
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT 

In the Matter of  * 

Judicial Complaints * 

Under 28 U.S.C. § 351 *

Nos. 04-21-90089 
04-21-90090

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 

Complainant brings these judicial complaints against a district court judge and a 

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

364, which provides an administrative remedy for judicial conduct that is “prejudicial to 

the effective and expeditious administration of the business of the courts.”  28 U.S.C. 

§ 351(a).

In No. 04-21-90089, complainant alleges that, during a hearing on a pretrial motion 

in his criminal proceedings, the named district judge made inappropriate statements and 

discriminated against him based on his religion and national origin.  Before the district 

court, complainant identified himself as a Moorish American sovereign citizen and asserted 

that, as such, he is not subject to the jurisdiction of the federal or state courts. 

Complainant’s defense counsel eventually moved to withdraw from representation. 

Complainant alleges that, during the hearing on the motion to withdraw, the subject 

judge stated, “I’m tired of this Moorish crap,” which complainant believes was a reference 

to his “religion and national origin being identified as a Berber-Arab.”  Complainant further 

alleges that, after he informed the judge that he intended to file a lawsuit over the comment, 
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the judge responded, “I don’t care.”  Complainant also claims that the subject judge 

referred to him as a victim and stated that “he’s been lied to regarding his information and 

belief, [I]’m sure he’s probably spent a lot of money for false information.”  He states that 

“[t]his extreme sense of discrimination is in violation of Rule 4(a)(3)” of the Rules for 

Judicial-Conduct and Judicial-Disability Proceedings.  

In light of complainant’s allegations against the subject judge, I conducted a limited 

inquiry “for the purpose of determining . . . whether the facts stated in the complaint are 

either plainly untrue or are incapable of being established through investigation.”  28 

U.S.C. § 352(a).  The scope of this inquiry was limited to the preparation and review of the 

transcript of the hearing in question. 

Upon review, the transcript reveals that the subject judge noted her concerns about 

complainant’s competency after complainant repeatedly refused to cooperate during the 

proceeding.  The judge then stated, “You know, this Moorish—somebody makes a lot of 

money . . . .”  The complainant added, “This Moorish stuff?”  After taking a brief pause, 

the subject judge continued her conversation with complainant.  Complainant stated, 

“Remember, this Moorish stuff . . . .”  The subject judge responded, “Right.  You’ve been 

victimized by it . . . and I feel very sorry for you.”    

Although the subject judge may have shown frustration,* she also expressed her 

concerns regarding complainant’s competency and her belief that he had been victimized. 

* Cf. Liteky v. United States, 510 U.S. 540, 555-56 (1994) (“Not establishing bias or
partiality . . . are expressions of impatience, dissatisfaction, annoyance, and even anger, 
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Following the hearing, the subject judge denied counsel’s motion to withdraw, ordered the 

appointment of a second attorney in the case, and directed that the complainant undergo a 

competency evaluation.  In context, I conclude that the transcript does not support 

complainant’s claim that the subject judge discriminated against him based on his religion 

and national origin.    

In No. 04-21-90090, complainant claims that the named magistrate judge found him 

guilty before he was arraigned or fully aware of the nature of the charges against him. 

Complainant asserts that he interrupted the magistrate judge while the judge was reading 

the superseding indictment at a hearing on complainant’s motion to proceed pro se. 

Complainant allegedly stated, “‘[I]s that what you[’re] saying I did,’ referring to the 

charges in the indictment, [and the magistrate judge’s] response to this was ‘Yes.’” 

Complainant argues that this exchange demonstrates that the magistrate judge had already 

determined his guilt.  In comparison, complainant notes that, at a subsequent hearing, he 

again interrupted and posed the identical question while the magistrate judge was reading 

the charges listed in a second superseding indictment.  Complainant claims that, this time, 

the magistrate judge responded, “No, it’s what you[] allegedly did.”  Complainant asserts 

that the transcripts of the hearings were destroyed in order to cover up evidence of the 

magistrate judge’s misconduct and claims that he was never fully notified of the nature of 

the charges against him. 

that are within the bounds of what imperfect men and women, even after having been 
confirmed as federal judges, sometimes display.”). 
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Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 352(a), I reviewed the recordings of both hearings before 

the magistrate judge.  It is clear from the recording of the first hearing cited by complainant 

that the magistrate judge did not find complainant guilty of the crimes prior to arraignment 

or before complainant was fully aware of the charges against him.  In fact, the magistrate 

judge repeatedly used the phrase “what the government is alleging” when referring to the 

charges against complainant.  Complainant refused to answer the magistrate judge’s 

questions regarding his motion to proceed pro se, and the judge maintained a patient and 

respectful tone during an extremely frustrating and trying situation.  Finally, there is no 

evidence to support complainant’s claims that the transcripts of the hearings were 

destroyed in order to cover up any evidence of misconduct; the recordings were readily 

available, and it appears that no transcripts of these hearings were ever prepared. 

Accordingly, the judicial complaints are dismissed pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 

§ 352(b)(1)(B) (providing that chief judge may dismiss complaint “when a limited inquiry

. . . demonstrates that the allegations in the complaint lack any factual foundation or are 

conclusively refuted by objective evidence”). 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

_______________________________ 
Roger L. Gregory 
     Chief Judge 




