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IN RE OLETHIA DAVIS 

 
APPLYING FOR SUPERVISORY WRIT FROM THE FORTIETH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT, PARISH  
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DIVISION "B", NUMBER 71,928 

    

 
Panel composed of Judges Jude G. Gravois,  

Marc E. Johnson, and Timothy S. Marcel 

 

 

WRIT DENIED 

  

 Relator, Olethia Davis, seeks review of the trial court’s September 26, 2024 

denial of her motion to recuse.1  In her motion, Relator moved for the recusal of 

Judge Nghana Lewis pursuant to La. C.C.P. art. 154 and La. C.C.P. art. 151(A)(1), 

(4), and (B).  She alleged that Judge Lewis will be called as a witness2; Judge Lewis 

has an interest in the outcome of the case due to the signing of a summary judgment 

and the addition of Ford Motor Company as a defendant to the reconventional 

demand; and Judge Lewis has engaged in ex parte communications with Ford Motor 

Credit Company, LLC and Ford Motor Company, which has prevented Judge Lewis 

from conducting the cause in a fair and impartial manner.  In the written reasons for 

judgment, the trial court found La. C.C.P. art. 151 inapplicable to the matter.  The 

                                           
1 The motion to recuse was filed on September 19, 2024. 
2 Relator does not specify the proceeding in which Judge Lewis would be called as a witness. 



 

 

court stated that it has no interest in the outcome of the matter and is neither biased 

nor prejudiced toward any party. 

 La. C.C.P. art. 151 provides, in pertinent part, 

A. A judge of any trial or appellate court shall be recused upon any of 

the following grounds: 

 

(1) The judge is a witness in the cause. 

*** 

      (4) The judge is biased, prejudiced, or interested in the cause or  

its outcome or biased or prejudiced toward or against the parties 

of the parties’ attorneys or any witness to such an extent that the 

judge would be unable to conduct fair and impartial proceedings. 

 

B. A judge of any trial or appellate court shall also be recused when 

there exists a substantial and objective basis that would reasonably 

be expected to prevent the judge from conducting any aspect of the 

cause in a fair and impartial manner. 

 

La. C.C.P. art. 154(B) states, “If the motion to recuse sets forth a ground for recusal 

under Article 151, not later than seven days after the judge’s receipt of the motion 

from the clerk of court, the judge shall either recuse himself or make a written 

request to the supreme court for the appointment of an ad hoc judge as provided in 

Article 155.” 

 La. C.C.P. art. 154(C) states, in pertinent part: “If the motion to recuse … fails 

to set forth a ground for recusal under Article 151, the judge may deny the motion 

without the appointment of an ad hoc judge or a hearing but shall provide written 

reasons for the denial.” 

 Here, Relator alleged in her motion to recuse that Judge Lewis is biased and 

prejudiced toward her.3  However, after reviewing the allegations in the motion for 

recusal at issue, we find that Relator has failed to raise a valid ground for Judge 

Lewis’s recusal.  La. C.C.P. art. 151 requires actual bias or prejudice—“substantial 

appearance of the possibility of bias” or the “mere appearance of impropriety” is 

insufficient to remove a judge from presiding in a given action.  Lepine v. Lepine, 

                                           
3 Relator also alleged that Judge Lewis will be called as a witness.  However, there is no indication in the writ 

application before us that Judge Lewis has been subpoenaed as a witness for any proceeding. 



 

 

17-45 (La. App. 5 Cir. 6/15/17), 223 So.3d 666, 673.  The bias or prejudice must be 

of a substantial nature and based on more than conclusory allegations.  Id.  Relator’s 

conclusory allegations in her motion are insufficient to either require Judge Lewis’s 

recusal or the written request for the appointment of an ad hoc judge. 

 Further, in the memorandum filed with her motion to recuse, Relator 

mentioned several instances where Judge Lewis ruled against her.  However, adverse 

rulings alone do not show bias or prejudice.  David v. David, 14-999 (La. App. 3 

Cir. 2/4/15), 157 So.3d 1164, 1168.  

 Accordingly, on the showing made, we deny Relator’s writ application.  

Additionally, we deny Relator’s request for stay of the proceedings. 

 

Gretna, Louisiana, this 20th day of December, 2024. 
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