
CONNECTICUT APPELLATE COURT

Farias v. Rodriguez
Farias v. Rodriguez · No. AC 47710 · Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The Connecticut Appellate Court affirmed the judgment granting the defendants’ motion to strike
Daniel Farias’s putative class action complaint concerning tip credits, minimum wage regulations, and
recordkeeping requirements. The court held that the applicable regulations did not provide a private
right of action for the alleged recordkeeping violations and that Public Act 22-134 required claims
filed after September 24, 2022, to be adjudicated under the updated regulatory scheme. The court also
concluded that applying the statute did not violate the plaintiff’s due process rights because he had no
vested property right in the unresolved statutory cause of action.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The plaintiff appealed from the judgment of the Superior Court
granting the defendants' motion to strike his putative class action
complaint. After the original appeal was dismissed for lack of a final
judgment, the trial court rendered judgment and the plaintiff filed an
amended appeal.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Review of a ruling on a motion to strike is plenary. The court accepts
as true the well-pleaded factual allegations and facts necessarily
implied by them, construes the complaint in the manner most
favorable to sustaining its legal sufficiency, and determines whether
the allegations state a legally sufficient cause of action.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether General Statutes § 31-68(a) provides a private cause of action for violations of the
recordkeeping requirements in former § 31-62-E3 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies.

2. Whether Public Act 22-134, codified at General Statutes § 31-60(d)(4), required claims filed after
September 24, 2022, to be adjudicated solely under the updated wage regulation, notwithstanding that
the underlying causes of action accrued under former regulations.

3. Whether applying § 31-60(d)(4) to the plaintiff's claims violated federal or state constitutional due
process because it impaired a vested property right.

HOLDINGS

1. No. A violation of the recordkeeping requirements in former § 31-62-E3 does not invalidate the tip credit
and does not give rise to a private cause of action under General Statutes § 31-68(a).

2. Yes. Section 31-60(d)(4) applies prospectively to all covered claims filed after September 24, 2022,
including claims that accrued before that date, and requires that they be adjudicated solely under § 31-
60-2 of the current regulations and amendments thereto.

3. No. Even assuming that § 31-60(d)(4) had a retrospective effect, its application did not violate due
process because the plaintiff had no vested property right in an unfiled, purely statutory cause of action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Section 31-60 (d) (4) did not eliminate the ability of a plaintiff to present a claim under the act; instead, it
sought to ensure that, after September 24, 2022, such claims were brought pursuant to the updated regulatory
scheme, which was enacted in 2019.” (at 31–32)

“The plaintiff’s interest was, instead, more in the nature of a mere expectancy or inchoate hope.” (at 39)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The plaintiff worked as a bartender at Puerto Vallarta restaurants from 2011 through 2022. The defendants
allegedly took the full tip credit against the wages of servers and bartenders, paying them less than the full
minimum wage, while requiring them to perform general restaurant work such as cleaning, stocking, brewing
coffee, and filling ice bins. The plaintiff alleged that the defendants failed to maintain the required tip-credit
records and failed to segregate service and nonservice duties under regulations in effect in 2015. He filed the



putative class action on December 6, 2022, after the statutory deadline established by Public Act 22-134 for
claims governed by the former regulations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Farias filed a putative class action in the Superior Court seeking damages for alleged violations of Connecticut
minimum-wage laws and regulations governing tip credits, recordkeeping, and nonservice duties. The case was
transferred to the Complex Litigation Docket, where the court granted the defendants' motion to strike and later
denied reargument. The original appeal was dismissed for lack of a final judgment; after judgment was rendered,
the plaintiff filed an amended appeal. The Connecticut Appellate Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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