
Pursuant to Section 372(c) of Title 28 of the United States Code, I file this complaint of judicial
misconduct against federal fudges Roger Vinson and Lacey A. Collier of the Northern District of
Florida, chief Judge Wilbur D. Owens, |r. of the Middle District of Georgia, and chief Judge
Gerald B. Tjoflat of the Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals who, in association with each other,
I strongly believe, have "engaged In conduct prejudicial to the effective and expeditious
administration of the business of the courts" with regard to the handling of the case of Alberta
Davison v. Board of Trustees of Pensacola lunior College. PCA 89-30351, filed in the United
States District Court for the Northern Dstrict of Florida, Pensacola Division, on December 19,
1989.

In pursuing my legal challenge against the defendant in federal court, I believe that I have
become the victim of a flagrant, ongoing, miscarriage of justice which I attribute to abuse of
iudicial office on the part of federal iudges presiding over my case. No less than four different
federal judges have presided over my case since it was filed in court (see Exhibit A attached
hereto). Two Florida federal dishict judges, |udge Roger Vinson and ]udge Lacey A. Collier,
have been forced to recuse themselves from my case because of their alleged misconduct, and the
chief judge of tlre Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals, )udge Gerald B. Tioflat of Jacksonville,
Florida, subsequently has, for some inexplicable reason and under highly questionable and
suspicious circumstances, removed my case from the state of Florida and reassigned it to chief
fudge Wilbur D. Owens, Jr. in the Middle District of Georgia. Now it appears that fudge
Owens, who has exhibited his obvious insensitive attitude toward race in my case (see Exhibit
B, pages 56, attached hereto) as well as his hostile attitude toward me, is being influenced by
the iudges in the Florida federal court system.

I believe the following abbreviated chronology of the maior obstacles I have encountered in the
Florida Panhandle and in the legal and judicial system with respect to pursuing my legal
challenge against the defendant will assist in your understanding of why I now feel compelled
to file this complaint of judicial misconduct against the aforementioned federal iudges.

For eight years (four years in federal court) I have been seeking iustice in a case of sexual
harassment/racial discrimination against the defendant Pensacola Junior College, one of
Florida's most powerful and politically connected state institutions. Accordingly, for eight
years the defendant and its powerful associates in the Pensacola area have engaged in conduct
to prevent me from receiving iustice in my case. This battle began in 1985 when, acting as my
own counsel while I was still employed as an instructor by the institution, I was compelled to
file three charges of discrimination against the college with the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC). The college retained the law firm of Hogg,Allen, Ryce,
Norton, & Blue, with law offices in Tampa, Orlando, and Coral Gables, Florida--arguably the
top labor law firm in the state. Having such high profile counsel at its disposal, the institution
had always been successful in defending itself against any and all charges of discrimination
filed against it with the EEOC or any other federal agency, regardless of the evidence
supporting such charges. However, in response to my three charges of discrimination and
supporting documentation, the EEOC in 1988 under the chairmanship of Clarence Thomas
during the Reagan Administration found reasonable cause to believe all three of my charges
(sexual harassment, racial discrimination, and retaliation) were true. The college's reaction
was one of outrage. It distorted the EEOC findings in the press/ refusing to accept or to
acknowledge the fact that I had prevailed before the EEOC. lt was only after the institution
refused to conciliate my charges with the EEOC that I filed my complaint in federal court on
December 19,1989, under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 7964 and amended it under 42
U.S.C. Section 1981 shortly thereafter. The defendant and its counsel, particularly attorney
M.l. Menge, the college's longtime, powerful, local counsel, then vowed to prevent me from
prevailing in federal court, especially with respect to my Section 1981 claim.

In the process of my documenting and supporting my allegations of sexual harassment/racial
discrimination/retaliation against the institution (after I had been terminated), I



inadvertently uncovered other allegations of wrongdoing on the part of college officials and
powerful community leaders in Northwest Florida and was thereafter advised to disclose said
allegations to the appropriate state and federal authorities. Community leaders and college
officials were both affected by 

-y 
actions because they were interconnected in that they served

on interlocking boards and various committees throughout the area.

I therefore believe these individuals in the Florida Panhandle have exerted tremendous
influence on the federal court system not only to prevent me from prevailing in court in a race
claim against a staple of the Pensacola establishment but also to retaliate against me for
having lawfully exposed alleged wrongdoing on the part of the Pensacola power structure, to
wit: (l) information that I provided state officials led to a scathing audit of the state
institution by Florida's Office of the Auditor Ceneral in February of 1989, which revealed the
enrollment of dead students and resulted in a front page expose in the St. Petersburg Times.
coverage in other maior Florida newspapers, and national exposure via a syndicated television
ne$'smagazine; (2) information that I provided the Criminal Investigations Division (CID) of
the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) in Pensacola was used in the IRS's criminal investigation of
Gulf Power Company, a longtime fixture of the Pensacola establishment, which pleaded guilty
to two felony charges in October of 1989 following a l4-month lRS-Atlanta federal grand jury
investigation into a variety of tax fraud violations, including false and inflated invoices
involving the Pensacola Junior College Foundation; (3) information that I provided the Senate
Banking Commiftee in Washington, D.C. led to the seizure of the Citizens and Builders Federal
Savings Bank in Pensacola on July 27,1990, by the then Office of Thrift Supervision in Atlanta,
Georgia, which resulted in powerful community leaders, including attorney M.J. Menge (who
was one of the founders of the bank, a member of the board of directors, and legal counsel for the
bank), reportedly losing millions of dollars (the FBI is still conducting a maior investigation of
the bank and, in fact, questioned me in an arranged meeting in Pensacola on February 25, 1994,
regarding this matter); and (4) the information that I provided the Non-profit Division of the
IRS led to a scathing audit of the Pensacola funior College Foundation, which could result in
the college's foundation losing hundreds of thousands of dollars in tax exempt donations and
matching state funds.

Chief among the community leaders who were determined to put an end to my allegations
against the college and to retaliate against me, I believe, was attorney M.J. Menge, the
college's longtime legal counsel. Mr. Menge is a very powerful man who reportedly has
influence throughout the state of Florida and even in Washington, D.C. He serves on virtually
every maior board and committee in Northwest Florida. In fact, he just served as the most
influential individual on the committee that recently recommended the appointment of
Pensacola's new U.S. Attorney by President Bill Clinton. His public reputation over the years,
however, arguably has become inextricably intertwined with that of the defendant Pensacola
)unior College. In fact, his actions suggest that he considers an allegation against the college to
be an allegation against him. On April 27, 7989, for example, after it had become public
knowledge that my supplying information to Florida's Office of the Auditor General had led to
the scathing audit of the college and the negative publicity which ensued, Mr. Menge
expressed great disdain for me in the media. In disparaging remarks broadcasted on WCOA
radio in Pensacola every hour on the hour for a day and a half, Mr. Menge attacked my
character and derogatorily asserted, among other things, that his mother would not call me a
lady. He said, instead, his mother would call me a WOMAN. His actions in this matter left
no doubt in my mind that he possessed unusually shong negative feelings toward me and that
he would go to any lengths to put an end to my allegations against the college.

It has thus been in the face of the conditions cited herein above that I have attempted to pursue
my legal challenge against the defendant in federal court. |udge Roger Vinson was the first
presiding federal judge on my case. He had been the chief counsel for Gulf Power Company prior
to being appointed to the federal bench. He also owns stock in the company. In October of 1990,
I testified at deposition that I had an association with the two chief IRS criminal



investigators then conducting the probe of Gulf Power officials. Shortly thereafter, |udge
Vinson refused, without comment, to grant me any relief after my counsel, through no fault of
his or mine, was abruptly taken off my case and sent to Saudi Arabia to serve his country in
Operation Desert Storm. I was astounded at this and other conduct on Judge Vinson's part. In
addition, I had become aware of the fact that Judge Vinson had a policy of declining to preside
over cases with a Gulf Power connection, including one that had been filed in court by one of the
IRS investigators referred to above. Also, a Gulf Power Company official had even been
appointed chairman of the college's board of trustees--the defendant in my lawsuit. Convinced
that Judge Vinson was being influenced by his relationship with Gulf Power, I, thereupon,
strongly requested |udge Vinson to recuse himself from my case. He did so on February 28,7997,
and my case was then reassigned to chief Judge William Stafford in Tallahassee, Florida on
March 4,7991. The defendant's co-counsel in Tallahassee, Mr. D. Lloyd Monroe, IV, then
pleaded with me to agree to have my case returned to Pensacola to be presided over by a U.S.
magistrate, rather than to have it presided over by ]udge Stafford in Tallahassee.

|udge Stafford had a reputation for being honest and fair. However, while he was presiding
over my case, a number of unethical incidents occurred, which I attribute to the defendant and
its counsel's ongoing efforts to impede justice in my case, including the following: (1) my new
counsel from Tallahassee angrily and shockingly attempted to force me to drop my Section 1981
claim against the defendant, to reveal to him the names of individuals still employed at the
college who had provided me with confidential information to support my case, and, most
disturbing, to disclose to him my knowledge of any federal investigations of the institution by
the IRS-all done reportedly because the counsel for the defendant had indicated to him that
the defendant wished to settle my case; (2) my counsel shortly thereafter was dismissed from
my cas€ by muhral consent at an emergency hearing convened in Tallahassee by judge Stafford
in |uly of 1991; (3) Iudge Stafford later strongly requested the defendant to mediate my case; (4)
then, in what I believe to have been, an apparent attempt to discredit me in |udge Stafford's
eye, my then confidante and secretary, assisted by her ex-husband, tried, but failed, to force me
to sign a contract Fving her 10Vo of any recovery in my case, in return for her not providing false
information to discredit me to the counsel for the defendant and the Court (she had become
homeless and desperate); and (5) the defendant's counsel, who had reportedly indicated to my
counsel that the defendant wished to settle my case, refused to mediate it shortly thereafter
when advised to do so by the presiding federal judge on the case.

Meanwhile, attorney M.f. Menge, the defendant's longtime legal counsel and powerful
conrmunity leader, was appointed to U.S. Republican Senator Connie Mack's selection
committee that had been charged with the responsibility of recommending an individual to be
appointed to the federal bench in Pensacola by then President George Bush. Mr. Menge was the
only individual from Northwest Florida to be appointed to the selection committee and was
considered the most influential person on the committee. Attorney Menge, a registered
democrat, and Republican Senator Connie Mack's selection committee recommended Mr. Menge's
close, personal friend, then circuit court |udge Lacey A. Collier, a registered democrat, to be
appointd to the federal bench in Pensacola by then Republican President George Bush. Mr.
Menge was also Judge Collier's mentor. ln addition, Mr. Menge's involvement in |udge Collier's
appointment process in 1991 did not end with his role on the selection committee. After the

iudge was appointed to the federal bench, Mr. Menge played a prominent public role in his
investiture held at the Pensacola Saenger Theater. ln fact, Mr. Menge's speech in support of
fudge Collier's appointment reportedly was much longer than the one given by Senator Connie
Mack.

Several months passed while fudge Collier was going through the appointment process in
Pensacola without any action being taken on my case by fudge Stafford in Tallahassee, even
though I had filed several motions with the court. To my surprise and to my dismay, with no
reason given, the Clerk's office in Tallahassee informed me on December 23,1991, shortly after
fudge Collier had begun to sit on the bench, that my case had been transferred back to
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Pensacola, now to be presided over by newly appointed federal fudge Lacey A. Collier, attomey
Menge's close, personal friend.

I believe |udge Collier then used his newly acquired office to obtain special treatment for his
friend attorney Menge in presiding over my case. Citing, among other factors, the conflict of
interest between Mr. Menge and |udge Collier (see Exhibit C attached hereto), I was therefore
compelled to file a motion for the judge's recusal on march 23,1992. However, on March 30,
1992, the defendant filed a motion for leave to permit attorney Menge to withdraw as co-
counsel for the defendant in lieu of having Judge Collier recuse himself from my case. On April
23, 7992, fudge Collier denied my motion for his recusal and granted the defendant's motion
permitting Mr. Menge to withdraw from the case.

In November of 1992,I was compelled to file a second motion for the recusal of Judge Collier
from my case. It was my belief that he was still using his office to obtain special treatment for
attorney Menge. On fune 2, 7992, for example, I believe fudge Collier turned his head and
permitted the defendant and the defendant's counsel to perpetrate a fraud on the court by
knowingly submitting an unsworn false affidavit to the court, which resulted in my Section 1981
claim being dismissed on summary iudgment on October 27 , 1992, thereby eliminating the iury in
my case which I had counted on to reveal the deceit, cover-up, and corruption in the case. In
addition, shortly after the unsworn false affidavit was filed in court in my case, fudge Collier
and attorney Menge made a ioint appearance on Pensacola's local television news program and
proclaimed the innocence of their close friend Adm. Jack Fetterman who had been removed by
the Navy as head of Pensacola-based Navy training command amid allegations that he had
protected a staff member accused of sexual harassment. Both attorney Menge and Judge Collier
publicly denounced the Navy's decision to remove Adm. Fetterman from his position, while
indicating at the same time that they did not have access to the Naval Inspector General's
report which reportedly detailed the facts or the evidence in the case. |udge Collier even
described Adm. Fetterman on television as being a "perfect human being." The iudge's public
actions in this matter convinced me that he had a predilection and/or predisposition for
prejudging a sexual harassment case based on his feelings, associations, or perceptions, rather
than on the facts or the evidence in the case--if the case involves a friend.

In response to my motion for the recusal of fudge Collier, the Clerk's Office in Tallahassee
informed me on December 30,7992, that my case had been transferred out of the state of Florida
and into the Middle District of Georgia at the behest of chief fudge Tioflat of the Eleventh
Circuit Court of Appeals. Unlike former presiding federal |udge Roger Vinson, Judge Collier did
not file anything in the record to indicate that he had recused himself from my case. I was,
nevertheless, informed that my case had been reassigned to chief fudge Wilbur D. Owens, fr. in
Macon, Georgia but that he would handle the case in Pensacola.

I did not understand why Judge Tioflat had reassigned my case to a judge in Macon, Georgia,
rather than to a iudge in facksonville, Orlando or perhaps Miami, Florida. Since I initially
had no knowledge of fudge Owens, I naively assumed that |udge Tjoflat had reassigned the case
to him in order to alleviate the political influence on the federal court system from individuals
and officials in the state of Florida. However, Judge Owen's conduct, along with information
that I received from attorneys in Macon, Georgia, quickly disabused me of this notion. I learned
that iudge Owens has a reputation in legal circles for being very insensitive to the rights of
African-Americans who come before him. Complaints have been brought to the attention of the
local NAACP in Macon, Georgia regarding the treatment of African-Americans in his court. In
fact, both African-American and white attorneys in the Macon, Georgia area have expressed
strong, negative opinions with regard to fudge Owens'attitude toward race and his aversion to
handling race discrimination cases. Thus, in light of ludge Owens' known antipathy for cases
such as mine, I find it inconceivable that chief )udge Tjoflat of the Eleventh Circuit Court of
Appeals, knowing the history of my case, would reassign it to fudge Owens in Macon, Georgia, of
all judges and of all places, absent some hidden agenda on his part. It, therefore, appears that
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chief Judge Tioflat has deliberately reassigned my case to fudge Owens in Macon, Georgia in
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me from prevailing in my case before the court.

Accordingly, judge Owens'actions in presiding over my case lead me to believe that he has a
mandate to do whatever is necessary to thwart my efforts in pursuing my case and to force me
simply to throw up my hands and surrender. I believe that he is acting at the behest of the
judges in the Florida federal court system. In so doing, I believe he has engaged in conduct to
make things as difficult as possible for me, to wit: Although chief fudge Tjoflat had informed
me that fudge Owens would be handling my case in Pensacola, Florida, fudge Owens,
nevertheless, held the pre-trial conference in the case in Macon, Georgia on |une 3, 1993 (see
Exhibit B, cover sheet, attached hereto). The cost of the trip and hotel accommodations
presented a real hardship for me because I was unemployed and destitute. Even after I
struggled to get to Macon, Ceorgia, fudge Owens would not permit me to attend the pre-trial
conference. He later set a trial date in my case for September 7, 7993. My counsel and I were
looking forward to trying the case and had made arrangements for transportation and lodging
for witnesses flying into Pensacola from other parts of the counhy. The trial date had also been
announced in the media in Pensacola. However, on August3l,7993, only one week before the
trial was scheduled to commence, we were notified by telephone that ]udge Owens had
continued the trial, reportedly because he had to be admitted to the hospital for emergency
surgery. We were led to believe that fudge Owens' condition was very serious and that it would
be at least four weeks before he would be able to set a new trial date in my case. We never
received anything in writing from the court to indicate that the trial had been continued. His
continuing the trial at the last minute, however, presented another hardship for me in that we
lost money on purchased airline tickets for witnesses scheduled to testify at trial.

In addition, over eight weeks elapsed after fudge Owens continued the trial in my case, but no
new trial date was set. Meanwhile, rumors were circulating in Pensacola, Florida that the
trial had been postponed for reasons other than the one given by Judge Owens. Given the
unusual circumstances surrounding my case, I was compelled to conduct an inquiry in Macon,
Georgia to determine whether there was any truth to the rumors. To my disbelief, I learned
that on August 31, 1993, the very same day that we were notified that the trial in my case had
been continued due to Judge Owens' emergency surgery, Judge Owens was presiding over the
political extortion trial of suspended Warner Robins Mayor Ed Martin and two police officials
in Savannah, Georgia. I learned that the judge did subsequently enter the hospital for a short
stay after the above trial ended, but I also learned that his doing so reportedly had been
planned in advance. There was no emergency, and it is my understanding that his condition was
not considered serious (a minor prostate problem, I am told). Furthermore, my inquiry revealed
that fudge Owens had reportedly returned to all of his cases, except mine, after being released
from the hospital. He did not reset a new trial date in my case until after my counsel requested
him to do so on November 12,7993. Even then, he found it necessary to tell us that the case
would be tried in Pensacola on January 78, 1994, in the courtroom that is normally utilized by
Judge Cotlier and that he would allow us only three or possibly four days bo try the case. (The
trial in my case has been temporarily stayed, however, due to the unfortunate illness of my
trial counsel's wife in Pennsylvania.)

I ,therefore, believe that tlre information contained herein supports my contention that the
cited federal iudges have "engaged in conduct preiudicial to the effective and expeditious
administration of the business of the courts" in handling my case. As such, I believe my
complaint of iudicial mironduct warrants a full investigation by the judicial courpll.
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