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SUMMARY

The Iowa Supreme Court held that expedited appellate procedures for termination-of-parental-rights
cases, including the use of a petition on appeal instead of full briefing, do not violate equal protection
or procedural due process. The court also rejected the mother's ineffective-assistance claim based on
counsel's failure to challenge those procedures. The court affirmed the court of appeals and the
juvenile court's judgment.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The mother appealed a juvenile court order terminating parental rights
under Iowa Code section 232.116(1)(g) and (d). The Iowa Court of
Appeals affirmed, and the Iowa Supreme Court granted further review
solely to address the constitutionality of the appellate procedures
governing termination-of-parental-rights appeals.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Constitutional claims are reviewed de novo. A party challenging the
constitutionality of a statute must negate every reasonable basis upon
which the statute could be upheld. The appellate court conducts de
novo review of a juvenile court termination order under the applicable
appellate rules.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE published precedential opinion
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guardian ad litem
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Iowa's expedited appellate procedures for termination-of-parental-rights cases, including the
use of a petition on appeal instead of mandatory full briefing, violate equal protection.

2. Whether those expedited appellate procedures violate procedural due process under the United States
and Iowa Constitutions.

3. Whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to preserve the constitutional challenges
to the appellate procedures.

HOLDINGS

1. The mother's constitutional challenges to the appellate procedures were not preserved because she did
not raise them in her petition on appeal after the procedures became applicable.

2. Counsel was not ineffective for failing to challenge the expedited appellate procedures because the
constitutional challenges lacked merit; therefore, the mother could not avoid the preservation
requirement through an ineffective-assistance claim.

3. The expedited appellate procedure for termination-of-parental-rights cases does not violate equal
protection, even assuming the more demanding strict-scrutiny standard applies.

4. The expedited appellate procedure does not violate the mother's procedural due process rights under the
federal or Iowa Constitutions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold the expedited appellate procedure in termination-of-parental-rights cases that permits only a
petition on review rather than full briefing does not violate constitutional requirements of procedural due
process or equal protection.” (213)

“DECISION OF COURT OF APPEALS AND JUDGMENT OF DISTRICT COURT AFFIRMED.” (213)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The case arose from the termination of parental rights concerning C.M., Jr. The mother challenged Iowa's
expedited appellate procedures for termination cases because they required issues to be presented in a petition on
appeal rather than a traditional full brief, with full briefing available only at the reviewing court's option. The
procedures were designed to expedite permanency for children involved in termination proceedings.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



The juvenile court terminated the mother's parental rights. The court of appeals affirmed. On further review, the
Iowa Supreme Court considered whether the expedited appellate procedure, which generally requires a petition
on appeal rather than a traditional full brief, violated equal protection or procedural due process and whether
counsel was ineffective for failing to raise those constitutional challenges earlier.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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