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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Appellate Court affirmed the dismissal of Lisette Bouchard’s administrative appeal
from the suspension of her motor vehicle operator’s license. The court held that her claim concerning
the untimely transmittal of an A-44 form under General Statutes § 14-227b (c) was unpreserved and,
alternatively, that the record was inadequate to review the claim because the hearing officer made no

findings on the transmittal issue.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the plaintiff could obtain appellate review of her claim that the A-44 form was inadmissible
because the arresting officer allegedly failed to transmit it to the Department of Motor Vehicles within
three business days as required by General Statutes § 14-227b (c).

2. Whether the claim could be reviewed despite preservation, given that the hearing officer made no factual

findings concerning when or how the A-44 form was transmitted.

HOLDINGS

1. The plaintiff failed to preserve the claim because she did not distinctly raise the statutory transmittal

issue before the administrative hearing officer.

2. Even if the plaintiff had preserved the claim, the record was inadequate to review it because the hearing
officer made no findings concerning whether or when the A-44 form was transmitted.

3. The Appellate Court could affirm the Superior Court's correct disposition on the alternative ground that

the plaintiff's transmittal claim was unpreserved.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The requirement that the claim be raised distinctly means that it must be so stated as to bring to the attention

of the [administrative hearing officer] the precise matter on which its decision is being asked.”

“Because the factual question of whether Blanchette complied with the transmittal requirement of § 14-227b
(c) was neither presented to nor decided by the hearing officer, the record before us is inadequate to review

the substance of the plaintiff’s claim.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On July 31, 2023, State Trooper Noah Blanchette stopped the plaintiff after observing her vehicle abruptly stop
on Route 85. He observed signs of intoxication, administered field sobriety tests that the plaintiff failed, arrested
her for operating under the influence, and reported that she refused a chemical alcohol test. The A-44 form was
signed two business days after the arrest and marked received by the Department of Motor Vehicles six business
days after the arrest, but the administrative record contained no evidence showing when or how the form was
transmitted. The plaintiff challenged the A-44 form at the administrative hearing on three grounds but did not
challenge compliance with the statutory three-business-day transmittal requirement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Commissioner of Motor Vehicles suspended the plaintiff's license for forty-five days and required an
ignition interlock device after a hearing under General Statutes § 14-227b. The plaintiff appealed to the Superior
Court, which dismissed the administrative appeal after rejecting her challenges to the admission of the A-44
form. The Appellate Court affirmed, concluding that the plaintiff's claim concerning timely transmittal of the A-

44 form was unpreserved and, alternatively, that the record was inadequate for review.
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