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SUMMARY

The document is an order vacating prior findings and recommendations and recommending denial of a
pro se plaintiff’s motion for a temporary restraining order. The plaintiff challenged the traffic stop and
impoundment of his unregistered vehicle by the California Highway Patrol, asserting Fourth
Amendment, procedural due process, and constitutional right-to-travel claims. The court found that
plaintiff had not shown serious questions on the merits or irreparable harm.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, proceeding pro se, moved for a temporary restraining order
requiring the immediate return of his impounded vehicle and other
relief. After vacating an earlier recommendation, the magistrate judge
issued amended findings and recommendations recommending denial
of the TRO.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A TRO requires the movant to establish likelihood of success on the
merits, likely irreparable harm, a favorable balance of equities, and
that an injunction is in the public interest, or alternatively serious
questions going to the merits, irreparable harm, and a strong balance
of equities in the movant's favor.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

PARTIES Arik Williams v. California Highway Patrol, Officer Brett Wade, other
defendants
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PRACTICE AREAS

civil rights constitutional law civil procedure remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Williams showed serious questions going to the merits of his Fourth Amendment claim that the
impoundment of his unregistered vehicle was an unreasonable warrantless seizure.

2. Whether Williams showed serious questions going to the merits of his procedural due process claim
based on the handling of the administrative hearing concerning the impounded vehicle.

3. Whether vehicle impoundment and state registration requirements violated Williams's constitutional
right to travel.

4. Whether Williams demonstrated likely irreparable harm warranting a temporary restraining order.

HOLDINGS

1. Williams failed to show serious questions going to the merits of his Fourth Amendment claim because
he did not demonstrate that he could move the unregistered vehicle without continuing to violate state
registration laws or that an alternative means of removing it was available.

2. Williams failed to show serious questions going to the merits of his procedural due process claim on the
current record.

3. Williams failed to show serious questions going to the merits of his right-to-travel claim because
burdens on a single mode of transportation do not implicate the fundamental right to interstate travel,
and there is no fundamental right to drive.

4. Williams failed to demonstrate irreparable harm because his alleged financial injury was ordinarily
compensable by damages, he did not intend to operate the vehicle unless he prevailed on his legal
theory, and the vehicle had reportedly been released to a third party.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A warrantless traffic stop is permissible under the Fourth Amendment “where the police have probable
cause to believe a traffic violation has occurred.”” (Analysis § IV.A)

“However, the subsequent impoundment of Plaintiff’s vehicle was a presumptively unreasonable warrantless
seizure that would be justified only if the “community caretaking” exception applies.” (Analysis § IV.A)

“Plaintiff does not have a fundamental ‘right to drive.’” (Analysis § IV.A)

“Monetary injury is not normally considered irreparable.” (Analysis § IV.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



California Highway Patrol Officer Brett Wade stopped Williams while he was driving a Ford truck that lacked
valid California registration and impounded the truck under California Vehicle Code section 22651(o)(3)(A).
Williams had previously been cited for driving the same vehicle without valid registration and did not register it
after paying the earlier fine. CHP mailed Williams a notice concerning his right to an administrative hearing
under Vehicle Code section 22852, but when he called, he was told that he could recover the vehicle by
registering it or otherwise would need to file a lawsuit. Williams maintained that registration requirements could
not constitutionally prevent him from traveling in his privately owned vehicle; the vehicle was later reportedly
released to Wells Fargo Auto, its lender and legal owner.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Williams filed a complaint and TRO motion on March 10, 2025, alleging that a California Highway Patrol
officer unlawfully stopped and impounded his vehicle and that the recovery procedures violated due process.
The magistrate judge initially recommended denial of the TRO, but after Williams objected and asserted
additional facts, the court held a limited evidentiary hearing on April 10, 2025. The amended findings vacated
the original findings and recommendations and recommended that the district judge deny the TRO.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The findings and recommendations are to be submitted to the assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)
(1). The parties may file objections within fourteen days. The magistrate judge recommended that the TRO
motion be denied; the document itself did not enter a final district-court disposition.
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