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THOMPSON, P r e s i d i n g Judge. 

In 2011, the C i t y of Center P o i n t ("the c i t y " ) sought t o 

have the Alabama L e g i s l a t u r e pass an a c t a u t h o r i z i n g the c i t y 

t o use cameras f o r what i t c h a r a c t e r i z e d as "automated c i v i l 

enforcement" of c e r t a i n t r a f f i c v i o l a t i o n s , i n c l u d i n g s peeding 

and f a i l u r e t o stop a t stop l i g h t s or s t o p s i g n s . In 

response, the l e g i s l a t u r e e n a c t e d A c t No. 2011-580, A l a . A c t s 

2011 ( h e r e i n a f t e r "the A c t " ) . S ubsequently, the c i t y ' s c i t y 

c o u n c i l e n a c t e d an o r d i n a n c e i n c o r p o r a t i n g the language of the 

A c t . 1 

1The language of the c i t y ' s o r d i n a n c e i s v i r t u a l l y 
i d e n t i c a l t o t h a t of the A c t ; a l t h o u g h these appeals i n v o l v e 
the p r o p r i e t y of b o t h the A c t and the c i t y ' s o r d i n a n c e , f o r 
the sake of s i m p l i c i t y , we r e f e r t o and c i t e o n l y the A c t i n 
t h i s o p i n i o n . 
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The A c t p r o v i d e s , i n p e r t i n e n t p a r t , t h a t a d r i v e r who 

r e c e i v e s n o t i c e t h a t he or she has v i o l a t e d the A c t may 

c o n t e s t the i m p o s i t i o n of the c i v i l p e n a l t y imposed f o r the 

v i o l a t i o n by s e e k i n g a h e a r i n g b e f o r e an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 

h e a r i n g o f f i c e r a p p o i n t e d by the c i t y ' s mayor. I f the c i t y ' s 

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e h e a r i n g o f f i c e r determines t h a t a v i o l a t i o n of 

the A c t has o c c u r r e d , a d r i v e r who wants t o c h a l l e n g e t h a t 

d e t e r m i n a t i o n may do so by f i l i n g "a p e t i t i o n f o r j u d i c i a l 

r e v i e w t o the D i s t r i c t C ourt of J e f f e r s o n County." § 5 ( I ) , 

A c t No. 2011-580 ( a p p l i c a b l e t o s t o p - l i g h t and s t o p - s i g n 

v i o l a t i o n s ) ; § 1 3 ( I ) , A l a . A c t . No. 2011-580 ( a p p l i c a b l e t o 

e x c e s s i v e - s p e e d v i o l a t i o n s ) . The A c t then s p e c i f i e s t h a t 

" [ t ] h e d i s t r i c t c o u r t s h a l l conduct the a p p e a l i n the same 

manner as the c o u r t hears a s m a l l c l a i m s c i v i l a c t i o n . " § 5 ( I ) 

and § 1 3 ( I ) , A c t No. 2011-580. 2 

2The p e r t i n e n t p o r t i o n s of the A c t p e r t a i n i n g t o the r i g h t 
of a p p e a l under t h a t A c t r e a d as f o l l o w s : 

" ( I ) The d e c i s i o n of the h e a r i n g o f f i c e r s h a l l 
be the f i n a l d e c i s i o n by the c i t y c o u n c i l . A person 
or persons a g g r i e v e d by a d e c i s i o n may f i l e a 
p e t i t i o n f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w t o the D i s t r i c t Court 
of J e f f e r s o n County w i t h i n 30 days a f t e r the date of 
e n t r y of the d e c i s i o n . The d i s t r i c t c o u r t s h a l l 
conduct the a p p e a l i n the same manner as the c o u r t 
hears a s m a l l c l a i m s c i v i l a c t i o n . " 
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In January 2012, the c i t y n o t i f i e d Kenneth Crowder t h a t 

he had v i o l a t e d the A c t by r u n n i n g a s t o p s i g n and t h a t i t was 

i mposing a $100 p e n a l t y f o r t h a t v i o l a t i o n . A l s o i n January 

2012, the c i t y n o t i f i e d R o d e r i c k R e g i n a l d H a r r i s and Matthew 

Thomas D r i y t h a t t h e y had v i o l a t e d the A c t by e x c e e d i n g the 

speed l i m i t and t h a t i t was imposing $100 p e n a l t i e s f o r those 

v i o l a t i o n s . Crowder, H a r r i s , and D r i y ( h e r e i n a f t e r 

c o l l e c t i v e l y r e f e r r e d t o as "the d r i v e r s " ) each c h a l l e n g e d the 

i m p o s i t i o n of the p e n a l t y by r e q u e s t i n g an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 

h e a r i n g . The a d m i n i s t r a t i v e h e a r i n g o f f i c e r u p h e l d the c i t y ' s 

a c c u s a t i o n a g a i n s t each d r i v e r , and he o r d e r e d each d r i v e r t o 

pay the a p p l i c a b l e p e n a l t y imposed by the A c t . 

The d r i v e r s then each t i m e l y f i l e d i n the J e f f e r s o n 

D i s t r i c t Court ("the d i s t r i c t c o u r t " ) a p e t i t i o n f o r j u d i c i a l 

r e v i e w of the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e d e c i s i o n u p h o l d i n g the c i t y ' s 

§ 5 ( I ) , A c t . No. 2011-580. 

" ( I ) The d e c i s i o n of the h e a r i n g o f f i c e r s h a l l 
be the f i n a l d e c i s i o n by the c i t y c o u n c i l f o r 
j u d i c i a l r e v i e w t o the J e f f e r s o n County D i s t r i c t 
C o urt w i t h i n 30 days a f t e r the date of e n t r y of the 
d e c i s i o n . The d i s t r i c t c o u r t s h a l l conduct the 
a p p e a l i n the same manner as the c o u r t hears a s m a l l 
c l a i m s c i v i l a c t i o n . " 

§ 1 3 ( I ) , A c t . No. 2011-580. 
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i m p o s i t i o n of the p e n a l t y . On June 11, 2012, the d i s t r i c t 

c o u r t e n t e r e d an o r d e r i n each of the a c t i o n s , i n which i t 

found t h a t i t l a c k e d s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n over the 

a c t i o n and p u r p o r t e d t o t r a n s f e r the a c t i o n t o the J e f f e r s o n 

C i r c u i t Court ("the t r i a l c o u r t " ) . No p a r t y a p p e a l e d the 

d i s t r i c t c o u r t ' s o r d e r s . 

On August 17, 2012, the t r i a l c o u r t e n t e r e d an i d e n t i c a l 

judgment i n each a c t i o n . In i t s August 17, 2012, judgments, 

the t r i a l c o u r t d e t e r m i n e d t h a t the A c t f a i l e d t o a f f o r d the 

d i s t r i c t c o u r t s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n t o c o n s i d e r the 

d r i v e r s ' p e t i t i o n s f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w , or " a p p e a l s . " The 

c i t y f i l e d a postjudgment motion f o r a l l t h r e e a c t i o n s . On 

November 19, 2012, the t r i a l c o u r t e n t e r e d a postjudgment 

o r d e r i n each a c t i o n . In each o r d e r , the t r i a l c o u r t d e n i e d 

the c i t y ' s postjudgment motion and c l a r i f i e d t h a t i t had 

d e t ermined t h a t the A c t f a i l e d t o v a l i d l y c o n f e r on the 

d i s t r i c t c o u r t the j u r i s d i c t i o n t o c o n s i d e r the d r i v e r s ' 

p e t i t i o n s f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w , or " a p p e a l s . " The c i t y 

a p p e a l e d . The d r i v e r s have not s u b m i t t e d b r i e f s t o t h i s 

c o u r t . We have c o n s o l i d a t e d the appeals f o r the purpose of 

i s s u i n g one o p i n i o n . 
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On a p p e a l , the c i t y argues t h a t the t r i a l c o u r t l a c k e d 

s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n t o c o n s i d e r these a c t i o n s and t o 

e n t e r i t s judgments d e t e r m i n i n g t h a t the A c t d i d not c o n f e r 

s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n over the d r i v e r s ' " a p p e a l s " t o the 

d i s t r i c t c o u r t . 3 The c i t y argues t h a t because the A c t 

p r o v i d e s f o r a p p e a l s by p e r s o n s s u c h as the d r i v e r s i n these 

a c t i o n s t o be brought i n the s m a l l - c l a i m s d i v i s i o n of the 

d i s t r i c t c o u r t , the c i r c u i t c o u r t can e x e r c i s e no j u r i s d i c t i o n 

over the a p p e a l s under the A c t . 

The j u r i s d i c t i o n a l i s s u e s p r e s e n t e d i n these appeals were 

not advanced o r i g i n a l l y by the p a r t i e s i n the c o u r t s below. 

R a t h e r , comments made by the t r i a l c o u r t d u r i n g the h e a r i n g s 

i n the u n d e r l y i n g a c t i o n s i n d i c a t e t h a t d i s t r i c t - c o u r t 

p e r s o n n e l and the d i s t r i c t judge were u n c e r t a i n whether the 

A c t had p r o p e r l y c o n f e r r e d s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n on the 

3The t r i a l c o u r t ' s judgments, i n a d d i t i o n t o d i s m i s s i n g 
the d r i v e r s ' a p p e a l s , i n substance a l s o d e c l a r e i n v a l i d the 
p o r t i o n s of the A c t g o v e r n i n g j u r i s d i c t i o n over p e t i t i o n s f o r 
j u d i c i a l r e v i e w . A c c o r d i n g l y , because the c i t y has an 
i n t e r e s t i n d e f e n d i n g the v a l i d i t y of the p o r t i o n s of the A c t 
t h a t were e f f e c t i v e l y i n v a l i d a t e d by the t r i a l c o u r t ' s 
judgments, we conclude t h a t the c i t y i s s u f f i c i e n t l y a g g r i e v e d 
by the judgments t o have s t a n d i n g i n these a p p e a l s . A l c a z a r  
S h r i n e Temple v. Montgomery Cnty. S h e r i f f ' s Dep't, 868 So. 2d 
1093, 1094 ( A l a . 2003) ("Only a p a r t y p r e j u d i c e d or a g g r i e v e d 
by a judgment can a p p e a l . " ) . 
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d i s t r i c t c o u r t and, t h e r e f o r e , whether the d i s t r i c t c o u r t 

c o u l d p r o p e r l y p r o c e e d t o c o n s i d e r the d r i v e r s ' a p p e a l s . The 

q u e s t i o n r a i s e d by the d i s t r i c t c o u r t , which was l a t e r 

c o n s i d e r e d by the t r i a l c o u r t , was whether the d i s t r i c t c o u r t 

c o u l d , as the A c t d i c t a t e s , t r e a t a p e t i t i o n f o r j u d i c i a l 

r e v i e w of a d e c i s i o n of the c i t y ' s a d m i n i s t r a t i v e h e a r i n g 

o f f i c e r as a s m a l l - c l a i m s a c t i o n . 4 

I n a s s e r t i n g i t s argument t h a t , under the A c t , o n l y the 

d i s t r i c t c o u r t c o u l d p r o p e r l y e x e r c i s e s u b j e c t - m a t t e r 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over a p e t i t i o n f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w of a d e c i s i o n 

of the c i t y ' s h e a r i n g o f f i c e r , the c i t y r e l i e s p r i m a r i l y on 

A r t i c l e V I , § 143 of the Alabama C o n s t i t u t i o n of 1901 (Off. 

Recomp.), which p r o v i d e s : 

"The d i s t r i c t c o u r t s h a l l be a c o u r t of l i m i t e d 
j u r i s d i c t i o n and s h a l l e x e r c i s e u n i f o r m o r i g i n a l 
j u r i s d i c t i o n i n such cases, and w i t h i n such 
g e o g r a p h i c a l b o u n d a r i e s , as s h a l l be p r e s c r i b e d by 
law, p r o v i d e d t h a t the d i s t r i c t c o u r t s h a l l h o l d 
c o u r t i n each county s e a t and a t such o t h e r p l a c e s 
as p r e s c r i b e d by law. The d i s t r i c t c o u r t s h a l l have  
j u r i s d i c t i o n of a l l cases a r i s i n g under o r d i n a n c e s  
of m u n i c i p a l i t i e s i n which t h e r e i s no m u n i c i p a l 

4The t r i a l c o u r t q u e s t i o n e d whether the c i t y had the 
a u t h o r i t y t o a c t as an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e agency by p r o v i d i n g f o r 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e r e v i e w of i t s own d e c i s i o n s . That i s s u e has 
not been p r e s e n t e d t o t h i s c o u r t , and we make no c o n c l u s i o n s 
r e g a r d i n g t h a t i s s u e . 
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c o u r t and s h a l l h o l d c o u r t i n each i n c o r p o r a t e d  
m u n i c i p a l i t y of a p o p u l a t i o n of 1000 or more where  
t h e r e i s no m u n i c i p a l c o u r t a t p l a c e s p r e s c r i b e d by  
law." 

(Emphasis added.) 

I t i s u n d i s p u t e d t h a t the c i t y does not op e r a t e i t s own 

m u n i c i p a l c o u r t . T h e r e f o r e , under A r t . V I , § 143, the 

d i s t r i c t c o u r t e x e r c i s e s o r i g i n a l j u r i s d i c t i o n of a l l cases 

i n v o l v i n g the v i o l a t i o n of the c i t y ' s m u n i c i p a l o r d i n a n c e s . 

The c i t y contends t h a t , i n these cases, the d i s t r i c t c o u r t has 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over the c i v i l a c t i o n s a r i s i n g under the A c t , 

a r g u i n g t h a t § 143 a f f o r d s the d i s t r i c t c o u r t j u r i s d i c t i o n 

over " a l l cases a r i s i n g under o r d i n a n c e s of m u n i c i p a l i t i e s . " 5 

(Emphasis added.) In r e s o l v i n g t h e s e a p p e a l s , t h i s c o u r t 

makes no d e t e r m i n a t i o n r e g a r d i n g whether the d i s t r i c t c o u r t 

may e x e r c i s e c i v i l j u r i s d i c t i o n i n m a t t e r s p e r t a i n i n g t o 

v i o l a t i o n s of c i v i l m u n i c i p a l o r d i n a n c e s . R a t h e r , we assume, 

w i t h o u t d e c i d i n g , t h a t the d i s t r i c t c o u r t c o u l d e x e r c i s e c i v i l 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over a c t i o n s i n v o l v i n g the v i o l a t i o n of c i v i l 

m u n i c i p a l o r d i n a n c e s . 

5 A r t i c l e V I , § 145, A l a . Const. 1901 (Off. Recomp.), and 
§ 12-14-1, A l a . Code 1975, s e t f o r t h the j u r i s d i c t i o n of 
m u n i c i p a l c o u r t s . 
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P r o c e e d i n g under t h a t assumption, we note t h a t , as 

i n d i c a t e d i n note 2, sup r a , the p r o v i s i o n s o f the A c t 

g o v e r n i n g an accused d r i v e r ' s r i g h t t o a p p e a l s p e c i f y t h a t the 

d r i v e r must f i l e a " p e t i t i o n f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w " of the 

h e a r i n g o f f i c e r ' s d e c i s i o n ; the A c t then c h a r a c t e r i z e s such a 

p e t i t i o n f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w as an " a p p e a l " t h a t i s t o be 

t r e a t e d as a s m a l l - c l a i m s a c t i o n i n the d i s t r i c t c o u r t . See 

§ 5 ( I ) , and § 1 3 ( I ) , A c t No. 2011-580. The d i s t r i c t c o u r t 

c o n c l u d e d t h a t i t d i d not have s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n 

over a p e t i t i o n f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w , or an " a p p e a l , " of a 

p u r p o r t e d a d m i n i s t r a t i v e d e c i s i o n of the c i t y . A c c o r d i n g l y , 

on June 11, 2012, the d i s t r i c t c o u r t e n t e r e d i t s o r d e r s 

d e t e r m i n i n g t h a t i t l a c k e d s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n and 

p u r p o r t i n g t o t r a n s f e r the d r i v e r ' s appeals t o the t r a i l 

c o u r t . 

The June 11, 2012, o r d e r s c o n s t i t u t e d d i s m i s s a l s of the 

a c t i o n s i n the d i s t r i c t c o u r t f o r l a c k of s u b j e c t - m a t t e r 

j u r i s d i c t i o n . However, none of the p a r t i e s t o the d i s t r i c t -

c o u r t a c t i o n s f i l e d an appe a l of the June 11, 2012, o r d e r s t o 

the t r i a l c o u r t t o c h a l l e n g e the d i s t r i c t c o u r t ' s 

d e t e r m i n a t i o n t h a t i t l a c k e d j u r i s d i c t i o n t o c o n s i d e r the 
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d r i v e r s ' a p p e a l s . See § 12-12-71, A l a . Code 1975 ( " [ A ] l l 

a p p e als from f i n a l judgments of the d i s t r i c t c o u r t s h a l l be t o 

the c i r c u i t c o u r t f o r t r i a l de novo."). R a t h e r , the d r i v e r s 

and the c i t y proceeded i n the t r i a l c o u r t , a p p a r e n t l y under 

the assumption t h a t the d i s t r i c t c o u r t c o u l d p r o p e r l y t r a n s f e r 

the t h r e e a c t i o n s t o the t r i a l c o u r t . 

In f a c t , a d i s t r i c t c o u r t may t r a n s f e r an a c t i o n t h a t i t 

determines i s not w i t h i n i t s j u r i s d i c t i o n b u t , r a t h e r , i s 

w i t h i n the j u r i s d i c t i o n of the c i r c u i t c o u r t : 

" I f a case f i l e d i n the c i r c u i t c o u r t i s w i t h i n 
the e x c l u s i v e j u r i s d i c t i o n of a d i s t r i c t c o u r t or a 
case f i l e d i n the d i s t r i c t c o u r t i s w i t h i n the 
e x c l u s i v e j u r i s d i c t i o n of the c i r c u i t c o u r t , the 
c i r c u i t c l e r k or a judge of the c o u r t where the case 
was f i l e d s h a l l t r a n s f e r the case t o the docket of 
the a p p r o p r i a t e c o u r t , and the c l e r k s h a l l make such 
c o s t and docket fee adjustments as may be r e q u i r e d 
and t r a n s f e r a l l case r e c o r d s . " 

§ 12-11-9, A l a . Code 1975. The requirement t h a t a d i s t r i c t 

c o u r t t r a n s f e r an a c t i o n w i t h i n the j u r i s d i c t i o n of the 

c i r c u i t c o u r t i s j u r i s d i c t i o n a l . § 12-11-9. However, f o r a 

d i s t r i c t - c o u r t o r d e r t r a n s f e r r i n g an a c t i o n t o the c i r c u i t 

c o u r t t o be e f f e c t i v e , the c i r c u i t c o u r t must have e x c l u s i v e 

s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n over the a c t i o n . A l e x a n d e r v.  

Hawk, [Ms. 2120461, Aug. 9, 2013] So. 3d , ( A l a . 
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C i v . App. 2013) ( h o l d i n g t h a t , when the d i s t r i c t c o u r t 

i m p r o p e r l y p u r p o r t e d t o t r a n s f e r t o the c i r c u i t c o u r t an 

a c t i o n over which the c i r c u i t c o u r t l a c k e d s u b j e c t - m a t t e r 

j u r i s d i c t i o n , the c i r c u i t c o u r t was w i t h o u t j u r i s d i c t i o n t o 

e n t e r i t s judgment, which was v o i d , and d i s m i s s i n g the appeal 

from t h a t v o i d judgment); Darby v. S c h l e y , 8 So. 3d 1011, 1014 

( A l a . C i v . App. 2008) ( h o l d i n g t h a t , because the c i r c u i t c o u r t 

d i d not have s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n over the u n l a w f u l -

d e t a i n e r a c t i o n , the d i s t r i c t c o u r t ' s " u n a u t h o r i z e d t r a n s f e r " 

of the a c t i o n " c o u l d not t r a n s f e r j u r i s d i c t i o n over t h a t 

a c t i o n t o t h e " c i r c u i t c o u r t ) ; c f . Ex p a r t e Smith, 438 So. 2d 

766, 767-68 ( A l a . 1983) ( h o l d i n g t h a t , when the d i s t r i c t c o u r t 

d i s m i s s e d , r a t h e r than t r a n s f e r r e d , a case not w i t h i n i t s 

j u r i s d i c t i o n and a p a r t y a p pealed t h a t d i s m i s s a l , the c i r c u i t 

c o u r t c o u l d c o n s i d e r o n l y the p r o p r i e t y of the d i s m i s s a l on 

a p p e a l , and d e t e r m i n i n g t h a t the c i r c u i t c o u r t l a c k e d 

j u r i s d i c t i o n on appea l t o c o n s i d e r the m e r i t s of the a c t i o n ) . 

Thus, t h i s c o u r t must determine whether the t r i a l c o u r t c o u l d 

e x e r c i s e s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n over the d r i v e r s ' 

p e t i t i o n s f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w i n o r d e r t o determine whether 
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the d i s t r i c t c o u r t c o u l d v a l i d l y t r a n s f e r the d r i v e r s ' a c t i o n s 

t o the t r i a l c o u r t . 

A c i r c u i t c o u r t e x e r c i s e s g e n e r a l j u r i s d i c t i o n over a l l 

a c t i o n s u n l e s s j u r i s d i c t i o n i s s p e c i f i c a l l y l i m i t e d t o another 

c o u r t by o t h e r law. A r t . V I , § 142, A l a . Const. 1901 (Off. 

Recomp.). "[W]hether a c i r c u i t c o u r t has s u b j e c t - m a t t e r 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over a case i s determined by i n q u i r i n g as t o 

whether the c i r c u i t c o u r t has the r e q u i s i t e c o n s t i t u t i o n a l or 

s t a t u t o r y a u t h o r i t y over the case." Ex p a r t e C o l l i n s , 84 So. 

3d 48, 52 ( A l a . 2010). 

The c i t y argues, r e l y i n g s o l e l y on the language of the 

A c t , t h a t the t r i a l c o u r t l a c k e d j u r i s d i c t i o n over the 

d r i v e r s ' a p p e a l s . We agree t h a t n o t h i n g i n the A c t , the 

s t a t u t e g o v e r n i n g these a p p e a l s , a f f o r d s the t r i a l c o u r t 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over the p e t i t i o n s f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w , or 

" a p p e a l s , " f i l e d by the d r i v e r s . The A c t c l e a r l y s p e c i f i e s 

t h a t a p p e l l a t e r e v i e w of the c i t y ' s d e c i s i o n i s i n the 

d i s t r i c t c o u r t . Thus, the A c t p u r p o r t s t o l i m i t the 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over a p p e a l s of d e c i s i o n s of the c i t y t o the 

d i s t r i c t c o u r t , and, t h e r e f o r e , the t r i a l c o u r t does not have 

g e n e r a l j u r i s d i c t i o n under A r t . V I , § 142. A c c o r d i n g l y , we 
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conclude t h a t the t r i a l c o u r t d i d not have g e n e r a l 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over the i s s u e s r a i s e d i n the d r i v e r s ' p e t i t i o n s 

f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w , or a p p e a l s , of the c i t y ' s h e a r i n g 

o f f i c e r ' s d e c i s i o n s . 

A l s o , the d r i v e r s ' p e t i t i o n s f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w may not 

be c o n s i d e r e d t o be common-law p e t i t i o n s f o r the w r i t of 

c e r t i o r a r i t h a t c o u l d be p r o p e r l y t r a n s f e r r e d t o and 

c o n s i d e r e d by the t r i a l c o u r t . A p a r t y h a v i n g a r i g h t t o 

ap p e a l may not seek a p p e l l a t e r e v i e w by way of a common-law 

p e t i t i o n f o r a w r i t of c e r t i o r a r i . Reed v. White, 80 So. 3d 

949, 952 ( A l a . C i v . App. 2011) ("Because § 36-26-27[, A l a . 

Code 1975,] p r o v i d e d White a s t a t u t o r y r i g h t t o appea l t h [ e ] 

d e c i s i o n , she c o u l d not cir c u m v e n t t h a t procedure by f i l i n g a 

p e t i t i o n f o r a common-law w r i t of c e r t i o r a r i . " ) . The language 

of the A c t a f f o r d s the d r i v e r s a method of o b t a i n i n g r e v i e w of 

the c i t y ' s d e c i s i o n s . A c c o r d i n g l y , t h i s c o u r t d e c l i n e s t o 

t r e a t the d r i v e r s ' a p peals as p e t i t i o n s f o r a common-law w r i t 

of c e r t i o r a r i t h a t c o u l d be hear d i n the t r i a l c o u r t . No 

o t h e r b a s i s f o r j u r i s d i c t i o n i n the t r i a l c o u r t i s apparent. 

We h o l d t h a t the d i s t r i c t c o u r t ' s p u r p o r t e d t r a n s f e r s of 

the d r i v e r s ' p e t i t i o n s f o r j u d i c i a l r e v i e w were w i t h o u t e f f e c t 
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because the t r i a l c o u r t c o u l d not e x e r c i s e e x c l u s i v e o r i g i n a l 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over those p e t i t i o n s , or a p p e a l s . A c c o r d i n g l y , 

because n e i t h e r the d r i v e r s nor the c i t y f i l e d a ppeals t o the 

t r i a l c o u r t from the d i s t r i c t c o u r t ' s June 11, 2012, o r d e r s 

d e t e r m i n i n g t h a t i t l a c k e d s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n over 

the d r i v e r s ' p e t i t i o n s , the t r i a l c o u r t never o b t a i n e d 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over those a c t i o n s . A l e x a n d e r v. Hawk, supr a ; 

Darby v. S c h l e y , s u p r a . The t r i a l c o u r t was w i t h o u t 

j u r i s d i c t i o n t o e n t e r i t s August 17, 2012, judgments i n these 

a c t i o n s . A c c o r d i n g l y , those judgments are v o i d , and the 

appeals are due t o be d i s m i s s e d . See Vann v. Cook, 989 So. 2d 

556, 559 ( A l a . C i v . App. 2008) ("A judgment e n t e r e d by a c o u r t 

l a c k i n g s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n i s a b s o l u t e l y v o i d and 

w i l l not support an a p p e a l ; an a p p e l l a t e c o u r t must d i s m i s s an 

attempted a p p e a l from such a judgment."). 

APPEALS DISMISSED. 

P i t t m a n and Donaldson, J J . , concur. 

Thomas and Moore, J J . , concur i n the r e s u l t , w i t h o u t 

w r i t i n g s . 
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