1014 Constitutional Challenges to Code of Civil Procedure Section 170.6 Motions

(a)	Application
	This rule applies to motions made pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 170.6, in all cases to which that section applies, challenged on the grounds that the section 170.6 motion constitutes an unconstitutional “blanket challenge” within the meaning of J.O. v. Superior Court (2026) 19 Cal.5th 753 (“J.O. v. Superior Court”). This rule does not limit the powers and duties of the court otherwise applicable to section 170.6 motions.

(b)	Definitions
	(1)	“Section 170.6 Motion” means a motion made pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 170.6.
	(2)	“Challenged Judge” means the judge challenged by the section 170.6 motion.
	(3)	“Objection” means the written objections or motion for reconsideration filed to assert that the section 170.6 motion constitutes part of an unconstitutional “blanket challenge” within the meaning of J.O. v. Superior Court.
	(4)	“Assigned Judge” means the judge assigned by the Presiding Judge under this rule to resolve the merits of the Objection.

(c)	Timeliness
	A challenge to a Section 170.6 Motion shall be made as promptly as feasible after notice of the Section 170.6 Motion, but in no event shall such challenge be made later than 10 days after service upon the party of written notice of case reassignment pursuant to the Section 170.6 Motion. If notice of reassignment has not been entered, a party making a challenge shall immediately give oral notice to the court and to all parties that a challenge will be filed.

(d)	Procedure for Challenge
	(1)	Any party, or the court on its own motion, may challenge a Section 170.6 Motion on the grounds that the Section 170.6 Motion is part of an unconstitutional blanket challenge by filing an Objection. The Objection shall be in the form of written objections to, or a motion for reconsideration of, the Section 170.6 Motion. The Objection shall set forth facts, supported by declaration or other evidence, demonstrating a prima facie case that the Section 170.6 Motion’s proponent is lodging bad faith blanket challenges against a particular judge.
	(2)	The Challenged Judge shall consider the Objection and shall promptly do one of the following: (i) strike the Objection if the Objection on its face discloses no legal grounds for a constitutional challenge to the Section 170.6 Motion; (ii) determine whether the Objection demonstrates a prima facie case as set forth in J.O. v. Superior Court; (iii) decline to determine whether the Objection demonstrates a prima facie case because such determination is too intertwined with the merits of the Objection; or (iv) take such other action as is appropriate for a Section 170.6 notwithstanding this local rule. If the Challenged Judge strikes the Objection or determines that no prima facie case has been demonstrated, the Section 170.6 Motion shall be accepted and the matter reassigned.
	(3)	If the Challenged Judge determines that a prima facie case has been demonstrated or declines to make such determination, the Challenged Judge shall refer the Section 170.6 Motion and Objection to the Presiding Judge for further disposition. The Presiding Judge may assign any judge, other than the Challenged Judge, as the Assigned Judge to resolve the merits of the challenge to the Section 170.6 Motion.
	(4)	The Assigned Judge shall determine whether a prima facie case has been demonstrated, if such determination was not made by the Challenged Judge. Upon finding that a prima facie case has been demonstrated, the Assigned Judge shall promptly conduct a hearing on the merits of the Objection consistent with the requirements of J.O. v. Superior Court.


