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Complaint Numbers: 05-26-90116 through 05-26-90118

IN RE COMPLAINT OF JUDICIAL MiISCONDUCT
UNDER THE JUDICIAL IMPROVEMENTS ACT OF 2002.

ORDER

Compl.atiﬁa'nt a pro s litigant, has filed a complaint alleging
mlsconduct bya Chief United States. Dlstrlct Judge, a United States Dlstrlct:'
Judge, and a Umted States Magistrate Judge ina cml procecdmg

Compiamant complams that the chlef dlstr1ct )udge, the premdmg
district judge, and the magistrate judge failed to correct the “administrative
failures” and “mishandling” by district court clerk’s office personnel in
docketing his filings and thereby denied him due process because the
magistrate judge’s Report and Recommendations (“R&R”) and the
presiding district judge’s dismissal order were based on an incomplete
record. In suppbft, Compl'aiﬁ'ant_'slixbmits: |

— 'On October 9, 2025, the magistrate judge “issued an R&R

despite the ex1stence of motions and amendments that were
already dehvered to the Clcrk but not docketed Thls

Mo th_e'extent that_ Complainant 'also _ail_eges mi_sconduct by di_st_rict court clerk’s
office staff, the complaint procedures in 28 U.S.C. § 351-364 do not apply to non-judicial
court personnel. See Rules 1(b) and 8(d) of the Rules for Judicial-Conduct and Judicial-
Disability Proceedings (“JC&D Rules™). As provided by Fifth Cir, Proc. 1(b), complaints
against non-judicial court personnel should be made to the individual’s supervisor and, as
Complainant states in the instant complaint, he previously brought the alleged misconduct
to the attention of the chief district judge.
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created an incomplete record.” Contrary to Complainant’s
claim, the record reflects that the only document that was
filed but not yet docketed at that time the R&R was issued
was Complainant’s letter requesting prompt rulings on
pending motions—the letter was marked “filed” on
October 8, 2025, but the corresponding docket text was
entered on October 10, 2025. Because the request does not
appear relevant to the issues addressed in the R&R, it is
unclear why Complainant claims that the R&R was based
on an 1ncompiete record.

~— On October 31, 2025 the p1e51d1ng dlStrICt }udge dlsmlssed_
Complamant s claims with pre]udlce “before reviewing the
operative ﬁhngs, ob}ectlons, or amended pleadings,” i.e.,
those ﬁhngs were. not docketed untll after the case was.
dlsmlssed Contrary to" thlS clalm the docket text'-_
correspondmg to. the ob]ectlons, supplemental ob]ectlons,'
and motion for leave to file an amended complaint were
entered on October 16, 2025, and the supplemental
declaration” ‘was = entered ~on * October 30, 2025."
Furthermore, the dismissal order explicitly referred to
Complainant’s objections and supplemental objections and
demed all pendmg motions as moot.

T hese aliegatlons are: suh]ect to- dismissal under 28 -US.C.-
§ 352(b)(1) (A) (111) as “lacking sufﬁcwnt ev1dencc to raise an mference that
mlsconduct has occurred »

Compiama.nt further complams that

~ 'The pre31dmg district }udge denwd Complainant’s Rule
59(e) motion “in a text-only entry without addressing the
docketing irregularities, without acknowledging the



delayed filings, and without demonstrating that my
objections or amended complaint were ever reviewed.”

— The chief district judge, who “has administrative and
supervisory responsibility over doCketing, clerical handling,
and the processing of pro se filings,” took no action in
response to Complainant’s letter complaining about these
issues and asking her to “reinstate” the (open) case.

Complainant’s allegation about the presiding district judge’s denial of
the Rule 59(e) motion relates directly to the merits of decisions or procedural
rulings. Likewise, the allegation that the chief district judge took no action in
résponse to Complainant’s corﬁplain'ts .against clerk’s ofﬁ_ce staff is directly
related to the merits of official administrative deciSions 2 In addition, it was
_entrrely proper for the chief district judge not to respond to'a request toi
: reopen a case pendmg before another dlstnct ]udge N R :

These ailegatrons are therefore sub)ect to dlsmxssal under 28 U S C :
§ 352(b)(1)(A)(11) The complamt procedures in 28 US.C. §§ 351»364 may
not be used to challenge the correctness of a ]udge S ruhng or dec1310n See
JC&D Rule 4(b)(1). '

‘The complaint is DISMISSED. An unredacted pr_ivare order is
entered simultaneously herewith.
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* The commentary to Rule 4(b)(1) of the Rules for Judicial-Conduct and Judicial-
Disability Proceedings provides that, “the phrase ‘decision or procedural ruling’ is not
limited to rulings issued in deciding Article III cases or controversies” and can include an
official administrative determination— even though it does not concern the judge’s rulings
in Article I1I litigation.





