UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO

Hoid v. Boulder County Sheriff's Office

Hoid - No. 23-cv-00616-PAB-TPO - Decided May 18, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Colorado denies Edward Hoid’s fifth motion

seeking recusal and disqualification of Chief Judge Philip A. Brimmer under 28 U.S.C. § 455. The

court finds that Hoid’s unsupported and conclusory allegations of judicial bias do not provide a

reasonable basis for questioning the judge’s impartiality.
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Plaintiff moved for the recusal and disqualification of the district judge
under 28 U.S.C. § 455. The court construed the motion under § 455
because plaintiff did not identify a statutory basis and did not file the
affidavit required by § 144.

Recusal under 28 U.S.C. § 455 is evaluated under an objective
standard: whether a well-informed, thoughtful, and objective observer
would harbor doubts about the judge's impartiality. The court first asks

whether a reasonable factual basis exists to question impartiality.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the plaintiff's emergency motion required recusal under 28 U.S.C. § 455.

2. Whether the motion could be treated as a motion under 28 U.S.C. § 144 despite the absence of the

required supporting affidavit.

HOLDINGS

1. Recusal is not warranted where the motion rests on unsupported, conclusory, irrational, or highly
tenuous accusations that would not cause a well-informed, thoughtful, and objective observer to question

the judge's impartiality.

2. A recusal motion cannot be treated as arising under 28 U.S.C. § 144 when it is not accompanied by the

statute's required affidavit stating the facts and reasons supporting the claimed bias or prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Section 455 establishes ‘an objective standard: disqualification is appropriate only where the reasonable
person, were he to know all the circumstances, would harbor doubts about the judge’s impartiality.’” (Order
text)

“A well-informed, thoughtful, and objective observer who is an average member of the public would not find
that these unsubstantiated and conclusory allegations establish that I am biased against Mr. Hoid.” (Order
text)

“A judge should not recuse based on unsupported, irrational, or highly tenuous speculation and

accusations.” (Order text)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Edward Hoid alleged that Judge Brimmer engaged in judicial forgery, colluded with defense counsel,
incited violence, and obstructed access to medical information. He also incorporated an emergency mandamus
petition and asserted that the allegations demonstrated judicial bias against him. Plaintiff provided no

explanation, evidence, or affidavit supporting the allegations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Edward Hoid filed this action against the Boulder County Sheriff's Office and filed multiple prior motions
seeking recusal of Judge Brimmer. The present emergency motion was his fifth recusal motion and alleged

judicial misconduct, collusion, and bias, but supplied no supporting explanation or evidence. The court denied

the motion.
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