UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

King v. Cornerstone

No. 2:24-cv-01693 (W.D. Pa. Jan. 22, 2026) - No. 2:24-cv-01693; MDL Master Docket Misc. No. 21-1230;

MDL No. 3014 - Decided January 22, 2026

SUMMARY

The court denied pro se plaintiff Derrick Martin King’s motion for recusal in litigation arising from the

Philips recalled CPAP, Bi-Level PAP, and mechanical ventilator products multidistrict litigation. The

court held that King identified no extrajudicial source of bias, challenged only judicial rulings, and

filed the motion untimely after being ordered to show cause why his claims should not be dismissed

for failure to comply with discovery obligations. The court reserved further consideration of the show-

cause issue pending Philips’s anticipated motion to dismiss.
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Pro se plaintiff moved for recusal under 28 U.S.C. §§ 144 and 455(a)
after the court ordered him to cure deficiencies in his compliance with
the MDL Docket Management Order or show cause why his case

should not be dismissed with prejudice.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 455(a), the question is whether a reasonable person
with knowledge of all the facts would conclude that the judge's
impartiality might reasonably be questioned. Recusal under § 144
likewise requires a timely and sufficient showing of personal bias or

prejudice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district judge was required to recuse under 28 U.S.C. §§ 144 or 455(a) based on King's
allegations concerning the court's discovery, evidentiary, and remand-related rulings.

2. Whether King's recusal request was untimely because he waited until after the court issued a show-cause

order threatening dismissal.

3. Whether a judge's rulings and conduct during the official proceedings constituted an extrajudicial source
of bias requiring recusal.

HOLDINGS

1. Recusal was not required because King did not identify an extrajudicial source of bias or facts from

which a reasonable person with knowledge of the circumstances would question the court's impartiality.

2. The recusal motion was untimely because King waited until after the show-cause order, despite knowing

of the challenged rulings months earlier and seeking other relief from the court in the interim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The test for recusal under § 455(a) is whether a reasonable person, with knowledge of all the facts, would

conclude that the judge's impartiality might reasonably be questioned.” (Discussion)
“In this case, King does not point to any extrajudicial source of bias or prejudice.” (Discussion)

“In sum, a reasonable person with knowledge of all the facts would not question this court’s impartiality.

King’s request for recusal will be denied.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

King filed suit concerning injuries allegedly related to recalled Philips CPAP and related products. After removal
and transfer to the Philips MDL, he did not participate in the personal-injury settlement and therefore was
subject to the MDL Docket Management Order's obligations for litigating plaintiffs, including disclosures,
medical records, proof of injury, preservation notices, and an expert report. King failed to provide the required
materials and, in response to a show-cause order, asserted that the judge should recuse based on adverse

discovery and remand-related rulings and alleged collusion with counsel.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



King initially filed a related action in Ohio state court that was removed to the Northern District of Ohio and
transferred to the Philips MDL in the Western District of Pennsylvania. He voluntarily dismissed that action and
later filed this second action, which was also removed, transferred to the MDL, and assigned Civil No. 24-1693.
The district court denied remand, and the Third Circuit dismissed King's appeal for lack of jurisdiction. After
King failed to comply with MDL discovery and case-management obligations, the court issued a show-cause
order. King responded in part with a request for recusal, which the court denied.
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