
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 

 

Dwayne Thompson, individually, and on   ) 

behalf of his minor daughter “RMT” and   ) Civil Action No. 16-1100 

Pamela McDeavitt,     ) 

       ) 

     Plaintiffs, ) 

       ) District Judge Cercone 

   v.    ) Magistrate Judge Lenihan 

       ) 

Kathryn M. Hens-Greco; Kimberly Berkeley  ) ECF No. 80 

Clark, Krista Abram; Shane Mock; Jonathan  ) 

Voelker; Pernille Frankmar; Voelker &   ) 

Colton, LLC; Lauren Darbouze; Reserve  ) 

Township Police; Brian Tully; Fred Boory Jr;  ) 

Pittsburgh Municipal Court; Barbara Clements;  ) 

Allegheny County; Patrick Quinn; Christopher  ) 

Connors; Geraldine M. Redic; Claire Capristo; ) 

Allegheny County Sheriff’s Department;   ) 

Anthony Fratto; Holly Zemba; Allegheny County ) 

Department of Court Records; Allegheny County  ) 

Office of Children and Youth Services;   ) 

Bruce Noel; Brynn Alpee; McKeesport Area  ) 

School District; Fifth Judicial District; and  ) 

John and Jane Does, 1-10,    ) 

       ) 

     Defendants. ) 

 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

 

I. RECOMMENDATION 

 It is respectfully recommended that the Motion to Dismiss filed by Defendants the 

Honorable Kathryn M. Hens-Greco, the Honorable Kimberly Berkeley Clark, the Fifth Judicial 

District, Pittsburgh Municipal Court, retired District Court Administrator Claire Capristo, former 

interim and current First Deputy District Court Administrator Christopher Connors and Family 

Court Administrator Patrick Quinn, and in their official capacity only Geraldine Redic and 

Barbara Clements be granted. 
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II. REPORT 

 A. RELEVANT FACTS
1
 AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

 On July 25, 2016, Plaintiff Dwayne Thompson (“Plaintiff” or “Thompson”) filed a 

Motion for Leave to Proceed in Forma Pauperis.  (ECF No. 1.)  On July 26, 2016, the Court 

granted the Motion and Plaintiff’s Complaint, brought individually and on behalf of his minor 

daughter, “RMT,” was filed the same day.  (ECF No. 2.)  On October 24, 2016, Plaintiff, and a 

newly added plaintiff, Pamela McDeavitt (“McDeavitt”) (collectively “Plaintiffs”) filed a 

“Verified Amended Joinder Complaint” (“Amended Complaint”).  (ECF No. 13.)  Thereafter, 

pursuant to Order of Court, Plaintiffs filed a Second Amended Complaint December 27, 2016.  

(ECF No. 31.)  Finally, after receiving leave of court on February 8, 2017 to file a Third 

Amended Complaint as it relates to Defendant McKeesport Area School District (ECF No. 57), 

Plaintiffs filed a Third Amended Complaint on March 13, 2017.  (ECF No. 68.) 

 The above-captioned case against moving Defendants the Honorable Kathryn M. Hens-

Greco, the Honorable Kimberly Berkeley Clark (“Judicial Defendants”), the Fifth Judicial 

District, Pittsburgh Municipal Court (“Court Defendants”), retired District Court Administrator 

Claire Capristo, former interim and current First Deputy District Court Administrator 

Christopher Connors and Family Court Administrator Patrick Quinn, and in their official 

capacity only Geraldine Redic and Barbara Clements (“DCA Defendants”) and a host of other 

defendants, arises from an underlying custody dispute (“Family Court Proceedings”) with the 

mother of RMT, Defendant Krista Abram (“Abram”).  Generally, Plaintiffs allege in painstaking 

detail the facts and circumstances surrounding Plaintiff Thompson’s attempts to obtain custody 

of/visitation with his biological daughter RMT.  These attempts include state court proceedings 

                                                 

 
1
 Because the allegations and named defendants are numerous, the Court focuses only on 

those facts relevant to the pending motion.  
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in the Court of Common Pleas of Allegheny County, Family Division; PFA proceedings; alleged 

violation of PFA orders and attendant indirect criminal contempt proceedings, all over which the 

Judicial Defendants presided. Plaintiffs appear to allege that all named defendants, including the 

moving Defendants herein, were involved in an overarching conspiracy with Defendant Abram 

and her Defendant boyfriend, to interfere with Plaintiff Thompson’s access to RMT.   

 Specifically, as to these moving Defendants, Plaintiffs complain that in presiding over 

custody and PFA proceedings, the Judicial Defendants conspired with other named Defendants 

“to deprive Thompson and RMT of their inherent rights.”  (ECF No. 68 ¶¶ 9)  They aver that the 

Judicial Defendants attempted to provoke Plaintiff Thompson into losing his temper so that he 

would be rearrested, denied his numerous motions and petitions, deprived him of his right to 

counsel, failed to intercede to right wrongs, intentionally inflicted emotional distress upon him, 

were negligent and incompetent, improperly consolidated his cases, ignored the fact that RMT’s 

mother was frequently in contempt of court orders, and alienated him from the affection of his 

daughter, all resulting in emotional distress and incarceration where he was exposed to toxic 

bleach fumes which aggravated his sinusitis.  (ECF No. 68 ¶¶ 113-126, 129-137, 200-201, 477-

79.) 

 Plaintiffs aver that Hens-Greco “presided over a PFA/ICC hearing against Thompson on 

August 12, 2014 and granted a three year PFA prohibiting” almost all contact between 

Thompson and RMT.  (ECF No. 68 ¶ 8.)  Plaintiffs further aver that Hens-Greco lacked 

jurisdiction to preside over his cases because she violated his constitutional rights and acted 

“beyond the normal functions of a judge,” failed to notify him of court hearings so that she could 

find in favor of his opponent, held a hearing despite the fact that he was unrepresented by 

counsel, failed to make decisions based upon the evidence presented, held an ex parte meeting 

Case 2:16-cv-01100-DSC-LPL   Document 122   Filed 05/22/17   Page 3 of 14



4 

 

with counsel because there was no other way she could have known certain information, failed to 

review his case or prepare for hearings, and failed to allow him to present evidence and 

witnesses.  (ECF No. 68 ¶¶ 203-213, 238-247, 263-275.)  Thompson also states that Hens-Greco 

is biased against men and prejudiced against black men, that she should have known that he has 

limited financial resources which would make it difficult for him to take an appeal, and that she 

never had any interest in the truth or the best interests of RMT.  (ECF No. 68 ¶¶ 276-79, 289-

298, 302, 344-45.)   

 Plaintiffs aver that Defendant Judge Clark is the judge assigned to Thompson’s family 

court case since May 2010.  (ECF No. 68 ¶ 10.)  Plaintiffs state she “has shown clear animus 

toward Plaintiff McDeavitt and has been complicit in and/or conspired with other defendants to 

deprive McDeavitt of her civil rights.”  (ECF No. 68 ¶¶ 10-12.)  Plaintiffs further aver that Judge 

Clark wrongly suspended Thompson’s custody and visitation, and improperly denied his pro se 

petitions and motions.  (ECF No. 68 ¶¶ 304-317, 376-77.)   

 Plaintiffs further complain that the DCA Defendants turned a blind eye to these alleged 

injustices and failed to intercede on Plaintiffs’ behalf to take corrective action.  (ECF No. 68 ¶¶ 

357-361, 365-69, 434-35.) 

 Claims against the moving Defendants include the following: intentional infliction of 

emotional distress; § 1983 violation of civil rights pursuant to the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, 

Seventh, Eighth, and Fourteenth Amendments; § 1985 conspiracy; § 1983 failure to intercede in 

wrongs; § 1983 malicious abuse of process; § 1986 for neglect to prevent; “Ninth Amendment 

fundamental right of a parent to direct the upbringing and education of care of their Child(ren);” 

and Parental Alienation.  (ECF No. 68 ¶¶ 438-92.)   

 Plaintiffs seek only monetary relief in an amount in excess of one million dollars. 
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 B. LEGAL STANDARDS 

Motion to Dismiss pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) 

 A motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(1) may be treated  as either a facial or factual 

challenge to the court’s subject matter jurisdiction.  Patsakis v. Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of 

America, 339 F.Supp.2d 689, 692 (W.D.Pa. 2004) (citing Mortensen v. First Fed. Sav. & Loan 

Ass’n, 549 F.2d 884, 891 (3d Cir. 1977)); Gould Electronics, Inc. v. United States, 220 F.3d 169, 

176 (3d Cir. 2000).  In the case at bar, Defendants appear to be making a facial challenge, as 

evidenced by their brief in support of the Motion to Dismiss, as well as the fact that they have 

not produced any affidavits or evidence to disprove any of Plaintiffs’ factual allegations 

regarding jurisdiction.  In a facial attack, the court must consider the allegations of the complaint 

as true, in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, similar to a motion to dismiss under Rule 

12(b)(6).  Mortensen, 549 F.2d at 891; In re Kaiser Group Int’l, Inc., 399 F.3d 558, 561 (3d Cir. 

2005).  

 A Rule 12(b)(1) motion is the proper vehicle for asserting Eleventh Amendment 

immunity because the Eleventh Amendment “is a jurisdictional bar which deprives federal courts 

of subject matter jurisdiction.”  Blanciak v. Allegheny Ludlum Corp., 77 F.3d 690, 694 n. 2 (3d 

Cir. 1996).   

Motion to Dismiss pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) 

 Recently, the United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit aptly summarized the 

standard to be applied in deciding motions to dismiss filed pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6): 

Under the “notice pleading” standard embodied in Rule 8 of the 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, a plaintiff must come forward 

with “a short and plain statement of the claim showing that the 

pleader is entitled to relief.” As explicated in Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 

U.S. 662, 678 (2009), a claimant must state a “plausible” claim for 

relief, and “[a] claim has facial plausibility when the pleaded 
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factual content allows the court to draw the reasonable inference 

that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.” Although 

“[f]actual allegations must be enough to raise a right to relief 

above the speculative level,” Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 

U.S. 544, 555 (2007), a plaintiff “need only put forth allegations 

that raise a reasonable expectation that discovery will reveal 

evidence of the necessary element.” Fowler[v. UPMC Shadyside, 

578 F.3d [203,][] 213 [(3d Cir. 2009)] (quotation marks and 

citations omitted); see also Covington v. Int'l Ass'n of Approved 

Basketball Officials, 710 F.3d 114, 117–18 (3d Cir.2013). 

 

Thompson v. Real Estate Mortg. Network, 748 F.3d 142, 147 (3d Cir. 2014). 

 In addition to the complaint, courts may consider matters of public record and other 

matters of which a court may take judicial notice, court orders, and exhibits attached to the 

complaint when adjudicating a motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6).  Oshiver v. Levin, 

Fishbein, Sedran & Berman, 38 F.3d 1380, 1384 n.2 (3d Cir. 1994) (citing 5A Wright and 

Miller, Federal Practice and Procedure: Civil 2d, § 1357; Chester County Intermediate Unit v. 

Pennsylvania Blue Shield, 896 F.2d 808, 812 (3d Cir. 1990)).   

 Importantly, the Court must liberally construe the factual allegations of the complaint 

because pleadings filed by pro se plaintiffs are held to a less stringent standard than formal 

pleadings drafted by lawyers.  Erickson v. Pardus, 551 U.S. 89, 94 (2007).  Therefore, if the 

Court “can reasonably read [the] pleadings to state a valid claim on which [plaintiff] could 

prevail, it should do so despite failure to cite proper legal authority, confusion of legal theories, 

poor syntax and sentence construction, or [plaintiff’s] unfamiliarity with pleading requirements.”  

Wilberger v. Ziegler, No. 08-54, 2009 WL 734728, at *3 (W.D. Pa. March 19, 2009) (citing 

Boag v. MacDougall, 454 U.S. 364 (1982) (per curiam)).   
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 C. ANALYSIS 

 Eleventh Amendment Immunity 

 All moving Defendants argue that the claims brought against them in their official 

capacities are barred by the Eleventh Amendment.  Plaintiffs respond that 1) the moving 

Defendants did not act within the scope of their duties and therefore are not entitled to immunity; 

2) because Pennsylvania accepts federal funds under title IV-D of the Social Security Act, it has 

waived its immunity; 3) Plaintiffs have alleged a policy and custom of the named entities; and 4) 

moving Defendants are “persons” subject to suit pursuant to § 1983.  (ECF No. 104 at 9-11.) 

Official Capacity Claims against the Court Defendants 

The Eleventh Amendment bars civil rights suits against a state in federal court by private 

parties where the state has not consented to such action.  Laskaris v. Thornburgh, 661 F.2d 23, 

25 (3d Cir. 1981) (citing Alabama v. Pugh, 438 U.S. 781 (1978)).  Pennsylvania, by statute, has 

specifically withheld consent to suit in federal court.  42 PA. CONS. STAT. ANN. ' 8521(b); 

Laskaris, 661 F.2d at 25.  Pennsylvania=s Eleventh Amendment immunity extends to suits 

against “arms of the state,” i.e., departments or agencies of the state having no existence separate 

from the state.  Laskaris, 661 F.2d at 25 (citing Mt. Healthy City Bd. of Educ. v. Doyle, 429 U.S. 

274, 280 (1977)).  As courts within the Unified Judicial System, the Fifth Judicial District and 

Pittsburgh Municipal Court are considered state entities.  See Benn v. First Judicial Dist. of Pa., 

426 F.3d 233, 241 (3d Cir. 2005) (holding that the First Judicial District is a state entity and thus 

entitled to Eleventh Amendment immunity); Callahan v. City of Philadelphia, 207 F.3d 668, 673 

(3d Cir. 2000) (holding trial courts and municipal courts within the First Judicial District are 

state entities and thus are not “persons” within § 1983) (citation omitted).  None of the factual 
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allegations contained in the Third Amended Complaint indicate or even suggest that 

Pennsylvania has consented to be sued by Plaintiffs in federal court.  

Moreover, the Supreme Court has determined that Congress did not intend for § 1983 to 

overcome the sovereign immunity of states embodied in the Eleventh Amendment.  Will v. Mich. 

Dep=t of State Police, 491 U.S. 58, 66-67 (1989).  Therefore, states, as well as entities of the 

state, such as the Fifth Judicial District and Pittsburgh Municipal Court are not “persons” who 

can be subject to liability under § 1983.  Id. at 71.  As such, the Court Defendants are protected 

by Eleventh Amendment immunity, and therefore, this Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction 

over these Defendants. 

Official Capacity Claims against Judicial Defendants Hens-Greco and Clark, and 

against DCA Defendants Capristo, Connors, Quinn, Redic and Clements. 

 

The Eleventh Amendment bar also applies to actions in federal court against state 

officials in their official capacity for money damages.  Laskaris, 661 F.2d at 26 (citing Edelman 

v. Jordan, 415 U.S. 651 (1974)).  That is, a suit against an official in his or her official capacity 

is, in fact, a suit against the entity of which an officer is an agent.  Kentucky v. Graham, 473 .S. 

159, 166 (1985).  As noted above, the Fifth Judicial District, or Allegheny Court of Common 

Pleas, is an entity of the state.  Therefore a claim against these Defendants in their official 

capacities “is no different from a suit against the State itself.”  See Will, 491 U.S. at 71 (citing 

Kentucky v. Graham, 473 U.S. at 165-66).  

Further, Pennsylvania statutes provide that “the Commonwealth, and its officials and 

employees acting within the scope of their duties, shall continue to enjoy sovereign and official 

immunity and remain immune from suit except as the General Assembly shall specifically waive 

the immunity.”  1 PA. CONS. STAT. ANN. ' 2310; see also 42 PA. CONS. STAT. ANN. ' 8521.  The 

Pennsylvania statute further provides that the term “Commonwealth government” includes the 
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“courts and other officers or agencies of the unified judicial system, . . . .”  42 PA. CONS. STAT. 

ANN. '102.   

Here, Plaintiffs have asserted their claims against the Judicial Defendants and the DCA 

Defendants in both their official and individual capacities and seek monetary relief.  (ECF No. 

68 ¶ 88.)  Clearly, the claims against these Defendants in their official capacities are barred by 

the Eleventh Amendment.   

Further, these individuals are not “persons” for purposes of § 1983 with regard to the 

claims brought against them in their official capacities.  42 U.S.C. § 1983 provides a remedy for 

the violation of civil rights by “persons.”  And as noted above, the state is the real party in 

interest when state officials are sued in their official capacities.  See Will, 491 U.S. at 71.  The 

United States Supreme Court has made clear that a state is not a “person” for purposes of § 1983.  

Id.   

Plaintiffs argue that because Pennsylvania accepts federal funds under title IV-D of the 

Social Security Act, it has waived its immunity, citing Koslow v. Commonwealth of Pa., 302 

F.3d 161 (3d Cir. 2002).  (ECF No. 104 at 10.)  In Koslow, the United States Court of Appeals 

for the Third Circuit made clear that “Congress put states on notice that by accepting federal 

funds under the Rehabilitation Act, they would waive their Eleventh Amendment immunity to 

Rehabilitation Act claims.”  302 F.3d at 170 (emphasis added).  The Koslow Court continued as 

follows: 

A state’s waiver of sovereign immunity is not lightly 

granted.  The Supreme Court has cautioned:  “in deciding whether 

a State has waived its constitutional protection under the Eleventh 

Amendment, we will find waiver only where stated ‘by the most 

express language or by such overwhelming implications from the 

text as [will] leave no room for any other reasonable 

construction.’”  Mere participation in a federal program is not 

sufficient to waive immunity.   
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Id. at 172 (internal citations omitted).  The wording of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 contains 

absolutely no language to suggest that states waive their immunity to claims brought pursuant to 

§ 1983.  

For the reasons discussed above, it is respectfully recommended that the official capacity 

claims be dismissed for lack of subject matter jurisdiction in that all official capacity claims 

against these moving Defendants are barred by Eleventh Amendment. 

Individual Capacity Claims against Judicial Defendants Hens-Greco and Clark 

Judges Hens-Greco and Clark also argue that Plaintiffs= civil rights claims against them in 

their individual capacities are barred by the doctrine of absolute judicial immunity.   The doctrine 

of judicial immunity grants judges absolute immunity “from liability for damages for acts 

committed within their judicial jurisdiction . . . .”  Pierson v. Ray, 386 U.S. 547, 553-54 (1967).  

“A judge will not be deprived of immunity because the action he took was in error, was done 

maliciously, or was in excess of his authority; rather, he will be subject to liability only when he 

has acted in the ‘clear absence of all jurisdiction.’”  Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349, 356-57 

(1978) (internal citation and quotation omitted).  Judicial immunity will not apply only if the 

judge acts with “clearly no jurisdiction over the subject matter,” id. at 356 n.6 (quoting Bradley 

v. Fisher, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 335, 351 (1871)), or where the challenged conduct is not a judicial 

act, Mireles v. Waco, 502 U.S. 9, 11 (1991).  Whether an act is a judicial one is determined by 

whether the action is typically one performed by a judge and whether the parties thought they 

were dealing with a judge acting in her judicial capacity.  Stump, 435 U.S. at 362.   

Clearly, Plaintiffs= claims for monetary damages against Judge Hens-Greco and Judge 

Clark are barred by judicial immunity.  Judge Hens-Greco and Judge Clark were acting in their 

judicial capacities when the events in question occurred and were not acting in clear absence of 
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their jurisdiction.  The complained of actions occurred when these Judicial Defendants were 

acting as judges, and Plaintiffs’ allegations make clear that they knew they were dealing with 

judges.  Specifically, Plaintiffs’ complaints include the denial of numerous motions and 

petitions, the improper consolidation of cases, the failure to review the case or prepare for 

hearings, the denial of the right to counsel when Thompson’s attorney failed to appear, failure to 

allow the presentation of certain evidence, and the alleged failure to enforce court orders. 

Plaintiffs also aver that Defendant Hens-Greco is biased against men and prejudiced 

against black men.  Even if Judge Hens-Greco’s decisions were in error or malicious, she is 

absolutely immune from Plaintiffs’ individual capacity claims because the decisions Plaintiffs 

complain of were within Judge Hens-Greco’s judicial capacity.  Stump, 435 U.S. at 356-57.   

Further, Judge Hens-Greco and Judge Clark were not acting in clear absence of 

jurisdiction when they allegedly performed the acts at issue.  Pennsylvania law grants common 

pleas court judges broad original jurisdiction:  generally common pleas courts have “unlimited 

jurisdiction over all actions and proceedings.”  42 PA. CONS.STAT. ANN. ' 931(a).  Under so 

broad a grant of jurisdiction, it is difficult to see how Judge Hens-Greco and Judge Clark acted 

with clear absence of jurisdiction when they presided over the proceedings typically held in the 

Court of Common Pleas, Family Division. 

Because the acts of Judge Hens-Greco and Judge Clark were of a judicial nature and 

neither Judge acted in clear absence of jurisdiction, Plaintiffs= claims for monetary damages 

against these Judges are barred by the doctrine of absolute judicial immunity.   

Accordingly, because Plaintiffs= claims against Judges Hens-Greco and Clark in their 

individual capacities are barred by the doctrine of absolute judicial immunity, it is respectfully 
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recommended that these claims be dismissed for failure to state a claim upon which relief may be 

granted.
2
 

Individual Capacity Claims against DCA Defendants Capristo, Connors and Quinn. 

 In their Third Amended Complaint, Plaintiffs aver that DCA Defendants Capristo, 

Connors and Quinn were aware of the alleged violations of Plaintiffs’ rights and failed to report 

them to the appropriate authorities.  (ECF No. 68 ¶¶ 46-47, 50-51, 57-58.)  Specifically, 

Plaintiffs aver that Capristo was employed as a District Court Administrator for the Court of 

Common Pleas, Fifth Judicial District.  (ECF No. 68 ¶ 56.)  Likewise, Connors is currently 

employed as the Interim District Court Administrator for the Allegheny Court of Common Pleas, 

Fifth Judicial District.  (ECF No. 68 ¶ 48.)  Plaintiffs further aver that Defendant Quinn is the 

administrator for the Adult Section of the Family Division of the Court of Common Pleas of 

Allegheny County, and that he “oversees Child Support Enforcement . . . .”
3
  (ECF No. 68 ¶ 44-

45.)   

 In support of their Motion to Dismiss, moving DCA Defendants argue that these claims 

are barred by quasi-judicial immunity.  (ECF No. 81 at 11.)  Plaintiffs respond that these 

Defendants afforded special treatment to Defendant Abrams.  (ECF No. 104 at 13-14.)   

 Protections of absolute judicial immunity extend to officials who perform quasi-judicial 

functions.  Gallas v. Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, 211 F.3d 760, 772 (3d Cir. 2000) (citing 

                                                 
2
The Court of Appeals in Phillips v. County of Allegheny has ruled that if a district court 

is dismissing a claim pursuant to 12(b)(6) in a civil rights case, it must sua sponte Apermit a 

curative amendment unless such an amendment would be inequitable or futile.@ 515 F.3d 224, 

245 (3d Cir.2008). The Court in this matter is recommending dismissal with prejudice and is not 

recommending a grant of leave to amend because it believes such amendment would be both 

futile and inequitable. 

 

 
3
 In the Motion to Dismiss presently before the Court, Defendants Redic and Clements 

move for dismissal in their official capacities only. 
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Forrester v. White, 484 U.S. 219, 225 (1988) (indicating that the protections of judicial 

immunity extend to officials “who perform quasi-judicial functions”)).  Here, the DCA 

Defendants were engaged in quasi-judicial functions when they allegedly failed to report 

Plaintiffs’ complaints concerning the Judicial Defendants.  Plaintiffs have failed to direct the 

Court to any legal authority which suggests that these officials are charged with monitoring the 

actions of common pleas court judges.  Plaintiffs’ averments, however, reflect that the DCA 

Defendants were engaged in quasi-judicial functions and are thereby protected by quasi-judicial 

immunity.   

 Because the moving Defendants are protected by immunity, the Court need not address 

Plaintiffs’ remaining arguments. 

 

III. CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully recommended that the Motion to Dismiss 

filed by Defendants the Honorable Kathryn M. Hens-Greco, the Honorable Kimberly Berkeley 

Clark, the Fifth Judicial District, Pittsburgh Municipal Court, retired District Court Administrator 

Claire Capristo, former interim and current First Deputy District Court Administrator 

Christopher Connors and Family Court Administrator Patrick Quinn and in their official capacity 

only Geraldine Redic and Barbara Clements be granted. 

In accordance with the Magistrate Judges Act, 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(B) and (C), and 

Rule 72.D.2  of the Local Rules of Court, the parties are allowed fourteen (14) days from the 

date of service of a copy of this Report and Recommendation to file objections.  Any party 

opposing the objections shall have fourteen (14) days from the date of service of objections to 

respond thereto.  Failure to file timely objections will constitute a waiver of any appellate rights. 
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Dated: May 22, 2017 

 

 

      BY THE COURT 

 

 

 

      __________________ 

      LISA PUPO LENIHAN 

      United States Magistrate Judge 

 

cc: Dwayne Thompson  

 1013 Coal Street  

 Pittsburgh, PA 15221 

 

 Pamela McDeavitt  

 104 Dorf Avenue  

 Pittsburgh, PA 15209 

 

 Lauren D. Darbouze 

 Law office of Lauren Darbouze 

 651 Holiday Drive, Suite 300 

 Pittsburgh, PA  15220 

 

 All counsel of record 

 Via electronic filing 
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