UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

WASHINGTON

Ryan Scott Adams v. State of Washington

Adams - No. 3:25-cv-05659-BHS-DWC - Decided January 21, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Washington reviews Magistrate Judge

David W. Christel’s denial of Ryan Scott Adams’s motion for recusal. The court concludes that the

petitioner’s alleged predisposition, discovery limitations, and prior adverse ruling do not establish

grounds for recusal under 28 U.S.C. §8§ 144 or 455. The court affirms the denial of the recusal motion.
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3:25-cv-05659-BHS-DWC

affirmed

The district court reviewed Magistrate Judge David W. Christel's
denial of Petitioner Ryan Scott Adams's motion for recusal under
Local Civil Rule 3(f), 28 U.S.C. §§ 144 and 455.

Recusal is evaluated under the objective standard of whether a
reasonable person with knowledge of all the facts would conclude that

the judge's impartiality might reasonably be questioned.
Unknown; district court order with no reported citation in the source.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Magistrate Judge Christel's statement concerning a motion for reconsideration, limitations on

discovery, and prior adverse rulings required recusal under 28 U.S.C. §8§ 144 or 455.

HOLDINGS

1. Recusal was not required because the magistrate judge's statement, properly understood, concerned the
court's decision on motions for extensions and did not indicate that his impartiality might reasonably be

questioned.

2. A party's disagreement with a judge's rulings, including rulings concerning discovery, does not provide a

proper basis for recusal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Recusal is required if a judge’s impartiality might reasonably be questioned or if the judge harbors personal

bias or prejudice against a party.” (at 1)

“disagreement with the magistrate judge's rulings does not provide a basis for recusal” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Adams sought recusal of Magistrate Judge Christel based on Christel's statement that Adams could move for

reconsideration, restrictions on Adams's access to discovery, and Christel's prior ruling against him in a separate
case. Adams interpreted the reconsideration statement as indicating that Christel was predisposed to dismiss his
petition, but Christel explained that the statement concerned the court's rulings on motions for extensions rather

than the merits of the case. The district court found no evidence suggesting that Christel's impartiality could
reasonably be questioned.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Adams filed a motion seeking recusal of Magistrate Judge Christel and later filed a supplement construed as a
motion for reconsideration. Judge Christel denied the recusal motion. Pursuant to Local Civil Rule 3(f), the

matter was referred to the district judge for review, and the district court affirmed the denial.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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