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SUMMARY

The Alabama Supreme Court reviews by mandamus the denial of a motion to dismiss claims
challenging a PEEHIP policy that reduced health-insurance allotments for public-school educators
married to one another and raising dependent children. The court holds that sovereign immunity bars
the state-law claims and monetary claims against the relevant state officials and entities, while
prospective federal injunctive-relief claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 may proceed against specified

officials.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The PEEHIP defendants petitioned for a writ of mandamus directing

the Montgomery Circuit Court to dismiss claims that the public-
education plaintiffs brought concerning the defendants’ 2009 health-
insurance-allotment policy. The petition followed the circuit court’s
denial of the defendants’ Rules 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6) motion to

dismiss.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Mandamus is available to compel dismissal of claims barred by
sovereign immunity when the petitioner has a clear legal right, an
imperative duty, no adequate remedy, and properly invoked
jurisdiction. Review of the denial of a motion to dismiss by mandamus
does not change the applicable standard of review. A motion to dismiss
is reviewed without a presumption of correctness; the complaint’s
allegations are accepted as true, and the question is whether the
plaintiff may possibly prevail.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE published precedential opinion



PARTIES

TOPICS

sovereign immunity

PRACTICE AREAS

constitutional law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

HOLDINGS

civil procedure

Retirement Systems of Alabama, Teachers’ Retirement System of
Alabama, Public Education Employees’ Health Insurance Plan, Public
Education Employees’ Health Insurance Fund, Board of Control of the
Teachers’ Retirement System of Alabama, Board of Control of the
Public Education Employees’ Health Insurance Plan, David G.
Bronner, in his official capacities, Members of the Teachers’
Retirement System Board, Members of the Public Education
Employees’ Health Insurance Plan Board v. James B. Burks II,
Eugenia Burks, Martin A. Hester, Jacqueline Hester, Thomas
Highfield, Carol Ann Highfield, Jake Jackson, Melinda Jackson, A

class of similarly situated individuals

eleventh amendment immunity  section 1983 civil procedure injunctions

civil rights  sovereign immunity  health law  remedies

Whether the public-education plaintiffs’ state-law claims against the PEEHIP entities, board members,

and officials in their official capacities were barred by Article I, § 14 of the Alabama Constitution.

. Whether the plaintiffs’ requests for declaratory, injunctive, restitutionary, costs, and attorney-fee relief

fell within an exception to Alabama sovereign immunity.

. Whether the Eleventh Amendment barred the plaintiffs’ claims for monetary relief under 42 U.S.C. §

1983 against PEEHIP officials sued in their official capacities.

. Whether the Eleventh Amendment permitted the plaintiffs’ claims for prospective injunctive relief under
42 U.S.C. § 1983 against those officials.

. Whether the claims against the RSA, PEEHIP, PEEHIF, TRS, the respective boards, the TRS board

members, and Bronner in specified capacities should be dismissed based on the plaintiffs” stated

agreement to dismiss them.

1. The plaintiffs’ state-law claims were barred by Article I, § 14 of the Alabama Constitution because they

did not fall within a recognized exception to state sovereign immunity.

2. The Eleventh Amendment barred the plaintiffs’ claims for restitution and other monetary relief under §

1983 against the PEEHIP Board members and Bronner in their official capacities.

3. The Eleventh Amendment did not bar the plaintiffs’ claims for prospective injunctive relief against the

PEEHIP Board members and Bronner in his capacity as secretary-treasurer of PEEHIP.



4. The circuit court was directed to dismiss all claims against RSA, PEEHIP, PEEHIF, TRS, the PEEHIP
Board, the TRS Board, the members of the TRS Board, and Bronner in his capacities as chief executive
officer of RSA and secretary-treasurer of TRS.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is well established that mandamus will lie to compel the dismissal of a claim that is barred by the doctrine

of sovereign immunity.” (532)
“The wall of immunity erected by § 14 is nearly impregnable.” (533)

“To ensure the enforcement of federal law, the Eleventh Amendment permits suits for prospective injunctive

relief against state officials acting in violation of federal law.” (538)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

PEEHIP provides group health-insurance benefits to Alabama public-education employees and is managed by
the PEEHIP Board. In 2009, the Board adopted a policy under which married public-school educators with
dependent children received one employer-funded insurance allotment rather than two, while other educators
generally continued to receive individual allotments. The plaintiffs, who were affected educators, alleged that the

policy required them to pay additional health-insurance costs and denied them access to benefits available to
other educators.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Public-education employees sued the PEEHIP defendants in the Montgomery Circuit Court, alleging that a
policy providing one health-insurance allotment to married public-school educators with dependent children
violated state and federal law. The defendants moved to dismiss on sovereign-immunity and other grounds, but
the circuit court denied the motion. The Alabama Supreme Court granted mandamus relief in part, directing
dismissal of specified claims while allowing the federal claims for prospective injunctive relief against certain

state officials to proceed.
DISPOSITION

writ_granted

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Montgomery Circuit Court was instructed to dismiss all claims against RSA, PEEHIP, the PEEHIP Board,
PEEHIF, TRS, the TRS Board, the members of the TRS Board, and Bronner in his capacities as chief executive
officer of RSA and secretary-treasurer of TRS. It was further instructed to dismiss all state-law claims and all
federal claims for monetary relief against the PEEHIP Board members and Bronner in his capacity as secretary-
treasurer of PEEHIP. The federal claims for prospective injunctive relief against those PEEHIP officials were

allowed to remain.
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