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MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 

Complainant brings these judicial complaints pursuant to the Judicial Conduct and 

Disability Act, 28 U.S.C. §§ 351-364, against all circuit judges of the Fourth Circuit who 

participated in the decision on his petition for rehearing en bane and the district judge who 

dismissed his amended complaint. 

Complainant filed suit in district court alleging, inter alia, discrimination, retaliation, 

and breach of contract claims arising out of the defendant bank's denial of his credit 

applications. The district judge granted the defendant bank's motion to dismiss 

complainant's amended complaint and denied complainant's motion for reconsideration of 

that decision. The judge found that the amended complaint suffered from the same 

deficiencies that plagued the original complaint-it provided almost no information 

regarding the terms of complainant's purported credit approvals, the requirements necessary 



for approval, or the qualifications contained in his applications. 

In affirming the district court's order, the court of appeals held that the district judge 

"properly required specific factual allegations showing that [ complainant] qualified for the 

benefits sought and directly tying [ the bank's] denials to [complainant's] race and complaints 

to government entities." Slip op. at 3. The court further held that the district judge "did not 

err in declining to consider [complainant's] affidavit and additional exhibits in ruling on the 

motion to dismiss, as this material was neither 'explicitly incorporated in the complaint by 

reference' nor 'attached to the complaint as exhibits.'" Slip op. at 4 ( citations omitted). The 

court of appeals also declined to consider new allegations and evidence not addressed in the 

amended complaint. The court of appeals found that complainant had failed to provide direct 

evidence of discrimination, make a prima facie case of discrimination under McDonnell 

Douglas Corp. v. Green, 411 U.S. 792 (1973), or establish a causal connection between his 

complaints to government entities and the denial of his credit applications. Slip op. at 4-5. 

The court rejected as unfounded complainant's allegations that the district judge was biased, 

incompetent, or conspiring against him and that the court of appeals was attempting to 

sabotage his appeal. Slip op. at 5-6. 

Complainant filed a petition for rehearing addressed to the panel and to all the judges 

of the court of appeals. The court construed the complainant's filings as a petition for 

rehearing and rehearing en bane and denied the petition. 

Complainant now brings judicial complaints against all circuit judges who acted on 

his petition for rehearing en bane and against the district judge alleging, among other claims, 
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that: 

• The judges did not review the evidence and attachments submitted by 
complainant. 

• The judges acted with an unjust intent to help banks, politicians, and judges, and 
should have recused themselves because of prior knowledge, political connections, 
and financial interests. 

• The judges ignored a Supreme Court decision on the Fair Housing Act and 
ignored determinations by the Supreme Court, the Department of Justice, and 
Congress that the defendant bank had charged higher interest rates based on race 
or ethnicity. 

• The judges denied rehearing en bane at the same time complainant sent a 
settlement inquiry to the defendant bank and acted en bane even though 
complainant did not request en bane review. 

• The judges had a grudge against him, treated him with contempt, distorted the 
truth, and projected their animosity, biases, greed, and resentment onto him. 

The Judicial Conduct and Disability Act establishes an administrative remedy for 

judicial misconduct or disability. The procedure "is not designed as a substitute for, or 

supplement to, appeals or motions for reconsideration," In re Memorandum of Decision, 517 

F.3d 558, 561 (U.S. Jud. Conf. 2008), and allegations that are "directly related to the merits 

of a decision or procedural ruling" are subject to dismissal under the Act. 28 U.S.C. 

§ 352(b)(l)(A)(ii). If, however, the complainant demonstrates "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, a 
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claim may be brought under the Act. The complainant must present "sufficient evidence to 

raise an inference that misconduct has occurred." 28 U.S.C. § 352(b )( 1 )(A)(iii). If "the only 

support for the allegation of bad acts or motive is the merits of the judge's ruling," the 

complaint must be dismissed. In re Doe, 640 F.3d 869, 873 (8th Cir. Jud. Council 2011). 

Complainant filed a prior judicial complaint against the district judge in which he 

raised many of the same allegations asserted here. His allegations that the district judge 

decided the case as she did for political reasons, due to racial bias, because of a financial 

interest in the bank, or based on improper communications with her former law firm were 

rejected on the following grounds: 

Complainant has set forth no facts that would support his 
conjectures regarding the judge's ulterior motives; rather, he 
assumes that the judge could not have decided the case as she 
did without an ulterior motive. The record supports no such 
assumption. The judge's careful review of complainant's claims 
and detailed analysis setting forth her grounds for decision belie 
not only any ulterior motive for her decision but also any 
indifference on her part to prevailing law. 

In re Judicial Complaint, No. 04-18-90031 (Gregory, C.J. June 6, 2017), review denied ( 4th 

Cir. Jud. Council July 5, 2017). Complainant's current complaint does not present any 

material information not previously considered that would give rise to a misconduct claim 

against the district judge, and his current complaint fails for the same reasons his earlier 

complaint was dismissed. See Rule l l(c)(2), Rules for Judicial-Conduct and Judicial

Disability Proceedings ( a complaint may not be dismissed solely because it repeats 

allegations of a previously dismissed complaint if it also contains material information not 

previously considered). 
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Complainant's allegations against the circuit judges, like those against the district 

judge, are based on his disagreement with the judges' rulings and his speculation that they 

were improperly influenced to rule as they did. Complainant's allegations of unjust 

influence, personal bias, conflict of interest, ill motive, and ignorance of facts and law are, 

however, without factual basis either in the judicial complaints or in the appellate record. The 

judges acted in accordance with prevailing law, and complainant's disagreement with their 

rulings and speculation about their motives cannot support his misconduct claims. 

These judicial complaints 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. 

------~ c , )1:te-~~trtJ ----RogL. Gregry 1 

Chief Judge 
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