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ORDER

An individual has filed a Complaint against a United States
district judge and a United States magistrate judge under the Judi-
cial Conduct and Disability Act of 1980, 28 U.S.C. §§ 351-364, and
the Rules for Judicial-Conduct and Judicial-Disability Proceedings
of the Judicial Conference of the United States.

As an initial matter, after Complainant filed his Complaint,
he filed three supplements. The filing of the supplements is permit-
ted. See 11th Cir. JCDR 6.7.

Background

The record establishes that Complainant filed a civil com-
plaint against a federal agency. He then filed multiple motions, in-
cluding a motion to proceed in forma pauperis and a motion to file
an amended complaint. The Subject Magistrate Judge entered an

order denying the in forma pauperis motion and directing
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Complainant to show cause why the court had jurisdiction over
the action. Complainant filed a motion for referral to a volunteer
program, a renewed in forma pauperis motions, and a response to
the court’s order. The Subject Magistrate Judge granted the motion
to file an amended complaint, denied the renewed in forma pauperis
motion, granted the motion for referral to a voluntary attorney
program, and denied other motions. Complainant filed an
amended complaint and another motion to proceed in forma pau-
peris, and the Subject Magistrate Judge denied the in forma pauperis
motion on the ground that Complainant did not meet the indi-

gency requirement. The case remains pending.

The record also establishes that Complainant filed an em-
ployment-discrimination complaint against the federal agency and
other defendants. He also filed a motion to proceed in forma pau-
peris and other motions. The Subject Magistrate Judge granted the
in forma pauperis motion. Complainant then filed an amended com-
plaint and moved to reassign the case. The Subject Magistrate
Judge granted the motion to reassign, and the case was assigned to
the Subject District Judge.

The Subject District Judge entered an order dismissing with-
out prejudice Complainant’s amended complaint, setting aside the
order granting his in forma pauperis motion, and denying without
prejudice his in forma pauperis motion. The Subject District Judge
found that the amended complaint was a shotgun pleading, and as
to a certain count, found that Complainant’s “scant allegations”

were “too vague and conclusory to state a plausible claim.” The



order directed Complainant to pay the filing fee and cure the defi-

ciencies in his amended complaint by a certain date.

Complainant moved for an extension of time to file the
amended complaint, and the Subject District Judge entered an or-
der granting the motion in part and directing the clerk to close the
case for administrative purposes subject to reopening upon Com-
plainant’s compliance with the order. Complainant filed a motion
for clarification of the court’s “contradictory orders” concerning his
amended complaint and the administrative closure of the case. The
Subject District Judge granted the motion and stated the case was
administratively closed because he had not paid the filing fee or
been permitted to proceed in forma pauperis and the clerk would
accept an amended complaint even if the case was administratively
closed. Complainant then filed, among other things, another com-
plaint and motion to proceed in forma pauperis. The Subject District
Judge entered an order dismissing the case without prejudice on
the ground that Complainant failed to show he was entitled to pro-
ceed in forma pauperis. Complainant filed a motion to alter or

amend the judgment, which the Subject District Judge denied.
Complaint

Complainant states his Complaint is based on “systematic
judicial misconduct by both judges, including undisclosed financial
conflicts of interest, coordinated obstruction of constitutional
rights, procedural manipulation, and violations of federal disquali-
fication requirements.” Complainant alleges the Subject District
Judge was required to disqualify herself and had an undisclosed



financial conflict of interest because her husband is a partner at a
law firm that, among other things, represents clients with matters
before the defendant agency and has “[o]ngoing government con-
tracts and agency relationships.” Complainant contends that, de-
spite substantial evidence that the agency committed misconduct,
the Subject District Judge “systematically protected the agency de-
fendants through procedural manipulation while failing to disclose
her family’s financial interest in maintaining positive relationships

with these same agencies.”

Complainant asserts the Subject District Judge failed to dis-
close her husband’s involvement in the law firm and the firm’s re-
lationship with certain agencies, refused to recuse despite a finan-
cial interest in the case, “made rulings protecting agencies that gen-
erate income for her family,” and violated canons of the Code of
Conduct for United States Judges. Complainant further alleges the
Subject District Judge “has a documented history of conflicts of in-
terest related to her husband’s law firm partnerships,” stating that
“similar concerns” were raised concerning her husband’s law firm
and potential conflicts in an earlier case. He states, “This pattern
demonstrates that the current conflict is not an isolated incident

but part of an ongoing failure to properly disclose and recuse.”

Next, Complainant contends that the Subject District Judge
set aside the Subject Magistrate Judge’s order granting his in forma
pauperis motion “without providing any hearing, without allowing
me to respond, and without citing any legal authority.” He states,

“This reversal came immediately after I was reassigned to her from



[the Subject Magistrate Judge], suggesting coordination or retalia-
tion,” and he contends the action violated “established procedures”

and his constitutional rights.

Complainant contends the Subject District Judge entered an
order granting him an extension of time to file an amended com-
plaint that contained “logically and legally contradictory direc-
tives” and entered a “dismissive order” denying his motion for clar-
ification. He states the orders and the administrative closure of the
case created an “impossible legal situation,” and that the Subject
District Judge provided “no legal justification for administratively
closing a case while simultaneously imposing deadlines for filings.”
He alleges the Subject District Judge’s actions constituted “manip-
ulation,” created confusion, prevented him from effectively pro-
ceeding with the case, allowed her to assert the case was closed,
protected the defendants from having to respond, and violated his
due-process rights. He also states the Subject District Judge failed
to provide him notice of the denial of his in forma pauperis motion,
which violated statutory requirements, prejudiced his ability to re-
spond in a timely manner, and demonstrated “deliberate obstruc-

tion of my access to courts.”

Complainant contends the Subject Magistrate Judge “re-
peatedly set response deadlines for defendants who had not been
served, creating confusion and procedural irregularities.” He al-
leges these actions created a false appearance that the defendants
had been notified, prejudiced him “by suggesting coordination

with defendants before proper service,” violated the Federal Rules



of Civil Procedure, and “[cJould enable defendants to prepare op-
position without proper service having occurred.” Finally, he al-
leges the Subject Judges’ conduct undermined public confidence in
the impartiality of the judiciary. He attached documents to his

Complaint.
Supplements

In the first supplemental filing, Complainant states he is sub-
mitting evidence proving that the Subject Judges “made objectively
false findings” about the contents of his complaints to protect the
defendants from being held accountable and to block his access to
the courts. He specifically takes issue with statements that his com-
plaint was “frivolous” and a shotgun pleading, his allegations were
“sparse,” he did not identify what specific actions were taken by
each defendant, and his allegations were too vague and conclusory
to state a plausible claims. He asserts the Subject Judges coordi-
nated with each other, blocked evidence of federal crimes, were
biased in favor of a defendant, and became part of a criminal con-
spiracy. He also reiterates his allegations concerning a conflict of

interest, and he attached documents to his supplemental filing.

In his second supplemental filing, Complainant reiterates his
allegations and “provides updated information.” He alleges the
Subject District Judge dismissed his case before the deadline she set
to file an amended complaint, and he contends the deadline was “a
pretextual deadline designed to create the appearance of fairness
while ensuring dismissal regardless of compliance.” He states the
Subject District Judge dismissed his complaint twenty days after he



filed a judicial complaint against her, “suggesting possible retalia-
tion or an effort to moot the complaints by eliminating the under-
lying case.” He contends, “The pattern of conduct reveals a strat-
egy to dismiss Complainant’s case before he could discover [the
Subject District Judge’s] undisclosed conflict of interest.” He also
takes issue with a seven-day deadline the Subject District Judge in-
cluded in an order and asserts the order was not mailed to him.
Finally, Complainant contends the timing of events establish that
the Subject District Judge acted with an improper motive and “that
the dismissal was motivated by the need to eliminate the case after
Complainant discovered the undisclosed conflict of interest.” He
seeks various types of relief.

In the third supplemental filing, Complainant reiterates his
allegations and states there have been “[a]dditional acts of obstruc-
tion occurring after the original complaints were filed.” Complain-
ant alleges, among other things, that the Subject District Judge
used “incorrect financial figures,” mischaracterized a filing as un-
timely, denied a motion without time for meaningful review, and

engaged in a “pattern of obstruction.”
Discussion

Judicial-Conduct Rule 4(b)(1) provides in part that “[cJog-
nizable misconduct does not include an allegation that calls into
question the correctness of a judge’s ruling, including a failure to
recuse.” The Commentary on Rule 4 explains the rationale for this

rule as follows:



Rule 4(b)(1) tracks the Act, 28 U.S.C. § 352(b)(1)(A)(ii),
in excluding from the definition of misconduct alle-
gations “[d]irectly related to the merits of a decision
or procedural ruling.” This exclusion preserves the in-
dependence of judges in the exercise of judicial au-
thority by ensuring that the complaint procedure is
not used to collaterally call into question the sub-
stance of a judge’s decision or procedural ruling. Any
allegation that calls into question the correctness of
an official decision or procedural ruling of a judge —
without more — is merits-related.

The Complaint fails to present a basis for a finding of mis-
conduct. To the extent Complainant’s allegations concern the sub-
stance of the Subject Judges’ official actions, findings, rulings, and
orders in the above-described cases, the allegations are directly re-
lated to the merits of the Subject Judges’ decisions or procedural
rulings. Judicial-Conduct Rule 11(c)(1)(B). Complainant’s remain-
ing claims are based on allegations lacking sufficient evidence to
raise an inference that the Subject Judges acted with an illicit or
improper motive, were biased or otherwise not impartial, had a
conflict of interest, retaliated against him, were part of a conspir-
acy, violated the Code of Conduct for United States Judges, or oth-
erwise engaged in misconduct. Judicial-Conduct Rule 11(c)(1)(D).
For these reasons, this Complaint is DISMISSED.

/s/ William H. Pryor Jr.
Chief Judge




