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Complainant brings this judicial complaint against the subject district judge 

pursuant to the Judicial Conduct and Disability Act, 28 U.S.C. §§ 351-364. The Act 

provides an administrative remedy for judicial conduct "prejudicial to the effective and 

expeditious administration of the business of the courts" and for judicial inability to 

"discharge all the duties of office by reason of mental or physical disability." 28 U.S.C. 

§ 35l(a). 

Complainant alleges that his complaint for violations of the Americans with 

Disabilities Act was transferred to the district court in 2016 and assigned to the subject 

judge. Complainant subsequently moved to amend and supplement his complaint. 

Complainant alleges that, as has occurred in other cases, the judge has ignored his 

motions to amend and supplement. Complainant alleges that, to ensure his amended 

claims were considered rather than ignored, he has had to bring them in a separate action, 

thereby incurring additional filing fees. 

The Judicial Conduct and Disability Act provides for review of judicial conduct, 

not judicial decisions. See 28 U.S.C. § 352(b)(I)(A)(ii); In re Memorandum of Decision, 



517 F.3d 558, 561 (U.S. Jud. Conf. 2008). A claim of misconduct in connection with a 

judge' s decision requires "clear and convincing evidence of a judge's arbitrary and 

intentional departure from prevailing law based on his or her disagreement with, or 

willful indifference to, that law," 517 F .3d at 562, or evidence that the judge' s ruling was 

the result of a bribe, ex parte contact, racial bias, or other improper motive, Rule 

3(h)(3)(A), Rules for Judicial-Conduct and Judicial-Disability Proceedings. Where the 

allegation concerns delay in rendering a decision, a claim of misconduct requires a 

showing of "improper motive in delaying a particular decision or habitual delay in a 

significant number of unrelated cases." Rule 3(h)(3)(B), Rules for Judicial-Conduct and 

Judicial-Disability Proceedings. 

Review of the records in complainant's cases discloses neither willful 

indifference, bias, improper motive, or habitual delay on the part of the judge. In the 

action transferred to the district court, the record reflects that: 

• The judge directed the Office of the Attorney General to answer the 

complaint on behalf of defendants by September 30, 2016. The defendants 

subsequently moved for and received extensions of time through April 14, 

2017. 

• Complainant filed amended or corrected complaints on October 19, 2016, 

October 21 , 2016, and October 27, 2016. On February 13, 2017, 

complainant filed a motion to amend his complaint, together with an 

amended complaint to replace all earlier complaints. On April 21, 2017, 

complainant filed a motion to supplement his filing. 
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• The Office of the Attorney General moved to dismiss or, in the alternative, 

for summary judgment on April 13, 2017, with supporting memorandum 

and exhibits. The memorandum referenced all defendants named in the 

February 13, 2017, amended complaint and specifically identified those 

defendants not represented by the Office of the Attorney General. 

• On May 30, 2017, the judge granted complainant's February 13, 2017, 

motion to amend his complaint and his April 2 1, 2017. motion to 

supplement his filing. Complainant was allowed a 60-day period in which 

to respond to the defendants' motion to dismiss or, in the alternative, for 

summary judgment. 

Contrary to complainant' s allegations, the judge did not ignore the motions to 

amend or supplement but, in fact, granted them. Complainant's dissatisfaction with the 

timing of the judge's ruling fails to state a claim of misconduct. Complainant does not 

identify other cases in which the judge allegedly ignored his motions to amend or 

supplement, and review of the district court's records in complainant's other cases failed 

to disclose any case that would support such an allegation. 

Complainant's allegations of judicial misconduct are, accordingly, dismissed as 

merits related and lacking in factual support. 28 U.S.C. § 352(b)(l)(A)(ii) & ( iii). 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

~~;~Qe~ 
Chief Judge 
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