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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Alabama denied a petition for a writ of mandamus seeking review of the denial
of co-employees' summary-judgment motion based on workers' compensation immunity. The special
concurrence discussed whether an employer that substantially modifies equipment may qualify as the
machine's manufacturer under Ala. Code § 25-5-11(c)(2), and whether Alabama precedent has
improperly expanded the meaning of safety-device removal and the statute's willful-and-intentional
mens rea requirement. The concurrence concluded that these issues were not suitable for resolution at
the mandamus stage.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The defendants petitioned for a writ of mandamus challenging the
Jefferson Circuit Court's denial of their summary-judgment motion
based on alleged immunity under Alabama's workers' compensation
laws.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Mandamus requires a clear legal right to the requested order, an
imperative duty accompanied by refusal to perform it, no other
adequate remedy, and properly invoked jurisdiction. Review of a
denial of summary judgment is de novo, with the record viewed in the
light most favorable to the nonmovant and reasonable doubts resolved
against the movant. On a mandamus petition challenging denial of
summary judgment on immunity grounds, review is confined to
immunity.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published; per curiam petition denied without opinion. The substantive
statutory analysis is contained in a special concurrence and is not a
binding merits holding.
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remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the defendants established a clear legal right to mandamus relief from the denial of summary
judgment based on coemployee immunity under Ala. Code § 25-5-53.

2. Whether the record and procedural posture permitted the Supreme Court to decide whether AMICO
became the machine's manufacturer through substantial modifications.

3. Whether the Supreme Court should reconsider Alabama precedent interpreting removal, willful and
intentional conduct, and knowledge under Ala. Code § 25-5-11(c)(2).

HOLDINGS

1. The petition for a writ of mandamus was denied.

2. The denial of mandamus did not decide whether AMICO became the manufacturer through substantial
modifications or whether sufficient evidence existed for a jury to determine that issue.

3. The court did not reach or resolve whether existing precedent's interpretations of removal, willful and
intentional conduct, or knowledge are consistent with the statute.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A petitioner seeking the drastic and extraordinary remedy of a writ of mandamus must demonstrate all four
of the following to warrant the issuance of a writ” (7)

“The parties deserve due process and thus deserve an opportunity to (1) know what the arguments and
evidence against them are and (2) be able to respond to those arguments and evidence.” (11)

“That reading blurs the statute's distinction between intentional conduct and ordinary negligence, and it risks
converting a narrow exception into a broad one.” (20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Gary Jackson was injured at an Alabama Metal Industries Corporation facility when his hand entered a leveler
machine, resulting in the loss of three fingers. Jackson alleged that a coworker's willful and intentional removal
of a manufacturer-provided safety guard caused the injury. The machine had originally been purchased used, and
AMICO later added a conveyor belt, funnel, wings, and a safety bar. Jackson obtained workers' compensation
benefits through a settlement and then sued coworkers Mike Griffin, Eddie Pate, and Scott Engle.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Gary Jackson sued three coworkers for injuries sustained when his hand was caught in a leveler machine. After
discovery, the coworkers moved for summary judgment, asserting immunity under the Alabama Workers'
Compensation Act. The Jefferson Circuit Court denied the motion, and the coworkers sought mandamus relief.
The Supreme Court of Alabama denied the petition without an opinion; Justice Cook concurred specially and
explained that the mandamus standard and procedural deficiencies prevented relief at that stage.
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