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i 

 
QUESTION PRESENTED 

 

 

 Whether the court of appeals correctly determined 
that the state consumer-protection enforcement action 
at issue here—an enforcement action brought in state 
court by the State of Hawaii, through its Attorney Gen-
eral, to sanction petitioners for serious violations of 
state law by the imposition of civil monetary penalties 
and punitive damages—falls within the category of 
civil actions “akin to a criminal prosecution in im-
portant respects,” Sprint Commc’ns, Inc. v. Jacobs, 571 
U.S. 69, 79 (2013) (quotation omitted), thus warranting 
federal court abstention under Younger v. Harris, 401 
U.S. 37 (1971), and progeny. 
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