
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
 
MATTHEW AUGUST LeFANDE 
4585 North 25th Road 
Arlington VA 22207 
(202) 657-5800 
                                         Plaintiff  
v.  
 
CAROLYN ANNE MISCHE-HOEGES 
5340 Holmes Run Parkway, Apt. 306 
Alexandria VA 22304 
(703) 960-0956 
 
                                        Defendant 
 

Civil Action Number 
 

 
 

COMPLAINT 
 

This is a complaint against Carolyn Anne Mische-Hoeges seeking monetary 

damages for deprivation of civil rights under color of state authority, malicious 

prosecution, false arrest, false imprisonment, defamation, intentional infliction of 

emotional distress and abuse of process.   

 

PARTIES AND SUBJECT MATTER 

1. Plaintiff Matthew August LeFande is a natural person and a resident of the 

Commonwealth of Virginia.   

2. Defendant Carolyn Anne Mische-Hoeges is a natural person and a resident 

of the Commonwealth of Virginia.  
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3. The events described herein occurred within the Commonwealth of 

Virginia and the District of Columbia. 

4. Mische-Hoeges is sued herein in her individual capacity. 

 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

5. The Plaintiff herein offers a civil action which includes causes of action 

arising under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for being subjected to a deprivation of his rights, 

privileges, and/or immunities secured by the Constitution and applicable law, by an agent 

of a government entity acting under color of state law.  

6. Under 28 U.S.C. § 1331, the United States District Court shall have 

original jurisdiction of all civil actions arising under the Constitution, laws, or treaties of 

the United States, including 42 U.S.C. § 1983.   

7. The Plaintiff offers additional causes of action involving common law 

claims.   

8. Under 28 U.S.C. § 1367, the United States District Court shall have 

supplemental jurisdiction over all other claims that are so related to claims in the action 

within such original jurisdiction that they form part of the same case or controversy under 

Article III of the United States Constitution.   

9. The Plaintiff’s common law claims are so related to the Federal law claims 

that they form part of the same case and controversy.   

10. The Plaintiff asks this Court to declare his rights and other legal relations. 
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11. Under the Declaratory Judgment Act, 28 U.S.C. § 2201, et. seq., the 

United States District Court may declare the rights and other legal relations of any 

interested party seeking such declaration, whether or not further relief is or could be 

sought.  

 

RELEVANT FACTS 

12. Mische-Hoeges is a sworn, uniformed member of the District of Columbia 

Metropolitan Police Department.  In this capacity, Mische-Hoeges is a full-time 

employee of the District of Columbia Government.  

13. For all times relevant to this Complaint, Mische-Hoeges was also a 

candidate for a Master’s Degree with George Mason University’s Institute for Conflict 

Analysis and Resolution.  

14. LeFande himself is a former highly decorated member of the Metropolitan 

Police Department, a former prosecutor for the (then) District of Columbia Office of 

Corporation Counsel, and now a full-time licensed attorney who specializes in civil rights 

litigation, particularly against the District of Columbia and the Metropolitan Police 

Department.  See e.g., LeFande v. D.C., 633 F.3d 1155 (D.C. Cir. 2010); Ord v. District 

of Columbia, 587 F.3d 1136 (D.C. Cir. 2009); Griffith v. Lanier, 521 F.3d 398 (D.C. Cir. 

2008).  LeFande holds a United States Government security clearance and is a firearms 

and legal instructor for the Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services.  LeFande is 

a sworn law enforcement officer in Virginia, a Special Conservator of the Peace.   
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15. LeFande and Mische-Hoeges engaged in a romantic relationship from 

August 2009 until April 2010. 

16. During most of this relationship, Mische-Hoeges resided in LeFande’s 

home in Arlington, Virginia.   

17. On February 17, 2010, while on a ski trip to Pennsylvania with LeFande, 

Mische-Hoeges injured her knee slightly.    

18. At the time of this injury, Mische-Hoeges was off duty and not acting in 

any official capacity for the Metropolitan Police Department.   

19. Shortly after sustaining this injury, Mische-Hoeges stated to LeFande that 

she would “make this POD”1 and that she needed time off to work on her Master’s Thesis 

anyway.   

20. On or about February 25, 2010, while on duty for the Metropolitan Police 

Department, Mische-Hoeges claimed to her supervisors with the Metropolitan Police 

Department that she spontaneously injured her knee while running down the street 

responding to a call for service.   

21. Mische-Hoeges was removed from police patrol service on that date. 

22. Mische-Hoeges remained out of work throughout most of March and April 

2010, later returning to desk duty until being reinstated to her police duties on or about 

May 6, 2010.   

23. From the date of her claimed injury, until April 19, 2010, Mische-Hoeges 

remained in LeFande’s home, working on her Master’s Thesis full-time. 

                                                 
1 POD refers to “Performance of Duty” injury.  
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24. During this time, LeFande became increasingly aware of Mische-Hoeges 

exaggeration of her injury and her prolonging of her paid leave from the Metropolitan 

Police Department without lawful justification.   

25. Several arguments ensued between LeFande and Mische-Hoeges 

regarding Mische-Hoeges fraudulent injury claims. 

26. On April 19, 2010, Mische-Hoeges suddenly moved out of LeFande’s 

home without explanation.   

27. Based on LeFande’s comments to mutual acquaintances and third parties, 

during May 2010, Mische-Hoeges became concerned that LeFande would report Mische-

Hoeges to the Metropolitan Police Department’s Internal Affairs Bureau for her fraud. 

28. On May 31, 2010, Mische-Hoeges reported to the City of Alexandria 

Police Department that LeFande was stalking her.   

29. Mische-Hoeges allegations consisted only of claims that LeFande had sent 

emails to Mische-Hoeges and her new boyfriend.  Mische-Hoeges further claimed 

LeFande had called her new boyfriend.     

30. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Alexandria Police Department 

that would support any reasonable person fearing for her safety or the safety of another 

person.  

31. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Alexandria Police Department 

that Mische-Hoeges felt seriously alarmed, disturbed or frightened as a result of 

LeFande’s alleged conduct.   
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32. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Alexandria Police Department 

that Mische-Hoeges ever suffered emotional distress as a result of LeFande’s alleged 

conduct.   

33. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Alexandria Police Department 

that LeFande ever threatened her or any other person in any way. 

34. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Alexandria Police Department 

that LeFande ever assaulted her or any other person.  

35. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Alexandria Police Department 

that LeFande ever attempted to follow, approach or contact her in person since the time 

of the end of their relationship. 

36. Mische-Hoeges allegations to the Alexandria Police Department amounted 

to no probable cause that LeFande had committed any offense under Virginia law.   

37. On that date, Mische-Hoeges attempted to obtain a warrant for LeFande’s 

arrest. Such warrant was refused by the Alexandria Magistrate.  

38. Mische-Hoeges attempted to improperly influence the Alexandria Police 

Department investigation by having a Metropolitan Police Department Sergeant call the 

Alexandria Police supervisor overseeing the investigation.   

39. At this time, Mische-Hoeges applied for an emergency protective order 

against LeFande.   

40. Such protective order was denied by the Alexandria Magistrate.   

41. The Alexandria Police Department later stated the “The status of this case 

is unfounded.”   
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42. The Alexandria Police Department case was closed on July 24, 2010.  

43. On June 22, 2010, Mische-Hoeges made a report to the Arlington County 

Police Department, making the same allegations contained within the City of Alexandria 

Police report.   

44. On that date, the Arlington County Magistrate refused to issue an arrest 

warrant for LeFande and refused to grant Mische-Hoeges a protective order.   

45. Following her failure to obtain an arrest warrant and protective order in 

Arlington on that date, Mische-Hoeges went to her place of employment, the 

Metropolitan Police Department First District Headquarters.    

46. At First District Headquarters, Mische-Hoeges met with Rosslyn Rushing, 

a Metropolitan Police Department Detective. 

47. For all times relevant to this Complaint, Rushing has had a personal 

relationship with Mische-Hoeges. 

48. Mische-Hoeges also met with Francis Martello, a Metropolitan Police 

Department Sergeant. 

49. Martello has had a long standing romantic interest in Mische-Hoeges.   

50. Metropolitan Officer Timothy Toland was directed by Martello to take a 

report claiming LeFande stalked Mische-Hoeges.   

51. Using the report numbers Mische-Hoeges obtained from the Alexandria 

Police Department and the Arlington County Police Department, the report falsely 

claimed that there was a history of domestic violence between LeFande and Mische-

Hoeges. 
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52. Martello approved Toland’s report in his official capacity as a 

Metropolitan Police Department supervisor.   

53. Rushing, at Mische-Hoeges and Martello’s behest, prepared an application 

for an arrest warrant against LeFande.  

54. The affidavit in support of the application stated that LeFande called 

Mische-Hoeges a “whore” in an email and that another email “contained obscenities”.   

55. The affidavit made no further allegation of any conduct which occurred in 

the District of Columbia.  

56. The affidavit made no allegation that would support any reasonable person 

fearing for her safety or the safety of another person.   

57. The affidavit made no allegation that Mische-Hoeges felt seriously 

alarmed, disturbed or frightened as a result of LeFande’s alleged conduct. 

58. The affidavit made no allegation that Mische-Hoeges ever suffered 

emotional distress as a result of LeFande’s alleged conduct.   

59. The affidavit made no allegation that LeFande ever threatened Mische-

Hoeges or any other person in any way. 

60. The affidavit made no allegation that LeFande ever assaulted Mische-

Hoeges or any other person.  

61. The affidavit made no allegation that LeFande ever attempted to follow, 

approach or contact Mische-Hoeges in person since the time of the end of their 

relationship.   
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62. The application for the arrest warrant was devoid of any probable cause 

that LeFande committed any criminal offense under District of Columbia law.   

63. On that date, Mische-Hoeges obtained a Temporary Protection Order 

against LeFande from the District of Columbia Superior Court.   

64. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Superior Court that would 

support any reasonable person fearing for her safety or the safety of another person.  

65. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Superior Court that Mische-

Hoeges felt seriously alarmed, disturbed or frightened as a result of LeFande’s alleged 

conduct.   

66. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Superior Court that Mische-

Hoeges ever suffered emotional distress as a result of LeFande’s alleged conduct.   

67. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Superior Court that LeFande 

ever threatened her or any other person in any way. 

68. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Superior Court that LeFande 

ever assaulted her or any other person.  

69. Mische-Hoeges made no allegation to the Superior Court that LeFande 

ever attempted to follow, approach or contact here in person since the time of the end of 

their relationship. 

70. Mische-Hoeges allegations to the Superior Court amounted to no probable 

cause that LeFande had committed any criminal offense under District of Columbia law.   

71. On June 23, 2010, Senior Judge Susan Winfield approved Rushing’s 

application for a warrant for LeFande’s arrest. 
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72. Winfield approved the application without a hearing or the taking of any 

evidence beyond the affidavit in support.   

73. Mische-Hoeges began reporting to her supervisors that LeFande was 

armed and dangerous.  Several wanted posters with photographs and descriptions of 

LeFande, including posters personally produced by Mische-Hoeges were distributed via 

email and by printed copy to police stations throughout the Washington Metropolitan 

area.  Nearly every single friend and associate known to LeFande within the Metropolitan 

Police Department, including many of his legal clients, became aware of this arrest 

warrant. 

74. On morning of July 8, 2010, LeFande turned himself in to the United 

States Marshals Service at Superior Court. 

75.  Despite presenting himself to the Marshals early in the morning at 

Superior Court, LeFande was transported back to First District Headquarters and 

intentionally held there until he missed the cut off time for his case to be heard that day.   

76. During this time, despite LeFande being a law enforcement officer, he was 

handcuffed to other prisoners, held in a jail cell with another prisoner, and left in an un-

airconditioned transport van for over an hour in the middle of the day with outdoor 

temperatures reaching 95 degrees F. 

77. LeFande was fingerprinted, photographed and booked at the Metropolitan 

Police Department Central Cell Block and then left in a small cell alone for 22 hours. 

78. The following day, LeFande was transported to the Marshals Cell Block at 

Superior Court and left in a cell alone for another six hours without food or drink.   
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79. At approximately 4:30pm on July 9, 2010, LeFande was presented to the 

Court in leg irons, handcuffs and a belly chain.   

80. LeFande was then released on personal recognizance.   

81. During his 32 hours of incarceration, LeFande lost approximately seven 

pounds. 

82. From July 9, 2010 to September 10, 2010, LeFande was subject to 

restrictive terms of release, including a requirement that he appear in person before the 

District of Columbia Pretrial Services Agency every week.  

83. LeFande became despondent and depressed, unable to fully perform his 

work as an attorney.   

84. LeFande required counseling and medication for his depression.   

85. LeFande incurred several thousand dollars in legal fees in defense of the 

criminal case and the Civil Protection Order sought by Mische-Hoeges.  

86. On September 10, 2010, the United States Attorney’s Office formally 

abandoned prosecution of the criminal charges against LeFande.   

87. On September 21, 2010, the Superior Court dismissed the Civil Protection 

Order against LeFande.   

  

COUNT I 

Deprivation of a liberty interest I 

88. The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1 through 87 above are referenced 

and incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 
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89. Mische-Hoeges initiated a criminal proceeding against LeFande, by an 

application for a warrant by and through her personal friends and associates within the 

Metropolitan Police Department and the United States Attorney’s Office. 

90. The application was made under color of state authority.  

91. Mische-Hoeges’ application for the warrant was so lacking in indicia of 

probable cause as to render any official belief in the existence of probable cause 

unreasonable. 

92. As a result of his subsequent arrest, LeFande was unlawfully deprived of 

his liberty, subjected to humiliating and dangerous imprisonment and a lengthy 

prosecution.   

93. Such arrest and prosecution deprived LeFande of rights otherwise 

guaranteed under the Fourth Amendment to the United States Constitution. 

 

COUNT II 

Deprivation of a Liberty Interest II 

94. The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1 through 93 above are referenced 

and incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 

95. Mische-Hoeges’ application for the arrest warrant falsely implied that 

LeFande was a danger to other persons. 

96. Relying on such false information, the Superior Court conditioned 

LeFande’s pre-trial release upon restrictive terms.  
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97. Mische-Hoeges false statements caused LeFande to be unlawfully 

deprived of his liberty, subjecting him to unreasonable conditions of pre-trial release 

restricting his liberty when in fact, no cause existed to believe he was a danger to any 

person.   

98. Such unreasonable bond conditions deprived LeFande of liberty rights 

otherwise guaranteed under the Eighth Amendment to the United States Constitution. 

 

COUNT III 

Common Law Malicious Prosecution 

99. The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1 through 98 above are referenced 

and incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 

100. Mische-Hoeges instituted a criminal proceeding against LeFande. 

101. Mische-Hoeges knew, or should reasonably have known, no probable 

cause existed to believe LeFande had committed any crime. 

102. On September 10, 2010, the United States Attorney’s Office formally 

abandoned prosecution of the criminal charges against LeFande.   

103. Mische-Hoeges instituted and perpetuated the criminal proceeding 

maliciously. 

104. Mische-Hoeges instituted and perpetuated the criminal proceeding to 

discredit and discourage LeFande from reporting her time and attendance fraud to the 

Metropolitan Police Department’s Internal Affairs Bureau, a primary purpose other than 

that of bringing an offender to justice.  
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COUNT IV 

§ 1983 Malicious Prosecution 

105. The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1 through 104 above are referenced 

and incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 

106. Mische-Hoeges initiated a criminal proceeding against LeFande.   

107. The criminal proceeding terminated in LeFande’s favor. 

108. The proceeding was not supported by probable cause. 

109. LeFande suffered deprivations of liberty consistent with the concept of 

seizure. 

 

COUNT V 

Abuse of Process I 

110. The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1 through 109 above are referenced 

and incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 

111. By applying for an arrest warrant without probable cause, Mische-Hoeges 

made an improper and illegal use of the District of Columbia’s criminal process. 

112. Mische-Hoeges did so with an ulterior motive, to discredit and discourage 

LeFande from reporting her time and attendance fraud to the Metropolitan Police 

Department’s Internal Affairs Bureau.   

113. LeFande was injured as a direct result of Mische-Hoeges’ application for 

the arrest warrant.   
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COUNT VI 

Abuse of Process II 

114. The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1 through 113 above are referenced 

and incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 

115. By applying for a Temporary Protection Order and Civil Protection Order 

without probable cause that LeFande had committed any offense under District of 

Columbia law, Mische-Hoeges made an improper and illegal use of the District of 

Columbia’s civil protection process. 

116. Mische-Hoeges did so with an ulterior motive, to discredit and discourage 

LeFande from reporting her time and attendance fraud to the Metropolitan Police 

Department’s Internal Affairs Bureau.   

117. LeFande was injured as a direct result of Mische-Hoeges’ application for 

the Temporary Protection Order and Civil Protection Order.   

 

COUNT VII 

False Arrest/False Imprisonment 

118. The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1 through 117 above are referenced 

and incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 

119. Mische-Hoeges caused the arrest and imprisonment of LeFande, where no 

probable cause existed that LeFande had committed any crime.   

120. The false arrest and imprisonment deprived LeFande of his liberty without 

his consent and without legal justification.  
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COUNT VIII 

Defamation (per se) 

121. The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1 through 120 above are referenced 

and incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 

122. Mische-Hoeges reported to the City of Alexandria Police Department, the 

Arlington County Police Department and the District of Columbia Metropolitan Police 

Department that LeFande was dangerous.   

123. Such reports were false. 

124. Such reports injured LeFande’s reputation in the community and standing 

in his chosen profession.  

  

COUNT IX 

Intentional infliction of emotional distress 

125. The allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1 through 124 above are referenced 

and incorporated as if fully set forth herein. 

126. Mische-Hoeges intentionally caused the unlawful arrest and imprisonment 

of LeFande. 

127. The arrest of LeFande without probable cause was extreme and 

outrageous, and exceeds all possible bounds of decency.   

128. Such a false arrest was atrocious, and utterly intolerable in a civilized 

community. 
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129. The false arrest, subsequent imprisonment and prolonged prosecution 

reasonably caused LeFande emotional distress.   

130. No man should be expected to endure the severe emotional distress of an 

unlawful arrest and imprisonment.  

131. LeFande has become increasingly despondent and depressed.  

 

 WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff requests the Court to find the Defendant’s actions 

to be unlawful and the cause of the Plaintiff’s injuries.   

The Plaintiff further requests the Court to declare the Defendant’s arrest of the 

Plaintiff without probable cause and to enjoin the Defendant from further arrest or 

prosecution of the Plaintiff for any of the conduct alleged in the original application for 

an arrest warrant.   

The Plaintiff demands monetary damages in an amount to be determined 

according to proof at trial, plus costs, interest and attorney’s fees.   

The Plaintiff further asks the Court to award such punitive damages as the Court 

finds necessary to appropriately punish the Defendant and deter similar misconduct in the 

future.   

The Plaintiff demands a jury trial on all issues so triable. 
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     ______________________________ 
     Matthew August LeFande 
     4585 North 25th Road 
     Arlington, VA 22207 
     Tel: (202) 657-5800 
     Fax: (202) 318-8019 
     email: matt@lefande.com 
     Appearing pro se 
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