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SUMMARY

The Alabama Supreme Court denied a petition for a writ of mandamus filed by members of the State
Personnel Board. The court held that the members had not established a clear legal right to immunity
from claims seeking injunctive relief based on absolute legislative immunity, State immunity, or State-
agent immunity. The court distinguished between legislative enactment and enforcement of the
challenged amendment to Alabama’s deferred compensation plan.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Board members established a clear legal right to dismissal of the claims for injunctive relief
based on absolute legislative immunity.

2. Whether Alabama Constitution article I, § 14 barred the claims for injunctive relief against the Board
members in their official capacities.

3. Whether State-agent immunity under Ex parte Cranman required dismissal of the remaining injunctive-
relief claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The Board members did not establish a clear legal right to absolute legislative immunity from claims
seeking to enjoin enforcement of the amendment.

2. Section 14 did not bar the claims for injunctive relief because an action may be maintained against a
state official acting beyond the scope of authority or illegally.

3. State-agent immunity did not require dismissal of the injunctive-relief claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A writ of mandamus is a drastic and extraordinary writ that will issue to compel a summary judgment on
immunity grounds only upon a showing of a clear legal right in the petitioner to the immunity sought.” (471-
472)

“In summary, the members have failed to establish a clear legal right to immunity under any of their espoused
theories. Thus, they have not demonstrated that they are entitled to a writ of mandamus.” (474)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Alabama State Personnel Board adopted and administered a deferred-compensation plan under Ala. Code
1975, § 36-26-14. After participants filed a class action alleging that the ASEA and PEBCO received
unauthorized payments connected with the plan, the Board adopted a retroactive amendment prohibiting
interested persons from receiving plan-related compensation and imposing liability for prohibited transactions.
The ASEA and PEBCO sued the Board members and sought injunctive relief against enforcement of the
amendment and further interference with their contractual, property, and business rights.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Alabama State Employees Association and PEBCO sued members of the State Personnel Board in the
Montgomery Circuit Court after the Board adopted an amendment affecting the administration of a state
deferred-compensation plan. The circuit court dismissed all claims except those seeking injunctive relief. The
members sought mandamus relief from the Supreme Court of Alabama, which denied the petition.
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