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In this case arising out of Ada County, the Court of Appeals affirmed the district court’s
order denying Allegheny Casualty Company and A-Affordable Bail Bonds Idaho, LLC’s
(Allegheny) motion to set aside forfeiture and exonerate bond. On appeal, Allegheny argued that
the district court abused its discretion in several ways.

First, Allegheny argued that the district court erred by not issuing a bench warrant and a
notice of forfeiture after Daobang Huang, a defendant for whom Allegheny posted a bond in this
case, failed to appear for a hearing in August 2023. Allegheny alleged that, had the district court
properly applied Idaho Code § 19-2915(1) and the imputed knowledge doctrine, it would have
ordered forfeiture in August 2023 and that the State’s later forfeiture notice would have been
untimely, requiring exoneration of the bond. The Court held that the district court did not abuse
its discretion in declining to issue a bench warrant or forfeit the bond after Huang failed to appear
for the August 2023 hearing. The Court also rejected Allegheny’s imputed-knowledge argument.
Because Huang’s attorney admitted he did not inform Huang of the correct hearing date, the district
court had no basis to treat Huang as having notice and the imputed knowledge doctrine did not
apply.

Second, Allegheny argued that the district court materially increased the risk of bond
forfeiture by not requiring Huang to appear in person at a status conference, despite the State’s
warning that Huang posed a flight risk. The Court first held that deportation or voluntary departure
is an implied risk when a surety posts bond for a non-citizen, and Allegheny assumed that risk.
Next, the Court held that even a material increase in risk does not automatically require exoneration
unless an incremental risk attributable to the district court’s action has come to pass. The Court
concluded that the record was devoid of any indication that the district court’s decisions materially
increased the risk of Huang’s ultimate failure to appear, much less created any incremental risk.

Third, Allegheny argued that the district court overlooked mitigating factors. Allegheny
also asserted that the State failed to prove actual costs, inconvenience, or prejudice resulting from
Huang’s departure and that, without such proof, forfeiture was unwarranted. The Court held that

Huang’s lawful immigration status was not a mitigating factor because his non-Citizen status,



pending felony charges in two states, and lack of extradition safeguards inherently increased his
flight risk. The Court further concluded that the record supported the district court’s finding that
Huang voluntarily left the United States and, even if deportation had occurred, that distinction was
not dispositive. Finally, the Court held that the State was not required to present documentary
proof of monetary loss and potential restitution and undermined the integrity of the bail system.

Finally, Allegheny argued that the district court misunderstood the governing legal
framework by treating exoneration as an all-or-nothing decision. The Court held that the district
court conducted the required multi-factor analysis under Idaho Criminal Rule 46(h)(1).

The Court ultimately concluded that the district court acted within the bounds of its
discretion when it denied Allegheny’s motion to set aside forfeiture and exonerate bond.

This summary constitutes no part of the opinion of the Court, but has been prepared
by court staff for the convenience of the public.



