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Petition for Review: Judicial Misconduct Complaint No. 11-20-90113 

We, John and Joanna Burke hereby petition the judicial council for review of the erroneous 

order of dismissal. First, we address the template-driven, standard “merits-based” dismissal of our 

judicial complaint utilized by this court, which omits our evidence and actual facts: 

“Any allegation that calls into question the correctness of an official decision 
or procedural ruling of a judge – without more – is merits-related.” – Eleventh  
Cir. Response dismissing complaint by Chief Judge William Pryor (“CJ”). 
Relying upon ‘textualism’, e.g. the textual wording and meaning of the word “more” we 

can confirm - without hesitation - in our responses there has always been “more”1. However, the 

CJ inexcusably excludes (“more”) all references we made in respect of the Greens, who were in 

litigation in the same federal courthouse as ourselves in S.D. Tex., Houston Division. The “more” 

in this complaint – our detailed facts and irrefutable evidence including written legal conclusions 

by Judge Marra in written order(s) have been snubbed by the CJ:  

“The Greens obtaining access to documents denied to the Burkes is most 
certainly defined as – ‘more’. Additionally, it is evidence of judicial bias and 
as such, a qualifying complaint per the ‘Breyer Report’2.” 
As stated repeatedly in our complaint and in our appeal before this court, the Greens 

obtained evidence from the exact same case which we motioned to intervene, namely the CFPB v. 

Ocwen lawsuit in S.D. Fl. court. Yet, despite our hard-to-miss evidence and facts, in his parting 

and curt dismissal of our judicial complaint the CJ states: 

“Apart from the decisions or procedural rulings that Complainants challenge, 
they provide no credible facts or evidence in support of their claims that the 
Subject Judge lied, was biased against them, colluded with others, or otherwise 
engaged in misconduct.” 

This is fictitious. It is irrefutable (i) Judge Marra wrote his clearly worded order denying 

the Burkes intervention when the facts and the law proved otherwise (Greens case) (ii) the Burkes 

were correct to conclude in their judicial complaint… “As such, the Burkes hold Judge Marra’s 

assertions to be false, untruthful and for the purposes of this judicial complaint, personal and 

pervasive bias against these pro se elderly citizens from Texas.”… (iii) it is clear from the filings 

into the Houston docket (the Greens case) and submitted on appeal to this court, that Greens lawyer 

 
1 Google search; Definitions from Oxford Languages for “define “more””. Result: determiner: "a greater or additional 
amount or degree of." pronoun: "a greater or additional amount of something." 
2 “The Breyer Report” (Implementation of the Judicial Conduct and Disability Act of 1980, A Report to the Chief 
Justice, Stephen Breyer, Chair, Associate Justice, Supreme Court of the United States (2006)); A-6 Failure to inquire 
about claims of a judge’s bias toward a litigant, p. 50, Standard 3., 21, and  25 “that the judge ruled against the 
complainant…because the judge doesn’t like the complainant personally, is not merits-related.” The CJ’s dismissal 
without further investigation of judicial bias is a material error. 
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provided counsel for Ocwen in Texas the contact information for Ocwen’s counsel in the Florida 

case in order to expedite the release of documents to the Greens.  

“A copy of the CFPB Complaint, Docket sheet, and contact information for 
Ocwen’s counsel in the CFPB litigation has been provided to Mr. Curran3, 
Ocwen’s counsel in this adversary proceeding.”4 

Yet, these dishonest lawyers and law firm failed to disclose this crucial evidence to us  at 

any time from that date (Jan. 1, 2019) forward and egregiously maintained a position where they 

committed perjury in the lower court5 and on appeal and (iv) considering the court, judge and 

counsel - for both sides (e.g. including the CFPB lawyers) - were fully aware of Greens case. It is 

undeniable, only we were left in the dark and only became aware of the Greens case in Houston 

while preparing for the appeal (briefing).  

Contrary to the CJ’s assertions, this is ‘credible evidence’ of collusion and conspiracy by 

all named herein and warranted further investigation per the Breyer Report. The CJ’s dismissal 

does not indicate - at any point - there was further inquiry into any of our allegations, which is 

exactly what the Breyer Report demands. In this case the CJ has failed to follow the guidelines as 

critiqued as a failure in several similar case examples to our own in this detailed and well-reasoned 

audit report, the Breyer Report. It is without question, our legal right to intervene has been 

consciously and maliciously denied, when considering the facts of the Greens case and in 

conjunction with the timing and wording of the order by Judge Kenneth Marra - asserting we could 

not intervene for the purposes of obtaining documents and information for another case when the 

Greens had already received documents for ‘other litigation’ – e.g. their own case – in the same 

federal court as the Burkes were litigating in Texas. Quoted verbatim, again, below: 

“In addition to the grounds stated in the Court’s Order Denying Intervention 
(ECF No. 375), the Court notes that intervention is not permitted to allow a 
party to seek or obtain evidence for other litigation as asserted by the proposed 
Intervenors. (See ECF No. 408 at 4).” – Judge Kenneth A. Marra. 
This incriminating statement by Senior United States District Judge Marra, a seasoned 

federal judge, is sufficient credible evidence he lied, was bias against the Burkes, colluded and 

conspired with others (e.g. ex parte communications) and it is cognizable judicial misconduct. 

Judge Marra’s wording is clear and concise (when left untouched and not removed by white out 

in appellate court opinions and again here in the CJ’s dismissal of our judicial complaint). As such, 

 
3 Charles Royal Curran, Settle Pou, ccurran@settlepou.com, Texas Bar I.D. 24076334, Southern District No. 1241722 
3333 Lee Parkway, Eighth Floor, Dallas, TX 75219, Tel: (214) 203-3300. 
4 See Green v. OCWEN LOAN SERVICIANG, LLC AS SERVICER FOR DEUTSCH (18-03351), United States 
Bankruptcy Court, S.D. Texas. Doc 9, p.5. https://2dobermans.com/woof/23  
5 One example is Ocwen’s counsel, Ms. Catalina Azuero of Goodwin Procter, LLP. She has filed into the lower case 
docket in Florida at least 79 times  From Feb 22, 2018 to July 28, 2020. Ms. Azuero filed and signed the joint perjurious 
motion from Ocwen and the CFPB objecting to our intervention. 

https://2dobermans.com/woof/23
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we would categorize it as “more”. It certainly reaches the standard of the Breyer Report6 to 

investigate the Burkes complaint further, which was erroneously denied by the CJ.  

Below indicates the type of inappropriate and unethical responses from opposing counsel 

which continued from the lower court into the appeal.  

“Ocwen and the CFPB jointly opposed the Burkes’ motion, which the district 
court denied. On appeal, the Burkes repeat many of the same conspiracy 
theories and unsupported attacks on Ocwen and the CFPB that they alleged 
below, while failing to articulate any comprehensible, legally-supported 
rationale for why their intervention in this case is warranted. The Court 
should ignore the Burkes’ baseless and irrelevant attacks on the parties and 
affirm the district court’s well- reasoned decision.” 
That aside, it is patently obvious – from a very small case docket pertaining to our motion 

to intervene - Ocwen continued to commit perjury from inception to the wrongful conclusion of 

our case and appeal. There is irrefutable and documented evidence of conspiracy, perjury, 

collusion, fraud, elder abuse and many other legal and ethical violations by these dishonest, rogue 

lawyers and their employer. It is an unconscionable scheme.7 Counsel for Ocwen had a legal duty 

and ethical responsibility to disclose this information to us and they knowingly failed to do so. As 

a result, their lawless acts sabotaged our rights to intervention and most likely our lawsuits in 

Texas, both fully briefed at the Fifth Circuit. As this court is aware, we are under an order of 

[wrongful] foreclosure and these reprehensible acts have and will continue to injure us financially, 

physically and emotionally.  

“Private citizens do not have the right to bring a private action under a federal 
criminal statute.” and “They cannot enforce federal criminal statutes in a civil 
action.” - "However, the Court does note that “[s]hould a federal judge 
develop a reasonable basis for believing that the criminal act of perjury has 
occurred, then the judge is to refer the matter to the United States Attorney 
for handling by the executive branch of government.”"8 
Returning to this petition for review and considering the answer by this court dismissing 

the judicial complaint we acknowledge the experience of this [chief] judge, one who has been a 

federal judge at the Eleventh Circuit for just shy of 16 years (appointed June 10, 2005)9. However, 

 
6 See; A-8 Failure to inquire adequately about claims that judges lied about sources of information in a grievance 
proceeding and may have engaged in improper ex parte conduct, Standard 4, p.51/52. In this case, it’s reference to the 
judges’ order denying intervention and his codicil statement above. In the Breyer Report, it concluded; “Assessment—
The dismissal is inconsistent with our Standard 4. The complainant alleged enough to call for a broader limited inquiry: 
it identified a document, the disputed filing.” The judges’ codicil order, Ocwen’s response(s) and the Greens case 
docket and filings support our assertions in this judicial complaint, e.g. It warranted a further [broader] inquiry. 
7 See Universal Physician Servs. v. Del Zotto, No. 20-10298 (11th Cir. Jan. 6, 2021) defining egregious conduct, an 
unconscionable scheme and perjury, as is the case here.  
8 See Berry v. Loancity, CIVIL ACTION No. 18-888-JWD-SDJ, at *12 (M.D. La. Sep. 25, 2020). The fact Judge 
Marra did not report Ocwen’s lawyers’ perjury is ‘more’ evidence and confirms bias, collusion and conspiracy. 
9 See; https://2dobermans.com/woof/24  

https://2dobermans.com/woof/24
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despite his resume and considerable judicial tenure, in the CJ’s order of dismissal he knowingly 

fails to address or even mention our key arguments, supported by orders of the court(s) and 

documents aplenty. We suggest, in our personal opinion, the only reason the CJ would issue this 

order of dismissal is to support the 8 circuit judges’10  denial of intervention in case no. 19-13015 

(in an unpublished ‘whiteout’ opinion, dated 2 Nov. 2020). We are aware the CJ is responsible for 

overseeing judicial assignments and circuit cases in his current position.11  

We are confident this dismissal of our complaint can be decisively categorized as a gross 

perversion of justice. To support this accusation, we refer to the following case discussing perjury 

in the criminal setting and where the CJ authored the opinion for the panel;  

“The Guidelines provide a two-level enhancement if “the defendant willfully 
obstructed ... the administration of justice.” This enhancement applies when a 
defendant commits perjury. Perjury is “false testimony concerning a material 
matter with the willful intent to provide false testimony, rather than as a result 
of confusion, mistake, or faulty memory.” United States v. Singh, 291 F.3d 756, 
763 (11th Cir.2002) “Although it is preferable that the district court make 
specific findings by identifying the materially false statements individually, it 
is sufficient if the court makes a general finding of obstruction encompassing 
all the factual predicates of perjury.” United States v. Diaz, 190 F.3d 1247, 1256 
(11th Cir.1999). - United States v. Duperval, 777 F.3d 1324, 1337 (11th Cir. 
2015);  

And sitting on the en banc panel, discussing signing under the penalty of perjury, calling it “cover-
up perjury” and “a plaintiff who failed to disclose a civil lawsuit in bankruptcy filings intended to 
make a mockery of the judicial system”:  

“People who have defrauded others through misleading bankruptcy 
schedules, which are signed under penalty of perjury, have committed a crime. 
It is a small step from original perjury to cover-up perjury.” Slater v. U.S. 
Steel Corp., 871 F.3d 1174 (11th Cir. 2017). 

In our case, Ocwen’s lawyers signed motions and briefs at the lower court and on appeal12 

arguing we had no right to any documents for our case, period. This is perjury.13 The lawyers were 

fully aware of the truth and the Greens, but they knowingly and willfully pursued - committing 

 
10 Which, in the context of the Breyer Report, is actionable as a Judicial Complaint; A-9 Failure to inquire about a 
claim of improper appellate panel manipulation, (Standard 4), p. 52. 
11See; 11th Cir. R. 34-2 Quorum; https://2dobermans.com/woof/25  
12 See Ocwen's brief on appeal, p.33 of 37, March 11, 2020, in part; "Second, as the district court correctly held, see 
Appx 10 (411), at 2-3, obtaining discovery for use in a different suit is not a proper use of Rule 24." and "Those cases 
did not involve a request by a plaintiff in one lawsuit to intervene in a separate lawsuit against the same defendant in 
order to obtain information from the defendant for use in the first lawsuit." This is perjury for the reasons stated in 
this petition. 
13 See; False Statements and Perjury: An Overview of Federal Criminal Law by Charles Doyle, Senior Specialist in 
American Public Law https://2dobermans.com/woof/27  

https://2dobermans.com/woof/25
https://2dobermans.com/woof/27
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“cover-up perjury” - in the hopes that the Burkes would not uncover the truth. They were caught 

red-handed, lying, colluding and conspiring against the Burkes. 

Dismissal of our judicial complaint is a wanton abuse of the CJ’s power. Why? The CJ 

should not have considered, let alone dismiss the complaint, when there is a glaring conflict of 

interest. The CJ should have transferred our complaint out of circuit14 as the facts of the underlying 

lower court case and subsequent appeal to the Eleventh Circuit took a very bizarre and 

extraordinary set of events as detailed in case no. 19-13015. In particular, our petition for rehearing 

and reconsideration of our appeal, after judges number 6 (Newsom), 7 (Grant) and 8 (Lagoa) issued 

their whiteout opinion for the court. That’s correct, 8 active circuit judges were assigned to the 

Burkes pro se appeal. We could not find a similar circuit case where the original 3-panel of judges 

would be discarded, without notice, and ending up with 8 over the course of an appeal. We scoured 

the archives at this court and other circuit courts nationwide but to no avail. The closest we found 

was the Fifth Circuit case en banc rehearing where so many judges recused, there was no quorum 

left.15 Here, the judges did not recuse or failed to admit they had recused by refusing to address a 

pending recusal motion we had before the court (Judge Jill Pryor – a renewed recusal after she 

unlawfully sealed our initial recusal motion in violation of the United States Constitution). 

In conclusion, our petition for review confirms the CJ excluded so much from our 

complaint it has become a tainted opinion. A detailed review shows he intentionally excluded our 

evidence and facts and his conclusions are outrageous. The CJ failed to follow the Breyer Report 

standards of review to allow the CJ to abuse his powers and dismiss our valid complaint. We have 

been subjected to debased ‘wordsmithing and whiteouts’ of opinions, motions and orders in S.D. 

Florida District Court and this court. We will continue to stand for democracy, access to justice 

and a fair and impartial judiciary.16  

Here, this Judicial Council has an opportunity to correct not only a manifest injustice, but 

perversion of justice. It should do so and reverse the Chief Judges’ erroneous order and proceed 

with a special committee investigation. 

Respectfully,  

 
14 See, for example; Dr Richard Cordero’s judicial complaints (11-19-90053 and 11-19-90054) which were transferred 
from D.C. by Supreme Chief Justice John G. Roberts to former Chief Judge of the Eleventh Circuit, Ed Carnes and 
subsequently disposed of on May 6, 2019. https://2dobermans.com/woof/28  
15 Comer v. Murphy Oil USA, 607 F.3d 1049 (5th Cir. 2010), where no quorum was achieved. In this case, however, 
no judges recused. In order to affirm the lower courts denial of intervention it would require a ‘whiteout’ and 
wordsmithed opinion, e.g. one which also excluded the same facts presented and then excluded by the CJ in this 
matter. Hence, the CJ’s dismissal of our judicial complaint is a conflict of interest and as such, void, not voidable. 
16 The Judicial Conduct and Disability Act (1980) (“the Act”) authorizes any person to file a complaint alleging that 
a federal judge has engaged in conduct “prejudicial to the effective and expeditious administration of the business of 
the courts.” – See footnote 1 of our original complaint. 

https://2dobermans.com/woof/28
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Signed this day, 4th March, 2021. 

 

I declare  under  penalty  of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.  

 

 

 

Joanna Burke,  

46 Kingwood Greens Dr., Kingwood 

Texas 77339 

 

I declare  under  penalty  of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.  

 

John Burke,  

46 Kingwood Greens Dr., Kingwood 

Texas 77339 


