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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Alabama reviews a Jefferson Circuit Court judgment granting a writ of quo
warranto and a permanent injunction that removed three Lipscomb city council members for allegedly
failing to satisfy statutory residency requirements. The Court concludes that the trial court lacked
subject-matter jurisdiction because the statutory prerequisites for commencing a quo warranto action
were not satisfied, and it reverses and remands. The excerpt addresses the statutory commencement
requirements, including judicial direction or security for costs, as well as related election and

appellate-procedure issues.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court had subject-matter jurisdiction over an informant-initiated quo warranto action

when the relator had not provided the security for costs required by Alabama Code § 6-6-591(b).

2. Whether a bond required under Rule 65(c), Alabama Rules of Civil Procedure, for a temporary

restraining order could satisfy the separate statutory security-for-costs requirement for the quo warranto
action.

3. What disposition was required when the trial court's judgment was entered without subject-matter
jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. Under Alabama Code § 6-6-591(b), a quo warranto action commenced without a circuit judge's direction
must be brought on the information of a person who gives security for the costs of the action, and that
security is a condition precedent to the circuit court's subject-matter jurisdiction.

2. A bond required under Rule 65(c) for a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction does not
satisfy the separate security-for-costs requirement under § 6-6-591(b).

3. Because the trial court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction, its judgment declaring the council seats vacant
and ordering that they be filled was void and had to be reversed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under the plain meaning of § 6-6-591, there are only two alternative methods for commencing a quo
warranto action: (1) at the direction of a circuit-court judge or (2) without the direction of a circuit-court
judge on the information of any person giving security for the costs of the action. No other permissible

methods for commencing a quo warranto action are provided by the statute.” (22)

“The fact that a TRO was granted at the outset of this action does not change the overarching point that
giving security for a quo warranto action is a stand-alone requirement for such an action if it is brought by a
relator in the name of the State, as it was in this case.” (30-31)

“Because the trial court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction over this action, its judgment is void.” (32)
FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Moore, Reed, and Burrell served on the Lipscomb City Council and were sworn into office after the August
2025 municipal election. The election was conducted using a redistricting map that the council members
contended had not been lawfully adopted, and the members were seated in the districts they had previously

represented. Sims filed a quo warranto action alleging that the council members did not reside in their assigned



districts, obtained a temporary restraining order supported by a $1,500 bond, and later obtained a judgment
declaring the seats vacant. The record did not show that Sims provided separate security for costs of the quo

warranto action.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Robin Sims filed an action in the Jefferson Circuit Court seeking quo warranto relief and injunctive relief against
Moore, Reed, and Burrell based on alleged failure to satisfy municipal district residency requirements. The trial
court denied the council members' motion to dismiss, declared their council seats vacant, granted a permanent
injunction, and denied their postjudgment motion. The council members appealed, and the Supreme Court of
Alabama determined that the trial court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction because Sims had not provided the

security for costs required to commence an informant-initiated quo warranto action.
DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The trial court must enter an order vacating its judgment.
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