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SUMMARY

The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed the termination of John Doe’s parental rights to his son under
Idaho Code sections 16-2005(1)(b) and (d). The court rejected or disregarded Doe’s challenges

concerning judicial disqualification, evidentiary rulings, consideration of matters outside the record,

and the sufficiency of the evidence. The court concluded that substantial and competent evidence

supported findings of neglect and Doe’s prolonged inability to discharge parental responsibilities, and

that termination was in the child’s best interests.
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John Doe appealed the magistrate court's judgment terminating his
parental rights to his son. The Idaho Supreme Court reviewed the
denial of Doe's motion to disqualify the magistrate judge, asserted
evidentiary errors, alleged consideration of matters outside the trial

record, and the sufficiency of the evidence supporting termination.

Denial of judicial disqualification is reviewed for abuse of discretion.
Termination of parental rights requires clear and convincing evidence,
and the Supreme Court independently reviews the magistrate court
record while drawing reasonable inferences in favor of the judgment.
The termination decision will not be disturbed if supported by

substantial and competent evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the magistrate judge abused its discretion by denying Doe's motion to disqualify based on a

credibility-related statement made in an unrelated criminal proceeding.

2. Whether alleged hearsay, foundation, chain-of-custody, and expert-opinion errors in admitting trial
evidence affected Doe's substantial rights.

3. Whether the magistrate court improperly considered matters outside the trial record in terminating Doe's

parental rights.

4. Whether substantial and competent evidence supported termination of Doe's parental rights for neglect

and inability to discharge parental responsibilities for a prolonged indeterminate period.

HOLDINGS

1. The magistrate court did not abuse its discretion in denying Doe's motion to disqualify because Doe
failed to show that the judge's statement was sufficiently biased or prejudicial to make a fair and

impartial trial improbable.

2. The court disregarded Doe's claims concerning the admission of exhibits and testimony because he

failed to argue that the alleged errors affected his substantial rights.

3. Substantial and competent evidence supported termination under Idaho Code section 16-2005(1)(b)
based on neglect under Idaho Code section 16-2002(3)(b).

4. The judgment could be sustained on the alternative ground that Doe was unable to discharge parental
responsibilities for a prolonged indeterminate period and that the inability would injure the child's
health, morals, or well-being.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“First, judicial rulings alone almost never constitute valid basis for a bias or partiality motion ... and can
only in the rarest circumstances evidence the degree of favoritism or antagonism required.... Almost

invariably, they are proper grounds for appeal, not for recusal.” (5)

“The magistrate court’s thorough and reasoned memorandum opinion is supported by substantial and

competent evidence that Doe failed to comply with the requirements of his case plan.” (13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

John Doe and the child's mother had a volatile relationship involving methamphetamine and other controlled-

substance use and domestic violence. The child was removed from the mother's care, and Doe stipulated to



Department custody and a case plan requiring, among other things, mental-health treatment, drug testing, and a
safe and stable home. Doe repeatedly failed to comply with the drug-testing and treatment requirements,
including positive methamphetamine tests and numerous missed tests. The magistrate court found neglect and an
inability to discharge parental responsibilities for a prolonged indeterminate period and determined that

termination was in the child's best interests.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The magistrate court placed the child in the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare's custody after Doe
stipulated to an unstable home environment and later stipulated to a case plan. After review and permanency
hearings, the Department petitioned to terminate Doe's parental rights. Following a March 2016 trial, the
magistrate court entered judgment terminating Doe's parental rights under Idaho Code sections 16-2005(1)(b)
and (d). The Idaho Supreme Court affirmed.
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