
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF JEFFERSON COUNTY, ALABAMA

JUANDALYNN D. GIVAN, 		 	 	 ) 
Plaintiff, 	 	 	 	 	 	 ) 	  
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 ) 

v. 	 	 	 	 	 ) CASE NO.: CV-2026-902432 
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 ) 
RANDY KELLEY, et al., 	 	 	 	 ) 

) 
Defendants.	 	 	 	 	 	 )

) 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO RECUSE 

COMES NOW Plaintiff, JUANDALYNN D. GIVAN, by and through undersigned counsel, and 
respectfully moves this Honorable Court for the recusal of the Honorable Judge Chuck Price 
from any further participation in this action and, in support thereof, states as follows:


I. INTRODUCTION


This Motion is filed pursuant to the Alabama Canons of Judicial Ethics and applicable Alabama 
law governing judicial disqualification.


Plaintiff respectfully submits that a reasonable person, knowing all of the circumstances 
surrounding this matter, would question the Court’s impartiality.


The issue before the Court is not whether actual bias exists.


Rather, the issue is whether the appearance of impartiality has been compromised to such an 
extent that public confidence in the integrity of the judicial process requires recusal.


Plaintiff respectfully submits that it has.


II. LEGAL STANDARD 

Under the Alabama Canons of Judicial Ethics, a judge should disqualify himself in any 
proceeding in which his impartiality might reasonably be questioned.


The proper inquiry is whether a person of ordinary prudence in the judge’s position, knowing all 
of the facts known to the judge, would find a reasonable basis for questioning the judge’s 
impartiality.


The appearance of impropriety alone may require recusal where public confidence in the 
judiciary would otherwise be undermined.


III. GROUNDS FOR RECUSAL 

A. PRIOR RELATIONSHIP WITH THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM
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This action concerns the interpretation and application of provisions of the Mayor-Council Act 
governing the City of Birmingham.


The litigation directly concerns actions taken by officials associated with the Mayor’s Office 
and municipal administration.


During proceedings before this Court, Judge Price acknowledged his prior employment with 
the City of Birmingham and referenced his service as a Municipal Court Judge for the City of 
Birmingham.


While prior public employment alone may not require recusal, the Court’s prior relationship with 
the municipal government whose conduct and officials are central to the issues in dispute 
contributes to an appearance that impartiality may reasonably be questioned.


B. PRIOR RELATIONSHIP WITH THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF BIRMINGHAM 

During the June 11, 2026 hearing, Judge Price referenced his prior service with the City of 
Birmingham, including his tenure as a Municipal Court Judge for the City of Birmingham.


Plaintiff is further informed and believes that Judge Price maintained a close professional and 
personal relationship with Mayor Randall Woodfin during his years of service associated with 
the City of Birmingham and that such relationship has been widely known within Birmingham’s 
legal and political communities.


This action concerns the conduct of officials associated with the Mayor’s Office, the 
interpretation and enforcement of provisions of the Mayor-Council Act, and actions taken by 
individuals serving within the municipal administration.


While Plaintiff does not contend that a prior friendship or professional association alone 
establishes actual bias, Plaintiff respectfully submits that the Court’s prior service to the City of 
Birmingham, coupled with a close relationship with the Mayor whose administration is directly 
implicated by the issues presented in this litigation, creates an appearance of partiality that 
would cause a reasonable person to question whether complete neutrality can be maintained.


When viewed together with the additional circumstances set forth in this Motion, including the 
Court’s acknowledged relationships with individuals possessing relevant information 
concerning disputed issues in this case, recusal is necessary to preserve public confidence in 
the integrity and impartiality of these proceedings.


C. CLOSE PERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH KELVIN (KEVIN) DATCHER 

Plaintiff has sought information from Kelvin (Kevin) Datcher concerning matters directly related 
to Defendant Lumpkin’s employment status and the factual issues at the center of this 
litigation.


During the June 11, 2026 hearing, Judge Price acknowledged a personal friendship and 
relationship with Mr. Datcher.


Plaintiff is informed and believes that Judge Price and Mr. Datcher have maintained a 
longstanding social relationship extending beyond a casual acquaintance.
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Plaintiff is further informed and believes that Judge Price and Mr. Datcher have regularly 
socialized together over a period of years and have been drinking companions.


The existence of a close social relationship between the presiding judge and an individual 
possessing relevant information creates an appearance of partiality sufficient to cause a 
reasonable person to question the Court’s neutrality.


D. RELATIONSHIP WITH CHAZ MITCHELL 

Plaintiff is informed and believes that Judge Price maintains a close relationship with Chaz 
Mitchell, Chief Financial O PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO RECUSE PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO 
RECUSE fficer for the City of Birmingham.


Mr. Mitchell and his department possess information relevant to Plaintiff’s claims concerning 
payroll records, employment status, compensation records, and separation documentation.


Plaintiff is informed and believes that Judge Price, Mr. Mitchell, and Mr. Datcher frequently 
socialize together and have been observed together on numerous occasions, including at 
establishments such as Continental Drift.


Although friendship alone may not require recusal, the existence of multiple close relationships 
involving individuals connected to disputed factual issues creates a reasonable appearance of 
partiality.


E. APPEARANCE OF PREDETERMINATION 

During the June 11, 2026 hearing, the Court made statements indicating that significant issues 
relating to jurisdiction, discovery, subpoena enforcement, and evidentiary matters had 
effectively been decided before Plaintiff had been afforded the opportunity to complete 
discovery.


The Court further expressed opinions regarding the significance of evidence involving city-
issued email accounts, cellular telephones, access credentials, parking privileges, and related 
indicators of employment status.


The Court further intimated that such evidence would not establish employment despite the 
fact that discovery concerning payroll records, personnel records, separation records, 
information technology records, and access logs had not yet been completed.


To a reasonable observer, such comments created the appearance that factual and legal issues 
central to the case had already been predetermined.


F. APPEARANCE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS 

Based upon Plaintiff’s observations before and during the June 11, 2026 hearing, Plaintiff 
believes and alleges upon information and belief that communications may have occurred 
outside Plaintiff’s presence concerning matters directly related to this case.


Plaintiff acknowledges that she does not presently possess direct evidence regarding the 
substance of any such communications.
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Nevertheless, the circumstances observed by Plaintiff, when considered together with the 
Court’s comments and apparent familiarity with disputed factual matters, contribute to a 
reasonable perception that impartiality may reasonably be questioned.


G. LOSS OF CONFIDENCE IN THE FAIRNESS OF THE PROCEEDINGS 

Based upon the totality of circumstances, including the Court’s comments during the hearing, 
the acknowledged relationships with individuals connected to disputed issues in this litigation, 
the Court’s prior association with the City of Birmingham and Mayor Woodfin, and the 
appearance that significant issues had already been resolved before completion of discovery, 
Plaintiff no longer possesses confidence that she can receive a fair and impartial hearing 
before this Court.


The issue is not whether Judge Price is actually biased.


Rather, the issue is whether an objective member of the public, fully informed of these 
circumstances, would reasonably question the Court’s impartiality.


Plaintiff respectfully submits that the answer is yes.


IV. TRANSCRIPT OF JUNE 11, 2026 HEARING 

Plaintiff further notes that the proceedings conducted on June 11, 2026, were transcribed by 
an official court reporter and that a certified transcript is presently being prepared.


Plaintiff reserves the right to supplement this Motion upon receipt and review of the completed 
transcript, which Plaintiff believes will further reflect statements and conduct giving rise to the 
grounds for recusal asserted herein.


V. INCORPORATION OF AFFIDAVIT 

Plaintiff has contemporaneously filed a sworn Affidavit in support of this Motion and expressly 
incorporates that Affidavit herein as though fully set forth.


VI. REQUEST FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDERED, Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Honorable 
Judge Chuck Price recuse himself from any further participation in this action, that this matter 
be reassigned pursuant to applicable Alabama procedures governing judicial reassignment, 
and that Plaintiff be granted such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper.


Respectfully submitted,


/s/ Juandalynn D, Givan

Juandalynn D. Givan Givan and Associates,
That Girl LLC
P.O. Box 13803
Birmingham, Alabama 35202

/s/ Glennon F, Threatt
Glennon F. Threatt
2107 5th Avenue North, Suite 201

DOCUMENT 115



Birmingham, Alabama 35203

/s/ Wendell W. Major
WENDELL W. MAJOR (MAJ011)
Major Law Group, LLC
P.O. Box 303
Fairfield, Alabama 35064

Attorneys for Plaintiff
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was served upon all counsel of 
record through the hand delivery, or U. S. Mail, AlaFile electronic filing system, on this 4th day 
of June, 2026, which automatically generates notice of filing to all registered counsel.


RAYMOND L. JOHNSON
JOHNSON LAW FIRM, LLC
1205 19th Street
Birmingham, Alabama 35234

BARRY ALAN RAGSDALE
DOMINICK FELD HYDE, P.C.
1130 22nd Street South, Suite 4000
Birmingham, Alabama 35205
Tel.: (205) 536-8888
bragsdale@dfhlaw.com

VANCE ROBERT SMITH VANCE III
DOMINICK FELD HYDE, P.C.
1130 22nd Street South, Suite 4000
Birmingham, Alabama 35205
Tel.: (205) 536-8888
Rvance@dfhlaw.com

Respectfully Submitted 

/s/ Juandalynn D, Givan
Juandalynn D. Givan Givan and Associates,
That Girl LLC
P.O. Box 13803
Birmingham, Alabama 35202

/s/ Glennon F, Threatt
Glennon F. Threatt
2107 5th Avenue North, Suite 201
Birmingham, Alabama 35203

/s/ Wendell W. Major
WENDELL W. MAJOR (MAJ011)
Major Law Group, LLC
P.O. Box 303
Fairfield, Alabama 35064
Telephone: (205) 965-1508
Email: wwm@majorlawllc.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff
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