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PER CURIAM. On March 4; 2003, Deborah A. Redman, Tenant, filed a motion 

for recusal of all three Commissioners of the Rental Housing Commission. The Housing 

Provider did not file an opposition to the motion. 

I. The Law and Discussion 

In her affidavit the Tenant alleges: 1) that she is disabled and an authority on her 

medical condition; 2) a complaint because the Commission granted the Housing 

Provider's attorney a continuance; 3) a complaint about a rescheduled hearing; 4) a 

complaint that the Commission ruled that the Housing Provider acted in good faith; 5) 

several complaints about the Commission's rules; 6) a complaint that the Commission did 

not grant summary disposition of her appeals; and 7) a complaint against the Chairperson. 

The last complaint is based on the telephone conversation initiated by the Tenant with the 

Chairperson on February 20,2003. The Tenant caned to reschedule the hearing, that was 

not held due to a snow storm that caused the District government to be closed on 

February 18,2003. Her affidavit states that the Chairperson displayed anger, that no 

message was left for Mrs. Miles to call her, l and that the Chairperson made a threat to 

have the Tenant prosecuted and incarcerated for recording the telephone conversation. 

For the seven listed reasons, the Tenant requested recusal of all three Commissioners 

from her appeals. 

I Mrs. LaTonya Miles is the Commission's contact representative, who was not a work at the time the 
Tenant called. However, the Tenant has Mrs. Miles' office telephone number and has called her many 
times about the status of her appeal cases. The Tenant has also left messages in Mrs. Miles' voice mail for 
a return telephone call. The Tenant could have left a message for Mrs. Miles and waited at least 24 hours 
for Mrs. Miles to make the return telephone call, before calling the Commission on February 21, 2003, the 
day she called and talked with the Chairperson. 
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There is no Commission rule on recusal. Pursuant to 14 DCMR § 3828 (1998), 

when the Commission has no rule that governs an issue, it refers to the rules of the 

District of Columbia Court of Appeals and the rules of the Superior Court of the District 

of Columbia for guidance. 

Superior Court Civil Rule (Sup. Ct. Civ. R.) (2003) 63-1 states:2 

(a) Whenever a party to any proceeding makes and files a sufficient 
affidavit that the judge before whom the matter is to be heard has a 
personal bias or prejudice either against the party or in favor of any 
adverse party, such judge shall proceed no further therein, but another 
judge shall be assigned, in accordance with Rule 40-1(b), to hear such 
proceeding. 

(b) The affidavit shan state the facts and the reasons for the belief that bias 
or prejudice exists and shall be accompanied by a certificate of counsel 
of record stating that it is made good faith .... 3 

A review of case law and other authorities reveals two major considerations, when 

deciding a motion for recusa1. First, whether the affidavit and the circumstances 

surrounding it state a reason from extrajudicial sources that indicates bias or prejudice by 

a judge. See Scott v. United States, 559 A.2d 745 (D.C. 1989). In this appeal, the 

alleged sources of the bias or prejudice were the Commission's rulings and a telephone 

call to the Commission initiated by the Tenant to reschedule a hearing that was not held, 

because a snow storm caused the District government to be closed on February 18,2003, 

the date of the scheduled hearing. Nothing in the affidavit relates to extrajudicial 

information related to the disputed appeal issues or related to the record facts in any of 

the Tenant's pending appeals. 

2 Sup. Ct. Civ. R. 63-I is the recusal role for the trial court; however, the Commission is an appellate 
tribunal, which uses trial court rules for guidance. 

3 Ms. Redman is pro se, therefore, no good faith statement made by her counsel is possible. 
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