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SUMMARY

The Alabama Supreme Court reviewed an interlocutory appeal involving personal-injury claims
against the City of Homewood and a municipal police officer. The court held that the municipal-
liability damages cap applied to claims against Homewood and the officer in his official capacity, but
did not automatically cap claims against the officer in his individual capacity. It also held that the
availability of State-agent immunity is ultimately a legal question for the court, although disputed
underlying facts may require a jury determination, and remanded for the trial court to address the
immunity issue.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Roy could maintain a direct claim against Suttles in his individual capacity even though she
conceded that the conduct occurred within the line and scope of his employment as a Homewood police
officer.

2. Whether Alabama's statutory damages cap limited recovery against Suttles in his individual capacity, as
well as against Homewood and Suttles in his official capacity.

3. Whether the availability of State-agent immunity under Ex parte Cranman and its progeny is a question
of law for the court or a question of fact for the jury, and whether the record established Suttles's
entitlement to immunity.

HOLDINGS

1. Roy could state a cognizable direct claim against Suttles in his individual capacity notwithstanding her
concession that the alleged conduct occurred in the line and scope of his employment. Municipal peace
officers are protected by State-agent immunity under Ala. Code § 6-5-338(a) and the Cranman
framework, not by the blanket State immunity afforded to sheriffs under article I, § 14 of the Alabama
Constitution.

2. The $100,000 statutory cap applies to recovery against Homewood and to claims against Suttles in his
official capacity, but it does not automatically apply to a claim against Suttles in his individual capacity.
The defendants failed to establish that the individual-capacity claim could be treated as an official-
capacity claim subject to the cap.

3. The availability of State-agent immunity is ultimately a question of law for the court, although disputed
material facts relevant to immunity may require determination by a jury. The trial court therefore erred
to the extent it held that the jury, rather than the court, would decide whether Suttles was entitled to
State-agent immunity. The issue was remanded for the trial court to determine whether Suttles's
summary-judgment motion established his entitlement to immunity.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The existence of a genuine issue of material fact may require a factual issue to be determined by a jury,
“under appropriate instructions from the trial court,” Blackwood, 936 So.2d at 507, but the availability of
State-agent immunity is ultimately a question of law to be determined by the court.” (100)

“A claim against an employee in his or her individual capacity, however, does not seek to recover damages
from the governmental entity.” (99)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



In May 2006, Roy was walking across an intersection in Homewood while police officers directed traffic for a
Torch Run fundraising event. Roy alleged that an officer permitted her to cross and that Suttles then struck her
while driving a motorcycle at a high rate of speed and performing traffic-control maneuvers. Roy suffered
numerous injuries and sued Homewood and Suttles in his official and individual capacities.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Roy sued Homewood and Suttles, in both his official and individual capacities, for injuries allegedly caused
when Suttles struck her with a motorcycle while directing traffic during a Torch Run event. The trial court
capped Homewood's liability at $100,000, denied summary judgment seeking to apply that cap to Suttles in his
individual capacity, and stated that genuine issues of fact existed regarding Suttles's liability and immunity. The
trial court certified the order for interlocutory appeal, and the Supreme Court of Alabama granted permission to
appeal.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The trial court must determine whether Suttles's summary-judgment motion and the record establish that he is
entitled to State-agent immunity under Cranman and its progeny. The denial of summary judgment on the
individual-capacity claims was affirmed, while the ruling that the jury would decide the availability of immunity
was reversed.
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