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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan denies Janella Smart’s motions
seeking recusal and disqualification of Magistrate Judge Anthony P. Patti under 28 U.S.C. §§ 144 and
455. The court concludes that the motions were untimely, procedurally deficient, and unsupported by
evidence of personal or extrajudicial bias, emphasizing that adverse judicial rulings generally do not
establish grounds for recusal.
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DISPOSITION denied

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under 28 U.S.C. §§ 455(a) and 144 to recuse and
disqualify the assigned magistrate judge. The magistrate judge denied
both motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. §§ 455(a) and 144, recusal and disqualification are
evaluated under an objective standard: whether a reasonable person
with knowledge of all the facts would question the judge's impartiality.
A § 144 affidavit must be timely, sufficient, and based on facts
showing personal bias or prejudice.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court memorandum order; persuasive value only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the magistrate judge was required to recuse under 28 U.S.C. § 455(a) because plaintiff
disagreed with the court's rulings and alleged an appearance of bias.

2. Whether plaintiff's motion and declaration required disqualification under 28 U.S.C. § 144.

3. Whether plaintiff's § 144 motion was timely and procedurally sufficient.

4. Whether the filing of a judicial-conduct complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 351 required automatic recusal or a
stay of proceedings.

HOLDINGS

1. Recusal was not required because plaintiff did not show that an objective, reasonable person with
knowledge of all the circumstances would question the magistrate judge's impartiality.

2. Plaintiff's motion to disqualify was untimely because she waited to seek disqualification after learning of
the alleged bias, invoked affirmative judicial action, and continued participating in proceedings.

3. The motion to disqualify failed independently because the declaration was directed solely at the
presiding district judge rather than the magistrate judge whose disqualification plaintiff sought.

4. The filing of a judicial-conduct complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 351 does not automatically require recusal
or a stay of proceedings before the challenged judge.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“rulings alone almost never constitute a valid basis for a bias or partiality motion.” (PageID.648-650)

“a party cannot force disqualification by attacking a judge and then claiming that these attacks must have
caused the judge to be biased against [her].” (PageID.646-647)

“Plaintiff cannot force her case onto another judge solely because she is unhappy with her results or the
scope of discovery.” (PageID.676)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff challenged the magistrate judge's rulings concerning docket filings, discovery into medical and mental-
health records, privacy concerns, and the handling of her motions and notices. She also filed a judicial-conduct
complaint with the Sixth Circuit and argued that the timing and substance of the court's rulings demonstrated
bias. The court found that plaintiff had continued to seek affirmative relief after learning of the alleged bias and
that her allegations primarily reflected disagreement with judicial rulings rather than personal or extrajudicial
prejudice.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a motion for recusal directed at both the district judge and magistrate judge, followed by a motion
and declaration seeking disqualification of the magistrate judge. The district judge had previously denied the
request to remove herself, denied a motion to vacate the reference, and overruled objections to prior orders. The
magistrate judge concluded that the disqualification motion was untimely, procedurally deficient because the
declaration was directed to the district judge, and meritless because the allegations concerned adverse judicial
rulings rather than extrajudicial bias.
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