as John Francis Bongiovi, Jr.), whose alleged performance of Steele’s work 
was the foundation upon which Steele based his claims.  While there is a 
management company known as Vector Management, LLC, which manages other 
recording artists, Vector Management neither has nor had any connection with Bon 
Jovi.  The correct name of the management company that acted as personal manager 
for Jon Bon Jovi, and which obviously was the target of Steele’s allegations when he 
named Vector Management, is a company known as Vector Two, LLC (“Vector 
                                                 

 

6 Also, on December 8, 2008, Skadden appeared for “Vector 2 LLC.”  In fact, they appeared 
for Vector Two LLC – though Skadden failed to acknowledge their “mistake” until last 
week, and only after Steele put them on notice of it. 
7 Until now, all sides have referred to the band as “Bon Jovi” and the person as “Bongiovi.” 
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Two”). 
 

See Vector Opp. at 2-3.8   
 
First, it was in no way “apparent” Steele intended to hold Bongiovi’s “personal 

manager” liable, in fact Steele never knew Bongiovi had a personal manager – just as Vector 

2’s appearance was the first Steele had heard of Vector 2.  See Steele Complaints, docket 

entries #1, 3, 41.  

Second, Steele did not “base his claims” on the performance of “Jon Bon Jovi,” but 

on Bon Jovi.  See Id.  See also Steele Motion. 

Third, consider this excerpt from the above:   

“While there is a management company known as Vector Management, LLC, which 

manages other recording artists, Vector Management neither has nor had any connection 

with Bon Jovi.”  See Vector Opp. at 2.   

Are “Vector Management LLC” and “Vector Management” the same company here?  

And  who is the artist obliquely referenced by omission in saying there are “other recording 

artists” managed by Vector Management LLC, i.e., other than who? 

And who or what, exactly “neither has nor had” connections with “Bon Jovi” –

“Vector Management LLC?” “Vector Management?”  Are they different companies?   If so, 
                                                 

 

8 Putting aside, for a moment, that no party or attorney was entitled to decide what Steele 
“was seeking” or intended and, on that basis, willfully default without consequence.  
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do they both still exist?  And so on.  Also, who or what is “Bon Jovi” as used here - which 

Proskauer appears to use to describe both the band and the person at various times.  

Under any reasonable interpretation, however, Proskauer manufactured from whole 

cloth that:  “… Vector Management neither has nor had any connection with Bon Jovi.”  

See Vector Opp. at 2.  Proskauer should have fact-checked such a obvious untruth – by 

checking with, for example, Vector Management, Mr. Rovner, defendant Bongiovi, or other 

Bon Jovi band members – before representing this to the Court.  See Steele Motion at 4-5, 

11-12.    

In addition, any intelligently worded internet search reveals numerous public 

statements of Vector Management and Bongiovi describing their long and close business 

relationship.  Of course, Proskauer’s failure to define “Bon Jovi” renders the sentence 

intentionally ambiguous, to put it mildly, but whether describing the band or the person – 

the statement is false.  

4. Vector Management’s Prior and Current Counsel Directly Contradict Each 
Other on Two Substantive Issues  

 
Two of Proskauer’s essential assertions in its Opposition are in direct contradiction 

to contemporaneous statements of Vector Management’s prior counsel, Skadden. 

First, below are the firms' contradictory statements attempting to explain - nearly 

two years after the fact - why Vector 2 was substituted for Vector Management: 

Proskauer (from Vector Management's Opposition, filed August 25, 2010):   
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“it was apparent [from Steele’s Complaint]…  that Steele was seeking to hold liable 

the management company that acted as the personal manager to the recording artist Jon Bon 

Jovi (also known as John Francis Bongiovi, Jr.),” see Vector Management's Opposition at 2; 

and “the correct name of the management company that acted as personal manager for Jon 

Bon Jovi, and which obviously was the target of Steele’s allegations when he named Vector 

Management, is a company known as Vector Two, LLC.”  See Id. at 2-3 (emphasis supplied 

to both). 

Skadden (see September 4, 2010 Letter to Hunt, included in Exhibit 1): 9  

“it was determined that Mr. Steele intended to name the Vector entity that served as 

the manager of the Bon Jovi band.”  See Exhibit 1 (emphasis supplied).  Exhibit 1 includes, 

for context, correspondence to and from Skadden which preceded the letter with the above 

statement.        

Second, below are the firms' contradictions as to what, if anything, “Vector 

Management” is or was, and its capacity to be sued: 

Proskauer:  “[Steele’s] Amended Complaint, which removed Vector Management as 
                                                 

 

9 Skadden has served on the undersigned a Rule 11 Motion based on Steele’s Motion for 
Default as to Vector - though not on behalf of Vector Management, which Skadden no 
longer represents.  Proskauer has neither joined Skadden’s Rule 11 Motion nor filed its own.  
As further detailed below, my correspondence with Skadden, which includes the above 
quotes, was an attempt to gather information as to Skadden's bases for their Rule 11 Motion 
so as to make a reasoned decision whether to withdraw Steele's Motion for Default. 
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a party,” see Vector Management's Opposition at 3; and “… Vector Management was 

dropped as a party and has not been the object of any pending Complaint since before 

January 30, 2009…”  See Id at 4 (emphasis supplied).   

Therefore, Proskauer admits that, at a minimum, Vector Management was, at some 

point, a “party.”      

Skadden:  “First, there is no legal entity named “Vector Management”” and, as such, 

it “cannot be subject to “default…”” and “the question of what entity the U.S. Marshals 

served when they handed a summons to Joel Hoffner [Vector Management's General 

Manager] is inherently ambiguous.”  See Exhibit 1. 

Skadden, unlike Proskauer, claims Vector Management does not exist – at least as a 

“legal entity” subject to default (or, necessarily, to being a “party”).   

If Skadden were correct, there would be no “inherent ambiguity" as to “what entity” 

the U.S. Marshals served, for it could not have been - based on Skadden’s faulty reasoning - 

Vector Management because it didn't "legally exist."  If Skadden seriously subscribes to this 

theory, it should have forthrightly argued that Vector Management did not have the capacity 

to be sued and, therefore, could not have been and was not served.  Instead, Skadden hides 

behind vague terminology.  Of course, Skadden’s theory - pure fiction, legally and factually – 
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would not require such delicate parsing were it made in good faith.10 

The issue before this Court - Vector Management's default - is not nearly as 

complicated as Proskauer and Skadden make out.  It is quite simple when stripped of bad 

faith distractions.   

The following straightforward, unchallenged, and undisputed facts simplify the 

matter:  (1) Vector Management was an unincorporated Tennessee business association, of 

which Jack Rovner was a member, on December 2008 when it was properly served;  (2) 

Vector Management was Bon Jovi’s management company and Jack Rovner was Bon Jovi’s 

manager on that date; (3) Vector Management was succeeded by Vector Management LLC, 

a Delaware limited liability company that registered in Tennessee on October 29, 2009.11  

Moreover, it is reasonable to assume Vector Management LLC opposed Steele’s Motion 

because it is successor to Vector Management.12  

In addition, defendant Bongiovi is a member of the band Bon Jovi.  Steele’s clear 

allegations in his eight months of pre-trial communications, complaint, amended complaint, 
                                                 

 

10 Rule 17(b)(3)(A) provides unequivocally that Vector Management, even if not a “legal 
entity” has capacity to be sued “in its common name” in federal question cases.  See 
Fed.R.Civ.P. 17(b)(3)(A).  The “misnomer doctrine” also fails to excuse Vector 
Management; in fact, Vector Management’s misconduct is sanctionable.  See, e.g., Steele 
Reply to MLBAM’s Opposition to Default, docket # 124.    
11 Likely to attempt, retrospectively, to avoid liability to Steele - as it continues to do -  in 
conjunction with its acquisition by Ticketmaster 
12 Skadden's purpose, on the other hand, in serving its Rule 11 Motion, is less obvious. 
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oppositions, motions, and other papers filed in the District Court were aimed at Bon Jovi’s 

management company, Vector Management - not Skadden's offering - Bongiovi’s “personal 

manager,” Vector 2.   

5. Steele’s Complaints State a Claim as to Vector Management; Any Deficiency  
  in Steele's Amended Complaint Resulted From Defense Counsel and Vector  
  Management's Misconduct and Fraud 

 
Steele's Complaint (including Exhibits thereto, which are "part of the pleading for all 

purposes,” see Fed.R.Civ.P. 10(c)) and Amended Complaint, read together, clearly state a 

claim against Vector Management. 

Steele's Complaint explicitly named Vector Management as a defendant.  Vector 

Management cannot credibly claim it was not on notice of Steele's intent to sue Vector 

Management, given the eight months of pre-suit correspondence between and among Steele 

and Vector Management, including Steele's detailed description, in one of several e-mails to 

"libby@vectormgmt.com," of his claims, and Libby's promise to relay Steele's message to 

Jack Rovner, all of which is detailed in Steele's Motion.   

Then, months after it first had notice of Steele's allegations, Vector Management was 

formally served with Steele's Complaint - which described in great detail how Vector 

Management's client, Bon Jovi, had infringed his rights.  Vector Management, of course - as 

Bon Jovi's management company - would have been intimately involved in Bon Jovi's 

business affairs.  Steele's allegations as to Bon Jovi in his Complaint were directly tied to 

Vector Management, just as Steele's pre-suit communications with Vector Management were 
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related to Bon Jovi.     

In reality, Vector Management knew exactly what the Steele Complaint was alleging 

months prior to being served.  Skadden's misrepresentations and improper substitution of 

Vector 2 were, in fact, done precisely because Vector Management and Skadden had advanced 

knowledge of Steele's allegations.  Recall that Skadden filed its appearance for Vector 2 the very 

same day Vector Management was served, an unlikely "coincidence."     

Steele's Amended Complaint explicitly stated that Vector 2 performed management 

services on behalf of Bongiovi.13  Taken together, the facts and allegations in Steele's 

Complaints state a claim against Vector Management explicitly and, by virtue of its role as 

Bon Jovi’s manager, implicitly - though no less clearly.    

In sum, Steele's Complaints provide more than sufficient facts to state a claim - 

respectfully, this Court's ruling notwithstanding.14  Accordingly, once default is entered, the 

facts in Steele's complaint - deemed admitted - will be more than sufficient to state a claim 

and no "good cause" exists to pre-emptively set aside Vector Management's default. 
                                                 

 

13Any misnomer in the Amended Complaint is solely the result of Vector 2's 
misrepresentations and false substitution of itself for Vector Management.   
14 Significantly, this Court's April 3, 2009 Order specifically applied to Vector 2, not Vector 
Management because of Vector 2's improper substitution of itself for Vector Management.  
The Court, like Steele presumed (mistakenly) Vector 2’s good faith.  Vector Management, 
after concealing itself by willfully defaulting while Vector 2 took its place, should not now - 
only after being caught out - be excused from its legal obligation to plead or otherwise 
defend in a timely manner.  See Fed.R.Civ.P. 55(a). 
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Ultimately, this Court should look at the misconduct of Vector Management and its 

counsel - perpetrated because they had longstanding notice of Steele's claims - and examine 

Steele's allegations in light thereof.   

Rule 12(b)(6) requires fair notice to a party of the claims against them.  By now it 

should be clear that Vector Management had more than fair notice of Steele's claims against 

it.  To deny entry of default in this situation would reward Vector Management's 

misconduct and turn Rule 12(b)(6)'s notice requirement on its head. 

6. Vector Management's Claim of a Due Process Violation is an Abomination  

 Vector Management's Due Process argument insults the very concept of Due 

Process, which is concerned, ultimately, with fairness.  Due Process cannot properly be 

employed to hide or defend the sort of unfair and illegal procedural trickery employed by 

Vector Management and its counsel.  Vector Management had more than fair notice and 

opportunity to defend - in fact well more than most defendants are given.15 

7. Steele's Good Faith Efforts to Obtain Additional Information about Vector  
  Management and its Default 

 
Finally, Steele directs this Court again to Exhibit 1 and, in addition, to Exhibit 2, 
                                                 

 

15 Vector Management's request for sanctions does not merit a response other than to say 
Steele trusts this Court to recognize which parties have acted - and continue to act - in good 
faith and which have not.  Steele has addressed the fraud, bad faith, and misconduct 
displayed by Vector, its co-defendants, and their counsel in this and other recent filings.  As 
to Proskauer's instant request for sanctions, Steele lets the facts speak for themselves.   
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correspondence between the undersigned and Skadden - Vector Management's former 

counsel - and current counsel for other co-defendants.16  Skadden, as noted, served on the 

undersigned two Rule 11 Motions based on Steele's Motions for Default as to MLBAM and 

Vector Management.  Skadden informs me unequivocally that it will file its motions on 

September 15, 2010.   

The correspondence is pertinent because it shows that over the past several months I 

have repeatedly asked Skadden, in good faith, for information on several important issues, 

including details regarding Vector Management's default and the role of Vector 2.   

I specifically requested information about Vector 2's appearance in lieu of Vector 

Management so that I could make an informed decision as to whether to withdraw Steele's 

Motion for Default as to Vector Management pursuant to Rule 11's "safe harbor" provision.  

See Exhibit 1. 

Earlier, I had requested information in anticipation of Steele moving for Rule 11 

sanctions based on, among other things, MLBAM’s willful default.  See Exhibit 2.  As with 

the more recent Vector correspondence, at Exhibit 1, Skadden failed to provide any 

explanation for  MLBAM’s default (and MLB’s substitute appearance).  See Id.  Though I 

                                                 

 

16 Exhibit 2 is correspondence between the undersigned and Skadden from June and July 
2010, which was originally attached to Steele’s Reply to MLBAM’s Opposition to Default as 
Exhibits 7-9. 
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had not yet discovered Vector’s default when the exchange of letters at Exhibit 2 occurred, I 

anticipated it, if indirectly, by warning Skadden of the possible consequences of its 

misconduct, referring also to Steele’s prior similar warnings, and specifically stating that I 

believed more instances of misconduct would be uncovered.  See Id. 

Skadden's unwillingness or inability to meaningfully respond is obvious.  Other than 

cross-referencing prior filings - which had raised the questions in the first place - citing the 

rules, and making threats, Skadden has utterly failed to help me understand the reasoning 

behind their Rule 11 Motion.  That is, of course, their right.  But I can think of no benefit 

Skadden's clients derive by withholding very basic and pertinent information that could only 

help them by potentially leading to the withdrawal of  Steele's Motion for Default - the very 

motion Skadden argues is sanctionable.   

As it stands, with no information disputing or otherwise explaining Vector's Default, 

I have no choice but to pursue Steele's Motion for Default as to Vector Management. 
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WHEREFORE, plaintiffs Samuel Bartley Steele, Bart Steele Publishing, and Steele 

Recordz respectfully request that this Honorable Court allow Plaintiffs' Motion for Entry of 

Default as to Vector Management. 

 

 

Dated: September 21, 2010   Respectfully submitted,  
 

/s/ Christopher A.D. Hunt_____  
Christopher A.D. Hunt (BBO# 634808)  
THE HUNT LAW FIRM LLC  
10 Heron Lane  
Hopedale, MA 01747  
(508) 966-7300  
(508) 478-0595 (fax)  
cadhunt@earthlink.net  

 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  
 

I, Christopher A.D. Hunt, hereby certify that this document filed through the ECF 
system will be sent electronically to the registered participants as identified on the Notice of 
Electronic Filing and paper copies will be sent to those indicated as non-registered 
participants on September 21, 2010.  
 
Dated:  September 21, 2010 
 

/s/ Christopher A.D. Hunt__  
Christopher A.D. Hunt 
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Christopher A.D. Hunt, Esq.
September 4, 2010
Page 3

We believe this is not only an appropriate response to your September 3,
2010 letter, but also is far more than contemplated by the Rules and, in any event, is the
only response that we will be providing. If the motion is not withdrawn by the end of
the day on September 14,2010, we will promptly file our motion for Rule 11 sanctions
on September 15,2010.

cc: Matthew J. Matule, Esq.
Kenneth A. Plevan, Esq.
Clifford M. Sloan, Esq.
Jeremy P. Oczek, Esq.
Michael R. Hackett, Esq.
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