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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Connecticut rules on defendants’ motion to dismiss
and Jake Ratches’s renewed motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction
concerning the suspension and restoration of his Connecticut driver’s license. The court dismisses the
substantive due process and Excessive Fines Clause claims, denies the request for injunctive relief,
and allows the procedural due process claim challenging notice and the opportunity for an
administrative hearing to proceed. The court declines at this stage to dismiss that claim on statute-of-
limitations or failure-to-exhaust grounds.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action challenging the suspension
and restoration requirements for his Connecticut driver's license.
Defendants moved to dismiss the amended complaint under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), and plaintiff moved for a temporary
restraining order and preliminary injunction seeking immediate
restoration of his license.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On the motion to dismiss, the court applied Rule 12(b)(6), accepting
well-pleaded factual allegations as true, drawing reasonable inferences
for plaintiff, and determining whether the amended complaint
plausibly stated a claim. For preliminary injunctive relief, plaintiff had
to show likelihood of success or sufficiently serious questions,
irreparable harm, a favorable balance of hardships, and consistency
with the public interest; because the requested relief was mandatory,
the likelihood-of-success and irreparable-harm showings were more
demanding.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion; precedential status unknown

TOPICS

procedural due process section 1983 motions to dismiss injunctions excessive fines

PRACTICE AREAS

constitutional law civil rights administrative law civil procedure prisoner civil rights

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the continued enforcement of the driver's-license suspension, ignition-interlock requirement,
and restoration fee after dismissal of plaintiff's DUI charge plausibly constituted a Fourteenth
Amendment substantive due process violation.

2. Whether Connecticut's restoration fee and ignition-interlock requirement constituted punishment subject
to the Eighth Amendment Excessive Fines Clause.

3. Whether plaintiff plausibly stated a Fourteenth Amendment procedural due process claim by alleging
that he did not receive notice of the suspension or an opportunity for an administrative hearing.

4. Whether the procedural due process claim was barred at the pleading stage by the statute of limitations.

5. Whether the procedural due process claim was barred because plaintiff did not exhaust Connecticut
administrative or judicial remedies.

6. Whether plaintiff was entitled to a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction restoring his
driver's license.

HOLDINGS

1. The amended complaint did not plausibly allege that enforcing Connecticut's license-restoration
requirements after dismissal of the DUI charge was arbitrary, conscience-shocking, or oppressive in the
constitutional sense. Counts One and Three were dismissed.

2. The $175 restoration fee and ignition-interlock requirement were remedial rather than punitive and
therefore did not fall within the protection of the Excessive Fines Clause. Count Two was dismissed.

3. Plaintiff plausibly stated a procedural due process claim by alleging that he did not receive notice of the
license suspension and therefore could not obtain an administrative hearing. The claim survived
dismissal.

4. The procedural due process claim could not be dismissed on statute-of-limitations grounds at the
pleading stage because the date plaintiff learned of the alleged deprivation was outside the four corners
of the complaint.

5. Plaintiff was not required to exhaust Connecticut administrative or judicial remedies before bringing his
§ 1983 procedural due process claim.

6. Plaintiff was not entitled to a TRO or preliminary injunction restoring his driver's license because he
failed to show irreparable harm, a likelihood of success on the procedural due process claim, or that the



public interest favored relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A Fourteenth Amendment procedural due process claim has two elements: “(1) the existence of a property
or liberty interest that was deprived and (2) deprivation of that interest without due process.””

“Thus, Plaintiff need not have exhausted his state administrative (or judicial) remedies prior to bringing his
section 1983 challenges to his licensing suspension.”

“The Court therefore denies Plaintiff’s motion for a TRO and a preliminary injunction.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was arrested and charged with DUI in Connecticut on November 25, 2018, when he was under twenty-
one, and his driver's license was suspended. He alleged that he did not receive the statutory suspension notice or
an opportunity for an administrative hearing, and that he was unable to install the required ignition interlock
device while incarcerated. The DUI prosecution ended in March 2022 through a nolle prosequi, but plaintiff
alleged that the DMV continued enforcing the suspension and restoration requirements. His license expired after
the two-year renewal period, and he sought restoration without the interlock requirement and fee.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on August 15, 2024, while incarcerated, and later filed an amended complaint after the
court permitted claims under the Fourteenth Amendment Due Process Clause, the Fifth Amendment Double
Jeopardy Clause, and potentially the Eighth Amendment Excessive Fines Clause. The court previously dismissed
the Double Jeopardy claim and denied earlier requests for injunctive relief. In this ruling, the court granted
defendants' motion to dismiss Counts One, Two, and Three, denied dismissal of Count Four, and denied
plaintiff's renewed motion for a TRO and preliminary injunction.
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