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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Illinois held that mandatory three-month suspension of driving privileges under
section 6-206(a)(43) of the Illinois Vehicle Code, following court supervision for underage alcohol
consumption, did not violate substantive due process or the Illinois proportionate penalties clause. The
court concluded that the suspension was rationally related to highway safety and that the statute
required a mandatory suspension rather than granting the Secretary of State discretion. The court

reversed the circuit court's judgment declaring the statute unconstitutional and remanded the matter.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether mandatory three-month suspension of driving privileges under section 6-206(a)(43) for
receiving court supervision for underage alcohol consumption violates substantive due process when no

motor vehicle was involved in the offense.

2. Whether section 6-206(a)(43) is arbitrary as applied because the Secretary of State allegedly failed to

exercise discretion in deciding whether to impose a suspension.

3. Whether the suspension is punishment subject to the Illinois proportionate-penalties clause and the

federal prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 6-206(a)(43), as applied to persons receiving court supervision for underage alcohol
consumption, bears a rational relationship to the legitimate public interest in the safe and legal operation

and ownership of motor vehicles and does not violate substantive due process.

2. Section 6-206(a)(43) mandates a three-month suspension upon the specified disposition; it does not give

the Secretary of State discretion to decide whether to suspend driving privileges.

3. Because section 6-206(a)(43) requires suspension rather than granting the Secretary discretion to
suspend, the defendants' claim that the Secretary's failure to exercise discretion made the statute

arbitrary as applied fails.

4. The three-month suspension under section 6-206(a)(43) is regulatory rather than punitive, so the Illinois
proportionate-penalties clause and the corresponding federal cruel-and-unusual-punishment protection

do not apply.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rather, the critical determination is whether the revocation of driving privileges bears a rational
relationship to the public interest in the safe operation of motor vehicles.” (238 I1l. 2d at 13, 932 N.E.2d at
1005)

“The statutory language, therefore, provides for a mandatory consequence of a three-month suspension in
these circumstances.” (238 Ill. 2d at 17, 932 N.E.2d at 1007)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Zachary Boeckmann and Chelsey Maschhoff were each charged with unlawful consumption of alcohol by a

person under 21. Each pleaded guilty and received court supervision for 90 days. Under section 6-206(a)(43) of



the Tllinois Vehicle Code, the Secretary of State was required to suspend for three months the driving privileges
of a person receiving court supervision for specified underage-alcohol offenses. No motor vehicle was involved
in the charged offenses, and the defendants challenged the suspension statute as violating due process and the

Illinois proportionate-penalties clause.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Boeckmann and Maschhoff pleaded guilty to unlawful consumption of alcohol by persons under 21 and received
90 days of court supervision. The circuit court initially declared sections 6-206(a)(38) and (a)(43)
unconstitutional, later vacated those orders after the Secretary asserted lack of notice, and permitted
supplemental constitutional challenges. The court then held section 6-206(a)(43) unconstitutional on substantive
due process grounds, rejected the equal-protection and proportionate-penalties challenges, and entered the

findings required by Rule 18. The Secretary appealed directly to the Illinois Supreme Court.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The circuit court's judgment declaring section 6-206(a)(43) unconstitutional was reversed, and the cause was

remanded for further proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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