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Judicial Council of the   Eleventh   Circuit 
 

COMPLAINT OF JUDICIAL MISCONDUCT OR DISABILITY 

 

To begin the complaint process, complete this form and prepare the brief statement of facts 

described in item 5 (below). The RULES FOR JUDICIAL-CONDUCT AND JUDICIAL-DISABILITY 

PROCEEDINGS, adopted by the Judicial Conference of the United States, contain information on 

what to include in a complaint (Rule 6), where to file a complaint (Rule 7), and other important 

matters. The rules are available in federal court clerks’ offices, on individual federal courts’ 
Web sites, and on www.uscourts.gov. 

 
Your complaint (this form and the statement of facts) should be typewritten and must be legible. 

For the number of copies to file, consult the local rules or clerk’s office of the court in which 

your complaint is required to be filed. Enclose each copy of the complaint in an envelope 

marked “COMPLAINT OF MISCONDUCT” or “COMPLAINT OF DISABILITY” and submit 

it to the appropriate clerk of court. 
 

1. Name of Complainant: 

Contact Address: 

Tiwanda Lovelace  

7368 San Pablin St. 

  Las Vegas, NV 89139 

 
Daytime telephone: (702)  860-0116 or (702) 750-7190  

 

2. Name(s) of Judge(s): 

Court: 

Hon. Judge William S. Duffey of Northern District 
of Georgia – Atlanta Division AND 

 Hon. Black, Pryor and Kravitch of Eleventh 
Circuit of Appeals 

 

 

3. Does this complaint concern the behavior of the judge(s) in a particular lawsuit or 

lawsuits? 

[ X ] Yes [ ] No 

If “yes,” give the following information about each lawsuit: 

Court:   Northern District of Georgia 

Case Number:  1:03-CV-00925-JTC / 1:03-CV-00925-WSD  

Docket number of any appeal to the 11TH Circuit:    04-16688-EE    

Are (were) you a party or lawyer in the lawsuit? 

[ X ] Party [     ] Lawyer [     ] Neither 
 

THIS COMPLAINT OF MISCONDUCT INCLUDES: Attachments of Supporting 

Documents totaling 69 pages listed as (COM) pages numbered # 8-77. 
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If you are (were) a party and have (had) a lawyer, give the lawyer’s name, address, and 

telephone number: 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

4. Have you filed any lawsuits against the judge? 

[ ] Yes [X] No 

If “yes,” give the following information about each such lawsuit: 

Court: 

Case Number:    

Present status of lawsuit:    

Name, address, and telephone number of your lawyer for the lawsuit against the judge: 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Court to which any appeal has been taken in the lawsuit against the judge: 
 
 

 

Docket number of the appeal:    

Present status of the appeal:       

 

5. Brief Statement of Facts. In accordance with rules, I have attached a (5) five page brief 

Statement of Facts (pages numbered as 3-8) on which the claim of judicial 

misconduct or disability is based. Including what happened, when and where it 

happened, and any information that would help an investigator check the facts. The 

complaint also includes an additional pages listed as COM List of Attachments - (4 

pages), Background Summary of Facts (2 pages) that form the basis of the allegations 

includes copies of Docket Items and Supporting Documents - Totals (69 pages). 
 

NOTE: THIS COMPLAINT OF MISCONDUCT INCLUDES ATTACHMENTS 

of Supporting Documents totaling 69 pages listed as COM Pages, numbered # 8-77. 
 

6. Declaration and signature: 

 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the statements made in this complaint are true and 

correct to the best of my knowledge. 
 

 

(Signature)_____________________________      (Date) _________________________ 

   

(82 pages total - 7a,b & 13 a-e)

08-09-2015           Tiwanda Lovelace
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COMPLAINT OF MISCONDUCT 

BRIEF STATEMENT OF FACTS 
 

This Complaint of Misconduct alleges that Hon. Judge William S. Duffey of 

Northern District of Georgia – Atlanta Division committed the acts listed: 

Litigant…treated in a demonstrably egregious and hostile manner; AND The 

Court(s) delay of this Complaint arose out of an illicit motive and in order to 

assist the Def. who are a governmental entity, evade accountability; AND The 

judge's used their office to offer special treatment when minority Pltf. files suit 

against governmental agencies; AND Discrimination against minority female 

litigant on account of race, ethnicity, sex…through manipulation of 

filings/docket entries; thus, obstructing justice.' See COM pgs. 8-77. 

Each act alleged, leads to a substantial and widespread lowering the public’s 

confidence in the courts. Each instance listed would never have happened so 

blatantly if Pltf. were not a minority female filing in Forma Pauperis. The ‘Courts’ 

(refers to Judge and its Clerks) maintained control of all filings and Certificate of 

Service but used its office to offer favor for Defendants through mislabeling, 

editing, withholding, manipulation and delaying filings and motions. Litigant 

alleges and provides supporting documentation of the following allegations;  

1. While under control of Judge’s, some Clerk employees, ignored, mislabeled, 

and manipulated some Docket entries, withheld filings and motions which 

greatly assisted the Def. It is egregious when a litigant submits filings to the 
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Courts; yet, ‘they’ work against Pltf. (See COM-Pgs. #26-28, 35-54, 57, 66). 

2. Although Hon. Jack T. Camp cited Collins, 503 U.S. 123, 112 S. Ct. at 

1067…’local government “can be found liable under 1983…for ’willful 

misconduct’ and …‘conscious indifference.’ The Courts never acknowledged 

this part of Order AND then switched to a judge who would ignore Docket that 

shows Summons processed and accept Def’s. Answer stating that they weren’t 

Served and are not ‘suable entity’- (4 mos. Late) (See Attached: COM-Pgs. # 

14-19, 20-25, 59-61 or See Docket Item #7, pg. 7-8 and Docket #17). 

3. Courts refused to acknowledge Pltf.’s filings of REPEATED Motions for 

Correction and Notice of (Clerks) Error’s, indicated cause for concern with the - 

1st Motion filed, April 1, 2003 - Document #5 regarding the editing of filings, 

and removal of the Dekalb County Police from the Docket when clearly listed 

on Complaint and 2nd Motion filed July 27, 2004 - Docket #14 regarding Clerks 

mislabeling and withholding filings. Both Judges ignored that these Motions 

demonstrated a serious concern and neither acknowledged as serious infraction; 

therefore, ‘they’ condoned and were most likely were colluding. (See COM-

Pgs. #35-37, 28-50, 51-54, 57. Also see COM pgs. 14-19 –Pacer Printout). 

4. Courts created the question of service and (again) incorrectly listed Def. as 

Dekalb Central Probation, changing at their discretion. In response to Pltf.’s 

Request for Entry of Default, Clerks sent a Notice to both; Pltf. and Def.: 
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Notice to respond to Summary Judgment dated April 23, 2004. This Notice 

instructed the Def. to Answer within 20 days. Both Def. Counsel were the same, 

but filed no answer. (See Docket item #11-2 or See COM-Pgs. # 19-24, 55-56). 

5. The Amended Motion (27 pages of supporting docs) was submitted in triplicate 

and mailed to Clerks for Def. on May 6, 2004- (See COM-Pgs. #29-34); The 

Courts unfairly allowed Def. an additional (4) four months to Answer and to 

blame Plaintiff, although Court Order shows Clerks had duty to process service 

and docket shows processed. (See COM-Pgs. #29-31, 32-33, 34, 57. See Docket 

#17-ANSWER AND Response filed August 19, 2004). See COM pgs. 59-65. 

6. After the case was conveniently reassigned to Hon. Judge William S. Duffey, 

suddenly the initials kt (I assume was Kahn, Thomas) were ‘handling’ ALL of 

the motions, pleadings and my filings (that laid mislabeled and dormant until 

such time that they could then be disregarded). (See COM-Pgs. #59-61 & 66 

and See Docket Entries #15-21). Ignoring facts…COM 26-30. See COM 31… 

7. Without my signature, Courts began a second Summons Process and allowed 

Def. to file Motions to Strike filings and blame Pltf. for Service. Clerks advised 

Def. Answer was due July 29, 2004. Def. still didn’t file ANSWER until 

August 19, 2004. (COM-Pgs. #31, 57, 59-61, 62-66 & (btwn) Docket #13 #14. 

8. The Courts ensured delay after delay for Pltf’s. filings although Complaint was 

filed initially April 4, 2003 (1 year and 7 mos. earlier); However, Def. filings 
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were expedited and addressed within 30 days from Def (extremely late, generic) 

Answer. (See COM-Pgs. #57, 59-61, 62-66 and See Docket Entry #17-21. 

9.  Judge William S. Duffey accepted and recited the Def. as if, factual, even when 

it clearly contradicted with Orders & Docket– (See Docket # 24 – Order, 

Section II – page 3 and See COM-Pgs. #59-61, 62-66); However, while clearly 

only using words like ‘alleged’ when referencing Pltf...Blatantly offering 

favoritism toward Def. (See Docket # 24 – Order, Section I – page 2). 

10.  Court referenced the initial Judges Order, only utilizing ‘in part’ the section 

that provides basis for bias in that the Court disregarded Order delegating 

Clerks to process service. See Attach# - Pltf. properly filed ALL documents in 

triplicate & Docket [11-2] Full docket text says: Notice of [11-2…mailed 

04/2/2004(bsm). (See COM-Pgs. #32, 34, 55, 56 & See Certif’d Mail Receipts). 

11.   Courts also refused to acknowledge other filings by Pltf..; such as, Pltf.’s 

Response to Def. untimely Answer and Pltf.’s Opposition to Def. Motion to 

Dismiss, which refuted Defendants ‘denial of Service and accusations of Pltf.’s 

Motions being improperly filed– (See Docket # 24 – Order, Section II – page 

3). Plaintiffs shouldn’t have to fight Court and its Clerk when filing 

Complaints. See COM pgs. 67-69, 72-77. COM pgs. 14-19 –Pacer Printout. 

COURT OF APPEALS Complaint- Hon. Black, Pryor and Kravitch of 11th Circuit  

The Court of Appeals Judges deliberated and their response did not coincide with 
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my Complaint. The response mentioned that my claim was filed only under 42 

U.S.C. 1983 and added that it was dismissed for ‘failure to state a claim’ but ‘this’ 

was not applicable (see Docket #33, )…the Courts reasons for dismissal was that 

‘Def. were not a suable entity’ and for ‘lack of service.’ Despite Clerks being 

delegated for Service Process AND despite Hon. Jack T. Campbell’s ruling (Def.) 

‘…can be held liable’ – Docket Item #7, page 8), EACH, Judge did not review any 

of Pltf.’s filings or they would have clearly recognized foul play. It was as if they 

were prepped and/or did not even review the Complaint. Therefore, demonstrating 

a standard response without even reviewing the facts, the filings, which assisted 

Def. and Clerks in noncompliance of Court Rules. (See Docket #33 Sect. I, pgs. 2, 

4-footnote. See COM 20-27). Most Complaints that are filed against governmental 

agencies by minority litigants are summarily dismissed for ‘failure to state a 

claim’ or the entity is deemed as an ‘un-suable entity.’  In addition, the Court of 

Appeals stated, ‘(Def.) were not served properly…we need not address that issue.’ 

No one acknowledged Clerks duty to Process Service simply circumvented justice. 

(Docket #33 Sect. I, pgs. 2, 4-footnote. COM pgs. 20-27. Each act alleged in this 

Complaint, Obstructs Justice, leads to a substantial and widespread lowering the 

public’s confidence in the courts. Each instance listed would never have happened 

so blatantly if Pltf. were not a minority female filing in Forma Pauperis against a 

governmental agency. I’d like to address the timeliness of this Complaint below.  
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TIMELINESS OF MISCONDUCT COMPLAINT 

Regarding the timeliness of this complaint, Plaintiff has suffered continued 

opposition from many governmental agencies who has ‘under color of law’ taken 

housing and gainful employment. Plaintiff has been barred from obtaining legal 

representation due to parties involved. Without stable housing and living 

conditions, Litigant had been physically unable to compile the necessary 

supporting documentation (See COM-Pgs. #71). To this day, Def., Dekalb County 

Police, has refused to correct, update CGIC and forward corrections to CJIS. 

Recently, records reflects inaccurate information, charges and recently displayed a 

photo of a black male as being Pltf... (See COM-Pgs. #70). In the blink of an eye 

and with no hesitation, I was deliberately deprived my opportunity for justice by 

the Courts Judges, Clerks AND the Def. (as demonstrated in COM pgs. 8-77).  

The Courts disregard for minority, female plaintiff has led to recent incident where 

Pltf. was detained, handcuffed, paraded and detained due to inaccuracies 

maintained on CGIC and CJIS. The behavior of the Court Judges and its Clerks not 

only condoned the Def. actions prior to the Complaint BUT facilitated the 

continuation of violation of and deprivation rights…which continues today. 

Plaintiff has been subject to years of unnatural opposition, persecution due to 

negative public opinion on lawsuits against state/governmental entities; thus, 

giving ‘Cart Blanche’ or a license for obstructing justice and deprivation of Rights. 
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(COM) COMPLAINT OF MISCONDUCT ATTACHMENTS 
(Supporting Documents - 64 pages, numbered #8-77) 

 
• COM-Page(s) #11-12: Background and Summary of Complaint. (2 pages)  

• COM-Page(s) #14-19: Copy of Pacer Docket List of Entries/Items (6 

pages). 

• COM-Page(s) #19: Copy of 1st page of COMPLAINT, initially filed 

March 11, 2003. After 9 months, ALLOWED TO PROCEED. See Docket 

Item #2 Section I - page(s) 1, 2 and Section II - page 2. See Docket # 4 – 

Order: Mag. Judge Alan J. Baverman GRANTED affidavit to proceed in 

forma pauperis on April 4, 2003.  

• COM-Page(s) #20-25: A Copy of ORDER, Hon. Judge Camp advised, 

“…To sufficiently plead a § 1983 claim against a local government entity, a 

Pltf.. must allege…AND… A local government entity “can be found liable 

under § 1983 only where the [entity] itself causes the constitutional violation  

• at issue.” AND when referencing Lovelace, the Judge added, “Pltf. has 

adequately stated claims upon which relief can be granted, and her claims 

have an arguable basis in law and fact.” Refer to Docket Item #7, page 6, 7 

& 8 (6 pages- 1, 6-10). 

• COM-Page(s) #26-28: Printout of Docket list Item #7: Order shows Clerks 

had duty to process service (3 pages).  

• COM-Page(s) #29-31: Copies of Plaintiff’s completed service forms to 
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Courts Clerk on February 17, 2004 AND Original Summons shows 

mailed/issued March 16, 2004 shows signed and processed by clerk. 

Summons signed and submitted. Printout of Docket List confirming Service 

(3 pages). 

• COM-Page(s) #32-33Copies of BOTH; the Initial signed USM-285 and the 

2nd USM-285 unsigned, and initiated by Courts Clerks (2 pages). 

• COM-Page(s) #34: Copies of Certified Mail Receipts demonstrating filings 

and motions sent in triplicate to Courts Clerks. Reference for Docket Items # 

8, 11-12. (1 page).  

• Reference Docket Items #11, 12 Section II – page 3:  

o Motion(s): Request for Entry of Default Due to Def. Failure to 

Answer And Request for Summary Judgment dated April 23, 2004 

o Amended Motion for Summary Judgment w/ Supporting 

Documentation to Support Genuine Issue for Trial filed May 6, 

2004 (1st 6 pages only – see #10 (below), 7 pages not included in this 

Complaint COM-Page(s) #45-50). 

• Copies of both Motion(s) for Correction and Notice of Error: 

o COM-Page(s) #35-37: Docket #5: 1st Motion dated April 15, 2003 – 

regarding Clerks removal, editing of or manipulating Plaintiffs filings 

(3 pages – #1, 5 & 7). 
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o COM-Page(s) #38-50: Docket #5: 2nd Motion dated July 27, 2004 – 

Regarding Clerks withholding, manipulating, delaying and 

mislabeling Motions (13 pages – includes 1st 6 pages of Amended 

Motion dated May 6, 2004). 

• COM-Page(s) #51-52: Copy of Docket Notation between and under # 13 - # 

14: shows only Item 11 (filed April 23, 2004) was submitted to newly 

assigned Judge Duffey on JULY 15, 20014…CLEARLY, withholding Item 

12-Amended Motion (filed May 6, 2004). (2 pages). 

• COM-Page(s) #53-54: Copy of Docket Notation on System showing Item 

12-Amended Motion (filed May 6, 2004) mislabeled (2 pages). 

• COM-Page(s) #55-56: Docket item #11-2: Clerks sent, Notice to respond to 

Summary Judgment allocating Defendants time for response is (20) twenty 

days... (2 pages).  

• COM-Page(s) #57: A copy of Docket notation which is manipulated to 

reflect that Plaintiff executed a second Summons when the Courts processed 

on its own. This entry also confirms Defendants ignored deadline. (1 page). 

• COM-Page(s) #58: Docket Notation under # 13 - # 14: Case Reassigned to 

Judge William S. Duffey on July 15, 20014 (1 page). 

• COM-Page(s) #59-61: Docket # 17: Defendants ANSWER finally filed 

August 14, 2004 (1-3 pages) and Response to Plaintiffs Request for Entry of 
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Default (4 pages 1-4). 

• COM-Page(s) #62-65: Docket # 24 & #25: Judge William S Duffey - Order 

of Dismissal shows favor and willfully delayed out of an illicit motive and in 

order to assist the Def. who are a governmental entity, evade accountability. 

• COM-Page(s) #66: See Docket Entries #15-21: Clerk Initials (kt) were 

‘handling’ ALL of the motions, pleadings and my filings (that laid 

mislabeled and dormant (1 page).  

• COM-Page(s) #67-69: Partial copy of Docket #33: The Judges COA 

incorrectly stated, ‘claim was filed only under 42 U.S.C. 1983’ and added 

that it was ‘dismissed for ‘failure to state a claim’ but ‘this’ was not 

applicable. They never questioned whether Clerks duty to provide Service of 

Summons on IFP and Pro Se case. 

• COM-Page(s) #70: A Copy of Recent background search reflecting 

inaccurate information, charges and on March 8, 2014, Georgia government 

site displayed a photo of a black male listed as being Pltf. (1 page). 

• COM-Page(s) #71: A copy of a letter referencing the use of an illegally 

obtained warrant to take housing and employment for decades from plaintiff 

(1 page). 

• COM-Page(s) #72-77: A partial copy of Docket # 20 - Plaintiffs 

Memorandum in Opposition of Defendants Motion to Dismiss (1st 6 pages).  



13  

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT 

 

On March 11, 2003, Pltf. filed civil action in the U.S. District Court, against Def. 

Dekalb Central Probation and the Dekalb County Police Dept. under 28 USC, 42 

U.S.C. §1983, 28 U.S.C. § 2201 and 42 U.S.C. 1983 and 1988, 28 U.S.C. § 2680 

(a) and (h), alleging violations of the Due Process and Equal Protection Clauses of 

the 14th Amendment; asserting a general “deprivation of rights.” (Docket Item #2 

Section I - page(s) 1, 2 and Section II - page 2).  

 

Pltf. alleged that Dekalb County Police, acting under color of state law, caused 

various constitutional harms and engaged in “willful misconduct… conscious 

indifference” by failing to train and supervise its employees in the entry and 

maintenance of criminal history information in CJIS and GCIC. Mag. Judge Alan 

J. Baverman GRANTED affidavit to proceed in forma pauperis on April 4, 2003. 

See Docket # 4 – Order. Hon. Jack T. Camp DISMISSED claims against Def., 

Dekalb Central Probation; however, ALLOWED TO PROCEED with claims 

against Def. -Dekalb County Police Dept. on January 30, 2004.  

Hon. Jack T. Camp stated: “…To sufficiently plead a § 1983 claim against a 
local government entity, a Pltf.. must allege that: (1) the government entity 

inadequately trained or supervised its employees; (2) the failure resulted 

from an official policy of the government entity; and (3) the policy caused 

the employees to violate the Pltf.’s rights…but (they) deliberately chose not 
to take any action (demonstrating) deliberate indifference to the rights of 

person with whom the police come into contact”).  A local government 

entity “can be found liable under § 1983 only where the [entity] itself causes 

the constitutional violation at issue.” ‘Pltf. has adequately stated claims upon 
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which relief can be granted, and her claims have an arguable basis in law 

and fact.’ (See Docket Item #7, pgs. 7 & 8. See COM-Pgs. # 14-19, 20-25) 
 

After (9) nine months, Clerks were ordered to process Service on Def... Pltf. turned 

in all completed service forms to Courts Clerk on February 17, 2004. Summons 

shows mailed/issued March 16, 2004 – See Docket # 9 and See Attach. # shows 

signed and processed by clerk. Also see COM-Page(s) #29-33. Order-COM 20-27. 

 

Case was reassigned to Hon. William S. Duffey on July 15, 20014, After Pltf. filed 

Motion(s): Request for Entry of Default Due to Def. Failure to Answer And 

Request for Summary Judgment dated April 23, 2004 & Amended Motion for 

Summary Judgment w/ Supporting Documentation to Support Genuine Issue for 

Trial filed May 6, 2004 – See Docket #11, 12 Section II – page 3 and - See Docket 

Notation under # 13 - # 14… and/or review COM pgs.14-19 Pacer Printout. 

 

Def. did not file Answer until August 19, 2004. See Docket # 17: Defendants 

ANSWER. The Courts ensured delay after delay for Pltf.’s. filings - Complaint 

was filed initially April 4, 2003 (1 year and 7 mos. earlier); However, Def. filings 

were expedited and addressed within 30 days from Def (extremely late, generic) 

Answer. (See COM-Pgs. #57, 59-61, 62-66 and See Docket Entry #17-21 and/or 

review COM pgs.14-19 Pacer Printout. 

Case dismissed - See Docket # 24 & #25 - ORDER. 







































U.S. DOJ Marshal USM-285 Initial Process Paperwork 
NOTE: This was a part of the initial paperwork that was used by Clerks Office 

to process Service upon the Defendants. Per PACER Docket Item #9 – March 

16, 2004 Clerks mailed. 

 





























































































Although Lovelace was reporting to Michigan Probation AS DIRECTED by Courts, 

there ǁere Ŷo efforts ǁere ŵade to coŶtact aŶd/or proǀide Ŷotice. See Beloǁ… 

 

 



Clearly, the Warrant has an expiration date of July 31, 1997 but this was used to 

take multiple jobs and even housing for almost (2) two decades.  Although 

Lovelace was reporting to Michigan Probation, no efforts were made to contact 

and/or provide notice. That warrant says that ‘thorough, diligent search was made to 

find probationer and whereabouts unknown’ but this is a complete farce.  

 

I believe the warrant was serving its purpose, to inflict damage, hinder and 

harm. I am sure that the fact that my father was convicted of murdering a 

police officer in 1969 and is serving a life sentence is not a coincidence. 

 



 

Michigan Inter-State Case Report dated 08-2-1993 

Confirms Lovelace Was Reporting Warrant was Illegally obtained, Malicious And Unwarranted 

 

Although Lovelace was reporting to Michigan Probation, no efforts were made to 

contact and/or provide notice. I was still reporting (3) three months, unaware 

that the warrant was issued on May 19, 1993. I was just told that I no longer was 

to report to Michigan Probation office. I obtained this letter well after.  



Warrant Used to Take Section 8 Housing in Nevada 

 

Why did the police agency state that the warrants were valid in 2005 but unable to 

execute due to budgetary constraints but when I lived in Georgia 2003/2004 there 

were no efforts to arrest? I believe the warrant was serving its purpose, to inflict 

damage, hinder and harm. I am sure that the fact that my father was convicted 

of murdering a police officer, Stanley Rapaski and Cass Czerwinski in 1969 

and is serving a life sentence is not a coincidence. 




