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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE CITY OF ST. LOUIS 
STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
STATE OF MISSOURI, EX INF.  ) 
CATHERINE L. HANAWAY,   ) 
ATTORNEY GENERAL,   ) 
       ) 

 Relator,  ) 
       ) 
 v.      ) Case No. 2522-CC01380 
       ) 
ALFRED MONTGOMERY,   ) Div. 17 
       ) 

Respondent. ) 

The State of Missouri’s First Supplemental Pleading 

The State of Missouri, on the personal information of the Attorney 

General, files this supplemental pleading, pursuant to Rule 55.33(d), adding 

an additional count to its action to permanently remove Respondent Alfred 

Montgomery from the office of Sheriff of the City of St. Louis.1 

  

                                              
1 The State’s supplemental pleading supplements the State’s original 

petition and it does not replace or supersede it. Langston v. Mo. Bd. of Prob. & 
Parole, 325 S.W.3d 562, 565 (Mo. App. 2010) (finding that the abandonment 
rule does not apply to a supplemental pleading when the pleading “clearly and 
expressly refers to the original petition” and “clearly reflects a desire to 
supplement, and not to replace, the prior petition”). To avoid any confusion, 
the State intends to proceed on Counts II through VI as included in the 
original petition and on Count VII in this supplemental pleading.  
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Count VII 

VII.  Respondent has violated § 106.220 by failing to personally devote 
his time to the performance of the duties of the office of the 
sheriff of the City of St. Louis, and has thus forfeited his office. 

430. Relator re-alleges all previous allegations in the initial petition as 

if set forth herein. 

431. “Any person elected or appointed to any county, city, town or 

township office in this state, except such officers as may be subject to removal 

by impeachment, who shall fail personally to devote his time to the 

performance of the duties of such office . . . shall thereby forfeit his office, and 

may be removed therefrom in the manner provided in sections 106.230 to 

106.290.” § 106.220, RSMo. 

432. On or about August 27, 2025, a federal grand jury voted to indict 

Respondent on one misdemeanor offense of deprivation of rights under color of 

law under 18 U.S.C. § 242. Ex. 1 (August 27, 2025 Indictment). 

433. On or about October 8, 2025, a federal grand jury voted to indict 

Respondent on five felony offenses, including four counts of witness retaliation 

under 18 U.S.C. § 1513(e), and one count of witness tampering under 18 U.S.C. 

§ 1512(b)(2). Ex. 2 (October 8, 2025 Superseding Indictment). 

434. In support of these new felony charges, the federal government 

alleged, inter alia:  

13. Following the February 14, 2025 detention of T.R., the 
SLMPD [St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department] publicly 
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announced on February 17, 2025 that the investigation into the 
detention of T.R. had been referred to the FBI. 

14. Thereafter, the FBI commenced an investigation into 
the February 14, 2025, detention of T.R. that included 
interviewing witnesses and initiating a federal grand jury 
investigation. 

15. On or about May 8, 2025, the SLSO [Sheriff’s Office of 
the City of St. Louis] retained counsel to represent SLSO 
employees relative to the FBI and grand jury investigation. On or 
about May 13, 2025, SLSO employees T.S.1, T.S.2, and L.S. were 
served with federal grand jury subpoenas to appear before the 
grand jury on May 21, 2025. 

16. On June 25, 2025, the Missouri Attorney General’s 
Office (hereinafter referred to as “AGO”) filed a Quo Warranto 
petition for the removal of MONTGOMERY as the sheriff of the 
City of St. Louis and initiated the discovery process. 

17. On or about July 29, 2025, MONTGOMERY demoted 
W.H. from lieutenant to sergeant. 

18. During the discovery process in the Quo Warranto 
action, several depositions were taken, the witnesses included 
T.S.1, T.S.2, L.S., and W.H., among others, who are or were 
employees of the SLSO. Attorneys for the SLSO and AGO were 
present for the depositions. The depositions began on or about 
August 25, 2025. 

19. On or about the afternoon of August 28, 2025, 
MONTGOMERY promoted W.H. back to lieutenant. 

20. On or about September 5, 2025, in a recorded phone 
call with a SLSO employee, MONTGOMERY stated, “[W.H.] ain’t 
have shit to do with it. We read the depositions. I thought it was 
[W.H.], that’s why I put [W.H.] back in his place, that’s why I 
demoted him at first, cause mother fuckers made it seem like it 
was . . . and they made it seem like it was [W.H.].” 

21. MONTGOMERY subsequently told another 
employee of the SLSO “I’m glad I promoted [W.H.] before his depo,” 
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which began on September 4, 2025, and concluded on September 
10, 2025. 

22. In the September 5, 2025 recorded phone call, 
MONTGOMERY further stated that “[L.S., T.S.2, T.S.1] been 
playing fucking games since day one. [L.S., T.S.2, and T.S.1] the 
ones been telling the feds all type of shit . . . We got it on record, 
the depositions, [L.S., T.S.2, and T.S.1] statements to the FBI, all 
the shit [L.S., T.S.2, and T.S.1]  been telling them people . . . It’s 
been the motherfuckers the whole fucking time . . . I’m sick of this 
shit and I’m sick of these snake motherfuckers . . . [T.S.1, L.S., and 
T.S.2] gotta go . . . [T.S.1, L.S., and T.S.2] definitely gotta go . . . I 
don’t have to take this shit, I’m the fucking sheriff. I say it’s either 
done or it ain’t. I don’t have to tolerate this shit. You work for the 
pleasure of me. I brought you in this mother fucker, I will move 
you up out this mother fucker.” 

23. On or about September 6, 2025, MONTGOMERY told 
SLSO employees working security at the Courthouse that T.S.1, 
T.S.2, and L.S. were not to be allowed in the Courthouse, a public 
building. When later confronted, MONTGOMERY retracted that 
statement. 

24. On or about September 8, 2025, T.S.2 received an 
email that he was being placed on unpaid administrative leave for 
insubordination yet was not provided any details in response to his 
requests. Following a subsequent meeting convened at T.S.2’s 
insistence a week later, T.S.2 was told he could return to work. 

Ex. 2 at 3–5. 

435. On or about October 9, 2025, the United States District Court for 

the Eastern District of Missouri ordered Respondent to “participate in the 

Home Incarceration Location Monitoring Program” and directed him “to 24-

hour-a-day lock-down at his residence except for medical necessities, court 

appearances, and attorney meetings as directed by the Pretrial Services 

Office.” Ex. 3 (October 9, 2025 Order) ¶ 1. 
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436. On or about October 14, 2025, the United States District Court for 

the Eastern District of Missouri held a bond revocation hearing related to 

Respondent’s federal criminal case. Ex. 4 (October 14, 2025 Order of Detention) 

at 1 ¶ 1. 

437. At the bond revocation hearing, the United States District Court 

for the Eastern District of Missouri found there was “probable cause to believe 

that [Respondent] has committed a Federal, State, or local crime while on 

release,” “there is no condition or combination of conditions of release that will 

assure that [Respondent] will not flee or pose a danger to the safety of any 

other person or the community,” and Respondent “is unlikely to abide by any 

condition or combination of conditions of release.” Ex. 4 at 2. 

438. The United States District Court for the Eastern District of 

Missouri “found particularly relevant the government’s proffer of evidence 

that, after release, [Respondent] obtained a phone [“(referred to as a ‘burner 

phone’”] that was not disclosed to Pretrial Services, and that the undisclosed 

phone was used relative to some of the new offense conduct, as alleged in 

paragraph 22 of the Superseding Indictment.” Ex. 4 at 2. 

439. The United States District Court for the Eastern District of 

Missouri directed Respondent “be committed to the custody of the Attorney 

General [of the United States] for confinement in a corrections facility 
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separate, to the extent practicable, from persons awaiting or serving sentences 

or being held in custody pending appeal . . . . ” Ex. 4 at 3. 

440. The United States District Court for the Eastern District of 

Missouri remanded Respondent “into the custody of the United States 

Marshal.” Ex. 4 at 3. 

441. On information and belief, since October 14, 2025, Respondent has 

not been physically present in the St. Louis City Sheriff’s Department. 

442. Currently, Respondent is in jail in Perry County, Illinois. 

443. On information and belief, the date and time, if there is one, when 

Respondent will no longer be in the custody of a jail or prison is indefinite. 

444. Since October 14, 2025, Respondent has failed to personally devote 

his time to the performance of the duties of the office of the sheriff of the City 

of St. Louis. § 106.220, RSMo; see State v. Yager, 157 S.W. 557, 561 (Mo. Div. 

2 1913); State ex Inf. Taylor v. Cumpton, 240 S.W.2d 877, 883–86 (Mo. banc. 

1951), overruled in irrelevant part by State ex inf. Dalton v. Mosley, 3286 

S.W.2d 721 (Mo. banc. 1956). 

445. While his incarceration continues, Respondent will continue to fail 

to personally devote his time to the performance of the duties of the office of 

the sheriff of the City of St. Louis. 

446. For the reasons set forth above, Respondent has forfeited his office. 
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Prayer for Relief  

447. To the extent relevant at this stage of the case, Relator specifically 

re-alleges paragraphs 420 through 429 of the State’s initial petition.  

448. At the conclusion of the case, the Court should issue a permanent 

writ of quo warranto against Respondent removing him from office, for all 

taxable costs, and for such other relief as this Court deems proper. 

§§ 106.270.1, 106.290, 531.050. 
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Conclusion 

WHEREFORE, Relator prays for a permanent writ of quo warranto 

against Respondent removing him from office, for all taxable court costs, and 

for such other relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

      Respectfully submitted, 

CATHERINE L. HANAWAY 
Attorney General                                   

 
/s/ Casey Campbell   
Assistant Attorney General 
Missouri Bar #74595 
 
/s/ Gabriela M. Gonzalez                     
Assistant Attorney General 
Missouri Bar #75576 
 
/s/ Caleb Rutledge    
Assistant Attorney General 
Missouri Bar #74820 
 
/s/ Kate Whitaker     
Assistant Attorney General  
Missouri Bar #76802 
 
/s/ Connor P. McDonough  
Assistant Attorney General 
Missouri Bar #78099 
 

 
/s/ Shaun Mackelprang    
Deputy Attorney General   
Missouri Bar #49627 
 
/s/ Andrew J. Clarke   
Assistant Attorney General 
Missouri Bar #71264 
 
/s/ Gregory M. Goodwin    
Chief Counsel, 
Public Protection Section 
Missouri Bar #65929 
P.O. Box 899 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
(573) 751-7017 
(573) 751-2096 Fax 
gregory.goodwin@ago.mo.gov 
 
Attorneys for Relator
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Certificate of Service 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing, and any 

attached exhibit, was electronically filed using the Case.net system on 

November 6, 2025. All counsel of record should receive service by operation of 

the Case.net system. 

/s/ Caleb Rutledge    
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