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SUMMARY

The opinion addresses the effect of the Alabama Supreme Court’s answer to a certified question
concerning Alabama Code § 15-5-30, Alabama’s stop-and-identify statute. The court concludes that
the intervening state-court decision establishes that the defendant officers had at least arguable
probable cause to arrest Michael Jerome Jennings for failing to provide sufficient identifying
information, entitling them to federal qualified immunity and state-agent immunity. The court
therefore grants summary judgment on Jennings’s federal and state false-arrest claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Following the Eleventh Circuit's reversal and remand of summary
judgment and dismissal orders, the district court considered the effect
of the Alabama Supreme Court's answer to a certified question
concerning Alabama's stop-and-identify statute.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is reviewed under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
56; qualified immunity turns on whether the officers had actual or
arguable probable cause and whether the unlawfulness of their conduct
was clearly established at the time. The court also applied Rule 60(b)
(6) and the intervening-change-in-controlling-law exception to the
mandate and law-of-the-case doctrines.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Alabama Supreme Court's answer to the certified question constituted an intervening
change in controlling law permitting the district court to reconsider its prior rulings despite the mandate
rule and law-of-the-case doctrine.

2. Whether, in May 2022, the officers had at least arguable probable cause and were entitled to qualified
immunity for arresting Jennings after he refused to provide sufficient identifying information during a
valid stop under Alabama Code § 15-5-30.

3. Whether the officers and the City of Childersburg were entitled to immunity from Jennings's state-law
false-arrest claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The Alabama Supreme Court's answer to the certified question was an intervening change in controlling
law because the Alabama Supreme Court is the final authority on the interpretation of Alabama statutes.
The district court could therefore reconsider its prior ruling without violating the law-of-the-case
doctrine or mandate rule.

2. The individual officers were entitled to qualified immunity because, in May 2022, it was not clearly
established that arresting Jennings after he refused to provide sufficient identifying information during a
valid stop violated Alabama Code § 15-5-30 or the Constitution. The officers had at least arguable
probable cause, and likely actual probable cause, for the arrest.

3. The individual officers were entitled to Alabama State-agent immunity, and the City of Childersburg was
likewise immune, because the officers had probable cause or at least arguable probable cause to arrest
Jennings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Alabama law is clear -- once an officer has reasonable suspicion to believe that a suspect is committing, has
committed, or is about to commit a felony or other public offense, § 15-5-30 empowers the officer to demand
that the suspect disclose his or her name and address in a format that would allow the officer to affirmatively
identify the suspect.” (*5)

“Either way, the suspect bears the burden to completely identify himself or herself during a valid Terry stop;
thus, failing to provide sufficient identifying information when demanded to do so violates Alabama law.” (*5)

“The officer Defendants are entitled to qualified immunity because it was not clearly established in 2022 that
their conduct violated Alabama law, specifically § 15-5-30.”



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On May 22, 2022, police responded to a 911 call reporting a suspicious person at an elderly couple's home.
Officer Christopher Smith found Jennings, an African American man, watering flowers at the residence;
Jennings said he did not live there but was caring for the property and repeatedly refused to provide his full
name or other identifying information. After Jennings continued walking away and arguing with the officers,
they detained and arrested him, charging him with obstructing governmental operations. The 911 caller later
stated that Jennings lived nearby and was probably watering the flowers, but the officers proceeded with the
arrest.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The district court initially granted summary judgment to the individual officers on qualified-immunity grounds
and dismissed the City of Childersburg from the state-law false-arrest claim. The Eleventh Circuit reversed and
remanded, concluding under Edger v. McCabe that the officers lacked probable cause to arrest Jennings for
refusing to show physical identification. On remand, the district court certified a question concerning Alabama
Code § 15-5-30 to the Alabama Supreme Court, which answered that the statute permits an officer conducting a
valid Terry stop to demand identifying information in a format that affirmatively identifies the suspect. The
district court then applied that intervening state-law decision and again concluded that the officers and City were
immune.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The court concluded that the officer Defendants were entitled to summary judgment on the federal claims and
that the state-law false-arrest claims against the officers and City were barred by immunity. A separate order was
to be entered.
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