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Dear Madam:
A review was conducted on the City of Selma, Dallas County, Alabama, for the period
October 1, 2015 through August 20, 2019, by Examiners Dixie Broadwater, Chris Newton
and Tanesha Richburg. I, Dixie Broadwater, served as Examiner-in-Charge on the
engagement, and under the authority of the Code of Alabama 1975, Section 41-5A-19,
I submit this report to you on the results of the review.

Dixie Broadwater
Examiner of Public Accounts
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary
A review was conducted of the City of Selma, Alabama (the “City”) covering the period of
October 1, 2015 through August 20, 2019 under the authority of the Code of Alabama 1975,
Section 41-5A-12.1. Our review included tests for compliance with applicable State and local
laws, including city ordinances. The following is an overview of areas reviewed, our findings
for each area, and our recommendations.
Internal Controls – We attempted to evaluate internal controls at the City’s offices; however, the
City does not have adequate written policies and procedures in place to ensure the City is
operating effectively, efficiently, and in compliance with applicable laws and regulations. The
following internal control deficiencies were noted:
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Assets owned by the City, both capitalized and non-capitalized, are not being accounted
for.
Asset listings detailing basic information (description, serial number, location, date
purchased, etc.) are not kept up to date.
Documentation to support the expenditure of the City’s funds is not always properly
maintained.
Expenditures are being made without following the City’s processes for approving
transactions and processing payments.
A review of the minutes of the City Council’s meetings did not reflect that claims,
requisitions, and demands are being submitted by the Clerk for the City Council’s
approval.

Expenditures – Based on the results of testing expenditures made by the City, the following
items were noted:
♦

♦
♦
♦
♦

The City Council is not properly executing contracts. The City’s Mayor is charged with
executing all contracts on behalf of the City according to the Code of Alabama 1975,
Section 11-43-83; however, the City Council’s president is executing contracts on behalf
of the City.
The City is not always expending the City’s funds for public purposes.
The City awarded a public works contract to a contractor that is not licensed as a general
contractor in the State of Alabama.
The City expended in excess of $15,000.00 for goods and services without bidding as
required by the Code of Alabama 1975, Section 41-16-50, (commonly referred to as the
Alabama Competitive Bid Law).
The City had multiple instances of noncompliance with the Alabama Public Works Law
as defined in Title 39 of the Code of Alabama 1975, including splitting projects to
circumvent the Public Works requirements; noncompliance with provisions regarding
emergency repairs; and noncompliance with advertising requirements.
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Discretionary Spending – Our review of the discretionary spending by the City Council and the
Mayor revealed the following items:
♦
♦
♦

The City did not comply with its ordinances regarding the approval of discretionary
expenditures made by Councilmembers and the Mayor.
The City did not always expend public funds, even those considered “discretionary”, for
public purposes.
The City did not always expend funds from the Municipal Government Capital
Improvement Fund for capital improvements as required by the Code of Alabama 1975,
Section 11-66-6.

City of Selma Municipal Court/Magistrate’s Office – Our review of the City of Selma’s
Municipal Court and Magistrate’s Office included a review of policies and procedures required
to be in place, a review of the conditions of the Municipal Court/Magistrate’s Office, a test of
case files and E-citations, and review of receipts and disbursements. Our review and testing
revealed the following items:
♦
♦
♦
♦

♦
♦
♦

The City’s Municipal Court does not have written policies and procedures in place for
internal controls over all court records and the responsibilities of court personnel as
required by Rule 43 of the Alabama Rules of Judicial Administration.
Case file documentation is not being properly accounted for or stored in the Magistrate’s
Office of the City.
Documentation of the Municipal Judge’s approval of a change in procedure at the City’s
Municipal Court was not maintained.
The review of E-Citations issued by the City’s Police Department revealed 15.5 percent
of citations issued by officers from October 1, 2017 through September 30, 2018
and 31.3 percent of citations issued by officers from October 1, 2018 through
August 20, 2019 were not sworn to under oath pursuant to Rule 19 of the Alabama Rules
of Judicial Administration resulting in lost revenue for the City.
A review of case files for the City’s Municipal Court indicated not all fines and court
costs are being collected by the Court. A report generated as of August 20, 2019 listed
2,282 cases with balances due of $514,792.45.
Our review of case files revealed money collected by the Magistrate’s Office for
payments on municipal court cases are not properly receipted, not deposited, and not
posted to the defendant’s case.
Our review of daily collections, deposits, and monthly disbursements revealed the City
is not properly disbursing money collected by the City’s Municipal Court to agencies
timely and is not properly reporting all revenues collected.
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We made the following recommendations for the findings noted above:
♦
♦
♦

♦
♦
♦
♦

♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Those charged with management of the City should implement internal control policies
and procedures to ensure the City is operating effectively, efficiently and in compliance
with applicable laws and regulations.
The City Clerk should submit all claims, requisitions, and demands against the City to
the City Council for their approval. After the claims, requisitions and demands are
approved, they should be presented to the City Treasurer for payment.
Contracts executed on behalf of the City should be executed in accordance with the
Code of Alabama 1975, Section 11-43-83. Furthermore, contracts should be signed and
dated by all parties and should be executed before work described in the contract is
performed.
The City should ensure public funds are expended for public purposes and payments
made for goods and/or services are not made until after the goods and/or services are
received by the City.
When awarding contracts, the City Council should ensure contractors are licensed in the
State of Alabama.
The City should implement procedures to ensure that expenditures for goods and
services involving $15,000 or more are competitively bid and documentation is retained
in accordance with the Alabama Competitive Bid Law.
The City should ensure compliance with Title 39 of the Code of Alabama 1975, by not
splitting projects to circumvent the Public Works requirements and by complying with
provisions regarding emergency repairs and advertising requirements on public works
projects.
The City should comply with its ordinances regarding the approval of discretionary
expenditures made by Councilmembers and the Mayor.
The City should always expend public funds, even those considered “discretionary”, for
public purposes.
The City should always expend funds from the Municipal Government Capital
Improvement Fund for capital improvements as required by the Code of Alabama 1975,
Section 11-66-6.
The City’s Municipal Court should establish written policies and procedures regarding
minimum accounting requirements for municipal courts.
The City’s Municipal Court and Magistrate should ensure case files under their
jurisdiction are properly accounted for and stored.
Documentation should be maintained to show a Municipal Judge’s approval for a change
in procedures.
Law enforcement officers issuing tickets should be more diligent in completing required
information in the electronic ticket software. Additionally, law enforcement officers
should acknowledge, under oath, the facts of tickets issued in order for the Municipal
Court to process the ticket and collect the associated court costs and fines.
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♦
♦
♦

The City’s Municipal Court and Magistrate should make every effort to collect all
monies owed to the Court and follow-up on cases where payment plans have not been
followed.
Local officials should ensure receipts are issued for all money received by the City’s
Municipal Court in the Magistrate’s Office; the amounts received are appropriately
applied to a court case; and funds collected are deposited daily.
The City should implement adequate internal control procedures to ensure all amounts
collected by the Municipal Court are collected and disbursed in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations.

For more information on the findings and recommendations, please see the accompanying report.
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Report on the City of Selma
October 1, 2015 through August 20, 2019
AUTHORITY
This report represents the results of a review conducted by the Department of Examiners of
Public Accounts under the authority of the Code of Alabama 1975, Section 41-5A-12.1. This
report contains information obtained from the management, staff and records of the City of
Selma, in addition to information obtained from other sources.
PROFILE OF THE CITY OF SELMA’S GOVERNMENT
The City of Selma was incorporated on December 4, 1820 by the Alabama State Legislature.
The City of Selma (the “City”) is located in Dallas County, Alabama and is the county seat. The
City operates as a mayor and council form of government as prescribed in Title 11, Chapter 43 of
the Code of Alabama 1975.
There are eight Councilmembers in the City representing the eight wards of the City. According
to the City’s Code of Ordinances, Section 2-20(f), the Mayor and President of the city council,
who shall be elected by the whole electorate of the City, shall be a resident and qualified elector
of the City of Selma, and shall reside within the city limits during his or her term of office. The
Code of Alabama 1975, Section 11-43-40(b), allows the President of the Council to vote on all
questions the same as any other member of the Council. The Councilmembers are elected at
each general municipal election, and the members are elected to hold their office for four years.
The Council has all legislative powers and other powers granted to cities and towns except those
powers conferred on some officers by law or ordinance. The Council is required to perform the
duties required by this title and other applicable provisions of law.
Pursuant to the Code of Alabama 1975, Section 11-43-81, the Mayor of the City is the chief
executive officer and has general supervision and control of all other officers and the affairs of
the City, except as otherwise provided. The Mayor has the power to appoint all officers whose
appointment is not otherwise provided for by law.
INTERNAL CONTROLS
During our review of the City, we attempted to evaluate the internal controls in place within the
City’s offices based on the City’s policies and procedures. We determined the City does not
have up-to-date written policies and procedures in place for the Tax Collector’s Office and the
Finance Office which address the City’s current processes. The City’s Code of Ordinances
addresses procedures for the expenditure of discretionary funds, but no other expenditures made
by the City.
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Finding – The management of the City is responsible for establishing internal controls that
ensure the City operates effectively, efficiently and in compliance with applicable laws and
regulations. According to the Code of Alabama 1975, Section 11-43-56, the City Council shall
have the management and control of the finances, all the property, real and personal, belonging
to the City. During our review, we determined the City of Selma did not have written internal
control policies and procedures in place. While the City’s staff was able to describe practices
currently in place, it was found there were no established written procedures for the processing
of non-discretionary expenditure transactions and no written policy in place to require a physical
inventory of the City’s assets be conducted. The following internal control deficiencies were
noted:
♦

Assets owned by the City, both capitalized and non-capitalized, are not being accounted
for. According to management, a complete inventory of the City’s assets has not been
completed in approximately 12 years. According to Income Statements generated from
the City’s General Ledger for our review period, we found the City had expenditures for
assets, both capitalized and non-capitalized. The following table illustrates those
expenditures by fiscal year:
Expenditures for
FY 2017

FY 2016
Expenditure Description:
Fixed Assets - Over $5,000
Non-Fixed Assets - Under $4,000
Total

$1,516,447.65
61,324.91
$1,577,772.56

$1,332,282.73
103,061.50
$1,435,344.23

FY 2018

$1,549,815.88
45,558.60
$1,595,374.48

Total

$4,398,546.26
209,945.01
$4,608,491.27

♦

Asset listings detailing basic information (description, serial number, location, date
purchased, etc.) are not up to date. Interviews with multiple members of the City’s staff,
management and Council, uncovered that a Councilmember purchased lawn care
equipment for use in the Councilmember’s Ward with City funds; however, the
equipment was kept at a private residence. This Councilmember confirmed the Cityowned equipment was used by a citizen for “beautification” of the Ward. It was
disclosed to us that a lawnmower had been stolen during September 2019 and a police
report was provided to show this theft had occurred; however, this piece of equipment
was not included on the City’s inventory according to the City Treasurer.

♦

Documentation to support the expenditure of the City’s funds is not always properly
maintained. Numerous checks and the supporting documentation requested for review
were not made available by the City’s Treasurer’s Office because the documentation
could not be located. Testing of checks and supporting documentation that could be
provided was inadequate and did not include proper documentation. For example, a
purchase order accompanied the check, but no invoice or receipt was provided to support
the payment.
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♦

Expenditures were made without following the City’s processes for approving
transactions and processing payments. According to our interviews with the City’s
management and staff, the City’s process is to write checks twice a month on
the 15th and 30th. Instances were noted where checks to some vendors were often
prepared on the same date as the invoice date and the Finance Department’s approval
date or within a few days. It is unclear why some vendors were continuously written
checks immediately, instead of being paid on the City’s semi-monthly payment cycle.
This practice was outside the normal accounts payable process and other vendors were
not afforded the same treatment.

The absence of an effective internal control system documented with written policies and
procedures can lead to fraud, mismanagement, and the misappropriation of assets within a local
government.
Recommendation – Those charged with management of the City should implement internal
control policies and procedures to ensure the City is operating effectively, efficiently and in
compliance with applicable laws and regulations.
Finding – The Code of Alabama 1975, Section 11-43-101, requires the City’s Clerk submit all
claims, requisitions, and demands against the City to the Council at its next regular meeting for
approval unless already provided for by ordinance or resolution. Once approved by the Council,
the Clerk shall issue warrants to the City’s Treasurer for payment.
A review of the minutes of the City Council’s meetings did not reflect claims, requisitions, and
demands being submitted to the City Council by the City Clerk; furthermore, there was no record
in the minutes of City Council meetings reflecting claims, requisitions, and demands being
approved by the City Council before being sent to the City’s Treasurer for payment.
Recommendation – The City Clerk should submit all claims, requisitions, and demands against
the City to the City Council for their approval at regular meetings unless already provided for by
ordinance or resolution. Only after the claims, requisitions and demands are approved by the
City Council should the City Clerk present them to the City Treasurer for payment.
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EXPENDITURES
Contracts Not Properly Executed
Contracts executed on behalf of the City were reviewed. The City Council adopted
Ordinance #O177-17/18 on September 25, 2018 directing and giving the President of the City
Council authorization to execute contracts on behalf of the City whenever the Mayor is absent,
declines or fails to execute a contract. Pursuant to the Code of Alabama 1975, Section 11-43-83,
the mayor shall execute all contracts on behalf of the City. The adopted City Ordinance appears
to contradict State law.
Results of our review revealed contracts were being signed and executed by the City Council
President rather than the Mayor of the City. It was discovered that some contracts were paid
even though the Mayor refused to sign the contract.
Additionally, it was noted that many of the contracts on file with the Finance Department and
attached to the expenditure documentation were missing required signatures and/or dates,
rendering the contracts incomplete. We also noted that some contracts were executed after work
had been completed based upon submitted invoice dates and dates of contracts.
Finding – The City Council adopted Ordinance #O177-17/18 on September 25, 2018 directing
and giving the President of the City Council authorization to execute contracts on behalf of the
City whenever the Mayor is absent, declines, or fails to execute a contract. Pursuant to the Code
of Alabama 1975, Section 11-43-83, the Mayor shall execute all contracts on behalf of the City.
The adopted city ordinance appears to contradict State law.
Contracts executed on behalf of the City were reviewed and the following items were noted:
♦
♦
♦

Contracts on file in the Finance Office were found to be incomplete as they were missing
signatures and/or dates.
Contracts were found to have been signed and executed by the City Council President
rather than the Mayor of the City.
Contracts were executed after work described in the contract had been completed based
on invoices submitted for payments and dates on contracts.

Recommendation – Contracts executed on behalf of the City should be executed in accordance
with Code of Alabama 1975, Section 11-43-83, should be signed and dated by all parties, and
should be executed before work described in the contract is performed.
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Sample of Expenditures
The City’s expenditures were reviewed for allowability; for compliance with applicable laws and
regulations, including but not limited to, the Alabama Competitive Bid Law and the Alabama
Public Works Law; whether the expenditure was properly approved and paid properly through
City’s accounts payable process; and whether the expenditure had appropriate documentation to
support the purchase.
According to the City’s staff, all expenditures made by the City should be processed through
the City’s Accounts Payable Section of the Finance Department. A purchase order is required
before a department can purchase any item unless the purchase is made by a contract,
for utilities, or for a maintenance agreement. The City’s process, according to interviews
with the City’s Accounts Payable Clerk and the City Clerk, is to write checks twice a month on
the 15th and 30th.
The results of our review revealed numerous issues that resulted in the following:
Finding – The expenditure of public funds by the City is subject to the restrictions contained in
Section 94 of the Constitution of Alabama 1901, as amended, which requires City funds to be
spent for public purposes and prohibits governmental entities from lending credit or granting
public money or a thing of value in aid of, or to any individual, association, or corporation. The
language of Section 94 has been interpreted by the Supreme Court of Alabama to allow the
appropriation of public funds to private groups only when the appropriation is for a public
purpose. To document the public purpose, adequate supporting documentation is required to be
retained by the City to support the expenditures. During the review of expenditures, the
following issues were noted:
♦
♦

There was inadequate documentation provided to support the public purpose of funds
paid to private groups or individuals.
Contracts were paid before services were rendered by paying half of the cost of a project
at the beginning of a project and the remaining half upon completion of the project.

As a result of the items noted above, it appears that the City is not in compliance with Section 94
of the Constitution of Alabama 1901.
Recommendation – The City should ensure public funds are expended in compliance with
restrictions contained in Section 94 of the Constitution of Alabama 1901.
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Finding – The City of Selma made payments totaling $138,000.00 to an unlicensed general
contractor for the demolition of a City-owned building. The City Council approved a resolution
authorizing the award of a contract for the demolition of the building located at 1119 Water
Avenue to this contractor on March 27, 2018 based on a submitted proposal for qualifications
that “met all the selection criteria” according to the City Council’s minutes. The Code of
Alabama 1975, Section 34-8-1(a), defines a general contractor and the type of work that
qualifies as the business of general contracting in the State of Alabama. The Code of Alabama
1975, Section 34-8-6, requires general contractors to include their license number in all
construction contracts, bids and proposals. The contract entered by the City did not include this
information. A search of the State of Alabama’s Licensing Board for Contractors list was
conducted and the contractor who was awarded the demolition contract was not included among
those listed as licensed general contractors in the State of Alabama.
Recommendation – When awarding contracts, the City Council should ensure contractors meet
the qualifications outlined in the Code of Alabama 1975, Section 34-8-1(a) and Section 34-8-6.
Review of Compliance with Alabama Competitive Bid Law
During the review of expenditures described above, vendors were selected for testing based on
whether the amount paid to them exceeded $15,000 and tested to ensure compliance with the
Alabama Competitive Bid Law as prescribed in the Code of Alabama 1975, Title 41. It was
determined that the City did not comply with the Alabama Competitive Bid Law resulting in the
following:
Finding – The Code of Alabama 1975, Section 41-16-50, requires all expenditure of funds of
whatever nature for labor, services, work, or for the purchase of materials, equipment, supplies,
or other personal property involving fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000) or more, made by or on
behalf of the governing bodies of the municipalities of the state shall be made under contractual
agreement entered into by free and open competitive bidding, on sealed bids, to the lowest
responsible bidder. During the review period, the City expended $15,000 or more for goods and
services without properly bidding those goods and services including the following:
♦
♦
♦

Fuel purchases from a single vendor totaling $274,570.17 in fiscal year 2016;
$246,338.81 in fiscal year 2017; and $292,772.03 in fiscal year 2018.
The purchase of a tractor costing $19,951.00 for use with the Recreation Department.
A fireworks and laser light show purchased for $15,000.00 by the Planning and
Development Department.

The City did not have procedures in place to ensure expenditures for goods and services
involving $15,000 or more were competitively bid and to ensure documentation was retained in
accordance with State statute. As a result, the City did not ensure a fair and competitive
purchasing process was followed in the awarding of these contracts.
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Recommendation – The City should implement procedures to ensure expenditures for goods and
services involving $15,000 or more are competitively bid and documentation is retained in
accordance with State statute.
Review of Compliance with Alabama Public Works Law
During the review of expenditures described above, vendors were selected for testing based on
whether the amount paid to them exceeded bid limits and tested to ensure compliance with the
Alabama Public Works Law as prescribed in the Code of Alabama 1975, Title 39. It was
determined that the City had not properly complied with the Public Works Law resulting in the
following findings:
Finding – The Code of Alabama 1975, Section 39-2-2(a), states that “No public work as
defined in this chapter involving a sum in excess of fifty thousand dollars shall be split into
parts involving sums of fifty thousand dollars ($50,000) or less for the purpose of evading
the requirements of this section.” Public Works are defined in the Code of Alabama 1975,
Section 39-2-1, as “The construction, installation, repair, renovation, or maintenance of public
buildings, structures, sewers, waterworks, roads, curbs, gutters, side walls, bridges, docks,
underpasses, and viaducts as well as any other improvement to be constructed, installed,
repaired, renovated, or maintained on public property and to be paid, in whole or in part,
with public funds.” During the review period, the City expended funds in excess of
fifty thousand dollars for public works to be performed on the Riverwalk Amphitheater
(the “Amphitheater”) without advertising for sealed bids. From August 30, 2016 to
March 10, 2017 the City expended $146,400.00 for public works consisting of the following:
♦
♦

♦
♦
♦

Expenditures of $49,950.00 for Dirt Work, Sod, and Irrigation at the Amphitheater with
payments made to “Vendor A” dated August 30, 2016 and September 15, 2016.
Expenditures of $38,500.00 for V-Ditches to drain water off the parking lot and the
Amphitheater seating, installation of black 6 foot fence from the George P. Evans
Building to the gate entrance on Mulberry Street; installation of sprinkler heads
for the new sod that will be installed; installation of sidewalks all the way around the
seating area near the newly installed black fence; and adding three gates: one on each
side of the Amphitheater and the front entrance to “Vendor B” with payments dated on
February 9, 2017 and February 23, 2017.
Expenditures of $48,900.00 for 80-100 loads of dirt at the Amphitheater in order to
make a desirable grade for proper drainage made to “Vendor B” with payments dated
January 26, 2017 and January 31, 2017.
An expenditure of $7,600.00 for cement sidewalk and blinder for fence around
Amphitheater paid to “Vendor B” on February 23, 2017.
An expenditure of $1,450.00 for fence repairs at the Amphitheater made to “Vendor B”
on March 10, 2017.
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Based on review of the minutes, it appears the City awarded projects in amounts just under
thresholds established by the Public Works Law and split costs between projects, to circumvent
the requirements of the Public Works Law. The City's decision to split the project between two
vendors and various payments led to the City’s noncompliance with the Public Works Law.
Recommendation – The City should ensure when expending funds in excess of fifty thousand
dollars for a public works project to be completed that it complies with Title 39 of the Code of
Alabama 1975.
Finding – The Code of Alabama 1975, Section 39-2-2(e), states that “In case of an emergency
affecting public health, safety, or convenience, as declared in writing by the awarding
authority, setting forth the nature of the danger to the public health, safety, or convenience which
would result from delay, contracts may be let to the extent necessary to meet the emergency
without public advertisement. The action and the reasons for the action taken shall immediately
be made public by the awarding authority upon request.” During the review period, the City
expended $70,700.00 for an emergency sewer repair on Crescent Hill Drive at New Covenant
Presbyterian Church and $74,500.00 for an emergency sewer repair on Oak Street without
adhering to requirements established under the Code of Alabama 1975, Title 39. For each of
these projects, the City failed to receive bids from vendors, failed to enter into a contract for the
work to be performed, failed to require the contractor to furnish performance bonds and payment
bonds for the work performed, and failed to provide proof of advertisement releasing claims
against the awarding authority before final payment. The City did not have policies and
procedures in place to ensure emergency bid procedures adhered to the requirements of the
Public Works Law as defined in the Code of Alabama 1975, Title 39. As a result, the City failed
to award projects for emergency sewer repairs in accordance with the Code of Alabama 1975,
Title 39 (known as the “Public Works Law”).
Recommendation – The City should award contracts for public works projects, in excess of
$50,000, in accordance with the Public Works Law as defined in Title 39 of the Code of
Alabama 1975. In the case of emergency repairs, the City should still bid and award projects in
accordance with the Public Works Law as defined in the Code of Alabama 1975, Title 39, as
only the advertising requirements are affected by emergency declarations.
Finding – The Code of Alabama 1975, Section 39-1-1(g), states that for public works contracts
involving less than $50,000.00, the governing body of the contracting agency, in this case the
City of Selma, shall publish notice of the final completion of the contract on the agency's bulletin
board for one week, and shall require the contractor to certify under oath that all bills have been
paid in full. Final settlement with the contractor may be made at any time after the notice has
been posted for one entire week. The City paid vendors to complete repairs and renovations to
multiple City-owned buildings and properties that are considered to be public works but did not
complete the publishing of final completion notices as required before making final payments on
the project.
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Recommendation – The City should comply with advertising requirements prescribed in the
Code of Alabama 1975, Section 39-1-1(g), for public works projects under $50,000.00.
DISCRETIONARY SPENDING
Noncompliance with City Ordinance for Approval of Expenditures
The Selma City Council adopted Ordinance #07-00/01 on January 22, 2001 and amended the
ordinance with Ordinance #08-00/01 on February 26, 2001. Ordinance #07-00/01 states that all
discretionary fund requests must be initiated by completing Form 01-01 and signed by the
elected official and the designee of the organization, school or etc.
This ordinance further states that all requests for discretionary expenditures must be forwarded
to the Finance Director for approval. Upon receiving approval from the Finance Director,
the discretionary expenditures shall be presented to the Council during a work session for
Council's approval. All discretionary expenditures must be voted on by the Council prior
to the organization receiving its requested funds. Each elected official shall forward all
necessary documentation to the Clerk's Office in order to receive his/her request of discretionary
funds. The City Clerk's Office must receive the request (Form 01-01) two days prior to
the 15th or the 30th of each month. Upon receiving the request, the City Clerk's Office, on
the 15th or 30th, will process a check in the amount approved by Council and requested by the
Councilmember.
The review of discretionary expenditures revealed the process was not being followed as
established by the City’s ordinances. There was no evidence of approval of discretionary
spending nor was there any documentation to support the use of “Form 01-01” provided for
review.
Finding – The City Council adopted ordinances that establish procedures regarding discretionary
spending from the City’s general fund. These ordinances set the amount allotted to each
Councilmember based on the City’s budget; state that expenditures should be made in
accordance with Section 94 of the Constitution of Alabama 1901; define the form to be
completed in order to initiate spending; dictate the approvals needed before funds can be
disbursed; and define the timing of the requests, submittals and approvals.
During the review of the City Council’s discretionary spending from the City’s general fund, it
was found the City Council was not following the steps set out in the City’s ordinances. There
were numerous discretionary disbursements made that did not have the public purpose
documented. Additionally, it was found that the discretionary disbursements made were not
approved as required by the City’s ordinances, did not contain documentation on the form
required to be completed for any of the disbursements made during the review period, and there
was no documentation provided to show that disbursements were presented for review at the City
Council’s work sessions to be voted on prior to disbursements being made. Established
procedures were not followed to ensure discretionary spending adhered to the City’s ordinances.
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Recommendation – The City should ensure compliance with its ordinances as they apply to
discretionary spending.
Unallowable Expenditures
The City Council adopted Ordinance #07-00/01 on January 22, 2001 and amended the ordinance
with Ordinance #08-00/01. These ordinances state that each Councilmember shall have
an amount of discretionary funds, depending on the budget and that each Councilmember shall
be held liable individually and personally upon findings that an elected official has violated
Section 94, Alabama Constitution of 1901 or any other law that is contrary to the spending of
each Councilmember.
Finding – The expenditures of public funds by the City are subject to the restrictions contained
in Section 94 of the Constitution of Alabama 1901, as amended. Section 94 prohibits
governmental entities from lending credit or granting public money or a thing of value in aid of,
or to any individual, association, or corporation. The language of Section 94 has been
interpreted by the Supreme Court of Alabama to allow the appropriation of public funds to
private groups only when the appropriation is for a public purpose. The paramount test to
determine what is a public purpose should be whether the expenditure confers a direct public
benefit of a reasonably general character, that is to say, a significant part of the public, as
distinguished from a remote and theoretical benefit. Furthermore, the Attorney General has
issued an opinion regarding the use of public funds, including the following:
♦
♦
♦

The appropriation of City funds for the purpose of awarding scholarships is neither
expressly nor impliedly authorized by the State.
A governing body may charge the expense of meals to the entity when a business
meeting is already “in progress,” there is merely a recess for eating in order for the
meeting to continue, and the meals are incidental to the meeting.
The City cannot use public funds to purchase the meals of employees' guests. The
guests should purchase a ticket to cover the cost of their meals.

A review of a sample of expenditures paid from the City Council's discretionary fund accounts
revealed numerous errors with expenditures of discretionary funds relating to the following:
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

A donation was made to a local church’s building fund.
Donations were made to scholarship funds and organizations that provide scholarship
funds to individuals in Selma.
Funds were used to purchase “couples” tickets to a masquerade ball including
“hors d‘oeuvres and drinks” and the tickets included two complimentary drink tickets
per guest.
Funds were used to pay expenses related to one individual's trip to the Virgin Islands.
Funds were used to reimburse expenses incurred by a Councilman and his guests while
traveling to the Auburn vs. Alabama A&M football game.
Funds were expended for pizza for a Council meeting; however, there was no Council
meeting on the date of the pizza purchase.
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The City failed to provide documentation demonstrating the public purpose of these
expenditures. More specifically, these expenditures did not confer a direct public benefit of a
reasonably general character, that is to say, a significant part of the public, as distinguished from
a remote and theoretical benefit. As a result, it appears that the City Council is not in compliance
with Section 94 of the Constitution of Alabama 1901.
Recommendation – The City should ensure that the expenditure of public funds, even those
made from “discretionary funds”, are made in compliance with Section 94 of the Constitution of
Alabama 1901.
Unallowable Expenditures from Oil and Gas Funds
Based on a review of a sample of expenditures made from the City’s “Alabama Trust
(Oil Lease)” Fund, funds were not always spent in accordance with State laws. Chapter 66 of
Title 11 of the Code of Alabama 1975, states the funds received by each municipality from the
Municipal Government Capital Improvement Fund shall be expended solely for capital
improvements and the renovation of capital improvements determined by the municipal
governing body. Pursuant to Amendment 666, Constitution of Alabama 1901, Capital
Improvements are defined as capital outlay projects that include the planning, designing,
inspecting, purchasing, constructing, reconstructing, improving, repairing or renovating of
permanent buildings, docks, structures, and sites.
The City’s practice for the revenues received from the Municipal Government Capital
Improvement Fund is to divide the amount evenly between the Mayor, City Councilmembers,
and the Council President to be spent at their discretion; however, this does not eliminate the
limitations set by the Code Section mentioned above. The expenditures reviewed revealed there
were expenditures made from the City’s “Alabama Trust (Oil Lease)” Fund, where the revenues
received are maintained, that did not meet the criteria of a capital improvement as defined above.
These expenditures included the purchase of security cameras for a private subdivision, 1,500
pounds of catfish, grass-cutting, bush hogging, and "beautification" of designated areas in certain
wards of the City.
Finding – Our review of expenditures revealed that there were numerous expenditures made
from the City’s “Alabama Trust (Oil Lease)” Fund that did not meet the criteria of a capital
improvement as defined in the Code of Alabama 1975, Section 11-66-6. These expenditures
included:
♦
♦
♦
♦
♦

Two expenditures totaling $12,000.00 for security cameras for a private subdivision;
One expenditure for $2,000.00 for 1,500 pounds of catfish;
Eleven expenditures totaling $39,600.00 for grass-cutting, bush hogging, and
“beautification” of designated areas in certain wards of the City;
Three expenditures for flat-weeding or clearing the riverbank totaling $17,300.00;
Five expenditures totaling $8,150.00 for tree trimming and tree removal.
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Recommendation – The City should ensure that revenues derived from the Municipal
Government Capital Improvement Fund are spent in accordance with the Code of Alabama
1975, Section 11-66-6.
CITY OF SELMA MUNICIPAL COURT/MAGISTRATE’S OFFICE
Policies and Procedures
Finding – Rule 43 of the Alabama Rules of Judicial Administration sets out minimum
accounting requirements for municipal courts. The requirements state the magistrate or the
municipal judge should design a system of internal control over all court records that addresses
the following in writing:
♦
♦
♦

Accounting for all Uniform Traffic Ticket and Complaint (“UTTC”) numbers and
procedures for accounting for all UTTC numbers.
The assignment of case numbers, including the accounting for all cases and their
disposition.
Responsibilities of court personnel and the segregation of duties to the extent possible.
These should include responsibilities related to cash collections, bank deposits, bank
reconciliations, posting to the accounting records, and making disbursements from the
court collections.

We requested a copy of the City Municipal Court's written internal control procedures during our
review. The Chief Magistrate told us that she was unable to find any written policies and
procedures for the Municipal Court.
Recommendation – The City Municipal Court should establish written policies and procedures
to ensure compliance with Rule 43 of the Alabama Rules of Judicial Administration regarding
minimum accounting requirements for municipal courts.
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Condition of Magistrate’s Office
During our site visits to the City’s Municipal Court Magistrate’s office we found that case files
did not appear to be properly numbered or filed as required by Rule 43 of the Alabama Rules of
Judicial Administration.

Boxes of case files, some processed and some
not, were found stored in the Magistrate’s file
room. We, along with the Chief Magistrate and
the Court Clerk, went through some of these
boxes on October 30, 2019 searching for case
files selected for testing. Our testing revealed
numerous cases did not have any follow-up and
still had amounts due in court costs and fines.
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We observed stacks of case file
documentation stored by year in
the Magistrate’s file room.
Case documentation should be
organized by case number not
placed in stacks by year.
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We observed stacks of traffic tickets stored
by year in the Magistrate’s file room. Case
documentation, including traffic tickets,
should be organized by case number not
placed in stacks by year.

19

Report on the City of Selma
October 1, 2015 through August 20, 2019

We observed boxes of case files,
miscellaneous reports, and other
documents stored under desks in
We
the Magistrate’s Office.
searched through these files on
October 30, 2019 with the City’s
Court Clerk in an attempt to locate
some of the case files for testing
purposes.
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We found these boxes of case files and related
documentation from JCS, a contractor used in the past
to assist with the processing of Juvenile Cases,
stacked in the file room at the Magistrate’s Office.
According to the Chief Magistrate, the documentation
contained in these boxes was obtained from JCS, but
it has not been reviewed or filed. She was unsure of
the status of the cases inside the boxes.
The stack of cases at the end of the filing cabinet is
another example of files not properly filed. Our
testing revealed that many of these cases in this room
still had fines and costs due to the City but no
follow-up was being done, so no funds were being
collected.

Finding – Rule 43 of the Alabama Rules of Judicial Administration sets out criteria concerning
the assignment of case numbers and accounting of all cases and their disposition. During our site
visits to the City’s Municipal Court Magistrate’s Office, we found that case files did not appear
to be properly numbered or filed as required. We found that case file documentation was not
properly filed but placed in stacks by year in the file room and was haphazardly stored in boxes
in the file room and under desks in the Magistrate’s Office. We, along with the Chief Magistrate
and the Clerk, went through some of these boxes on October 30, 2019 searching for case files
selected for testing. Our search for case files selected revealed the status of many cases was not
known as there had been no follow-up or review completed on the cases and many still had
amounts due in court costs and fines.
Recommendation – The City of Selma’s Municipal Court and Magistrate should ensure
compliance with Rule 43 of the Alabama Rules of Judicial Administration when accounting for
and storing case files under its jurisdiction.
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Decrease in Revenues
A review of the City’s financial statements for the prior three fiscal years showed a decrease in
the amount of revenue being collected from the City’s Municipal Court. There was a notable
stop/decrease in the amount of funds being collected as cash bonds and the amounts being
collected for restitution.
The explanation from the City’s Presiding Municipal Judge and the Chief Magistrate was that
cash bonds were stopped by the current presiding Municipal Judge when he was appointed.
There was no order written by the Judge, just a memorandum completed by the Chief Magistrate
in June 2018. Testing of case files revealed very little follow-up on cases with payments or
restitution due.
Finding – The Code of Alabama 1975, Section 12-14-51, sets out the powers of magistrates
within the Municipal Courts. Among these duties is the granting of bail in minor cases and
approving bonds upon a municipal judge’s approval. A memorandum from the City’s Chief
Magistrate on June 14, 2018 was issued stating that all cash bonds would be stopped per the
Presiding Municipal Judge’s request. This memorandum was not signed or initialed signifying
any approval from the Municipal Judge and this memorandum was the only document produced
by court officials to support the change in procedure by the City’s Municipal Court.
Recommendation – The City’s Municipal Court’s Chief Magistrate and Presiding Municipal
Judge should ensure documentation to show the Municipal Judge’s approval of certain actions,
when required, is maintained.
Review of E-Citations Downloaded
According to Rule 19 of Alabama Rules of Judicial Administration, concerning Uniform Traffic
infractions, a law enforcement officer issuing an electronic ticket shall without unnecessary
delay, normally within 48 hours, acknowledge under oath the facts alleged therein…. When
tickets are issued by officers and not acknowledged under oath (“sworn to”), the result can be
lost revenue for the City. Reports of E-Citations downloaded from October 1, 2017 through
September 30, 2018 and October 1, 2018 to August 20, 2019 were generated from the City’s
Municipal Court’s computer system. The reports list the citation number that was issued, the
date issued, the date downloaded, issuing officer, the date the citation was sworn to, and the
traffic ticket case number that is created when that citation is sworn to.
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The report generated for the period from October 1, 2017 through September 30, 2018,
listed 1,668 E-Citations issued during this time period for various offenses. Our review of this
report revealed the following:
Total E-Citations issued: 1,668
Status Noted:

% of Total

Not Sworn
Error - Defendant Name
Error - Officer Name
Total

258
131
80
469

15.5%
7.9%
4.8%

The reported generated for the period from October 1, 2018 through August 20, 2019, listed 463
E-Citations issued in this time period for various offenses. Our review of this report revealed the
following:
Total E-Citations issued: 463
Status Noted:

% of Total

Not Sworn
Error - Defendant Name
Error - Officer Name
Error - Invalid Charge
Total

145
66
22
4
237

31.3%
14.3%
4.8%
0.9%

According to the City’s Chief Magistrate, the citations are listed on the report but no case
number was created by the system due to an error related to the defendant’s name, the officer’s
name, or an invalid charge which arises when the officer does not accurately complete the
information required by the E-Citation software causing an error when the citation is
downloaded. It is the officer’s responsibility to correct the error and swear to the ticket. The
errors noted above totaled to 469 citations or 28.1 percent of all citations issued for the period of
October 1, 2017 through September 30, 2018 that were not completed and 237 citations or 51.2
percent of e-citations issued for the period of October 1, 2018 through August 20, 2019 that were
not properly completed.
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According to signage posted at the Selma Municipal Court Magistrate’s Office and
documentation provided to us by the Chief Magistrate, court costs associated with traffic charges
are $147.00; however, this amount does not include the fines that would be associated with each
traffic citation. This amount multiplied by the number of citations not sworn by officers
and those with an error status equals $68,943.00 for the period of October 1, 2017 through
September 30, 2018 and $34,839.00 for the period of October 1, 2018 through August 20, 2019
in lost revenue.
Finding – According to Rule 19 of Alabama Rules of Judicial Administration, concerning
Uniform Traffic infractions, a law enforcement officer issuing an electronic ticket shall without
unnecessary delay, normally within 48 hours, acknowledge under oath the facts alleged
therein…. When tickets are issued by officers and not acknowledged under oath (“sworn to”),
the result can be lost revenue for the City. Additionally, when officers issuing electronic tickets
do not accurately complete the information required by the electronic ticket software it causes an
error when the citation is downloaded by Court officials, resulting in the Court’s inability to set
up a case file for the ticket. It is the officer’s responsibility to correct any errors and swear to the
tickets issued.
During the period of October 1, 2017 through August 20, 2019, there were 706 electronic tickets
that were either not “sworn to” by officers or had errors in the information completed by officers.
Court costs associated with the traffic offense related cases are $147.00 for each case, which
correlates to $103,782 in potential lost revenue due to electronic tickets not being properly sworn
to or errors made by officers when completing information upon issuance of electronic tickets.
Recommendation – Law enforcement officers issuing tickets should take more care in
completing required information in the electronic ticket software. Additionally, law enforcement
officers should acknowledge, under oath, the facts of tickets issued in order for the Court to
process the ticket and collect the associated court costs and fines.
Review of Municipal Court Cases
Cases Dismissed
A review of court cases that were marked in the Municipal Court’s computer system as being
dismissed or still open with balances due was conducted based upon reports generated by the
City’s Municipal Court’s records system.
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The “Cases Dismissed Report” lists Municipal Court cases that have been dismissed for a given
time period, the status of the case, and if there are payments and a balance associated with the
case. Cases selected from these reports and files were reviewed to ensure that those cases that
were dismissed by the Municipal Court were dismissed for a proper reason and with the Judge's
order. We selected fourteen dismissed cases for review and found the following:
♦
♦
♦
♦

Six cases (or 42.8%) could not be located and provided to us for review.
Two of the cases were dismissed because there was never a complaint completed and
turned in by the officer on the case.
Two cases were listed as dismissed but were still open pending final payment being
made; however, there have been no recent payments made on these cases, no warrant
issued, nor any type of follow-up by the Court to collect amounts due to the City.
Four cases were properly dismissed by the Court.

Cases with Balances Due
A “Balances Due Report” lists Municipal Court cases that have a balance as of the date for
which the report is ran. For our review the date selected was August 20, 2019. The report
generated from the City’s Municipal Court’s records system listed 2,282 cases with total
balances due of $514,792.45. We selected forty-four of these cases for review and found the
following:
♦
♦

♦

Nineteen of the cases selected could not be provided by the City’s Municipal Court
Magistrate for review.
Twenty-four of the cases appeared to have balances outstanding simply because there
had been no follow-up with defendants to ensure amounts were collected. Many of these
cases had payment plans documented in the case files. These plans had been agreed
upon by the Court and the defendant, but there does not appear to be a mechanism in
place to ensure these payment plans are adhered to by either party.
One case had been paid in full since the date of the report and the date of the review.

Finding – We conducted testing of the City’s Municipal Court’s case files. Reports of cases
logged in the City’s system were generated to select cases for testing. We found that numerous
cases appeared to have balances outstanding simply because there had been no follow-up with
defendants to ensure amounts were collected. A report generated from the City’s Municipal
Court’s records system listed 2,282 cases with total balances due of $514,792.45. Many of these
cases had payment plans documented in the case files. The payment plans had been agreed upon
by the court and the defendant, but there does not appear to be a mechanism in place to ensure
these payment plans are adhered to by either party.
Recommendation – The City’s Municipal Court and Magistrate should make every effort to
collect all monies owed to the courts and to follow-up on cases where payment plans have not
been followed.
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Other Issues Noted
During our site visit on October 30, 2019, while reviewing Court case files, we found an
unprocessed payment in the middle of a stack of documents. We found a money order stapled to
a bail bond fee transmittal form and an appearance bond.

This document was found while we were
reviewing case files on October 30, 2019.
The defendant’s personal information has
been redacted. The signature at the
bottom is the Chief Magistrate’s which
signifies the receipt of the document.
There is no information about the offense
noted because a case was not set up in the
Court’s system.

The date on the money order
found while we were reviewing
case files in August 30, 2018.
This means this money order
was in the Magistrate’s Office
14 months without being
recorded.
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We advised the Magistrate that she should receipt the payment immediately as the money order
was from August 30, 2018. The Magistrate attempted to do so; however, she could not because
there was no case in the system to record the money to. The current Chief Magistrate’s signature
is on the transmittal form as being the person who received the money order. This is an example
of the Magistrate’s Office not setting up cases properly but still collecting funds as payments. If
payments are collected by the office, and there is no case to apply the payment to, the
Magistrate’s Office and the City are left vulnerable to lost revenues and misappropriation of
funds.
We also observed a stack of unprocessed payments sitting on the Magistrate’s desk.

A Bail Bond Fee Transmittal
form and attached money
order along with other
payments/documents observed
were on the Chief Magistrate’s
desk. The top document has a
date of September 2018,
approximately one year prior
to the photo being taken.

The minimum accounting requirements for Municipal Courts set forth in Rule 43 of the Alabama
Rules of Judicial Administration state that case numbers should be assigned numerically, in
chronological order, in accordance with guidelines from the Administrative Office of Courts.
Cases should be assigned case numbers immediately when arrest information or citations are
presented to the Magistrate or the Municipal Judge for processing. Case numbers should never
be deleted from records or totally removed from the files. Case files that show the style of the
case with initial documentation such as an arrest warrant or a copy of a traffic citation must be
maintained. Municipal Courts with computerized accounting systems are required to maintain
the same information as courts with manual accounting records. All information must be
accounted for and all court action and payments must be shown along with the Magistrate or
Municipal Judge’s orders.
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Finding – A Comment on Rule 28 of the Alabama Rules of Judicial Administration states that
administrative director of courts will assist offices in the development of financial systems, but
the ultimate accountability for the receipt and disbursement of all funds rests with local officials.
Minimum Accounting Requirements for Municipal Courts as stated in Rule 43 of the Alabama
Rules of Judicial Administration describe requirements for the receipting of funds collected and
daily check-up procedures to reconcile receipts to actual amounts collected each day. During our
testing of case files, it was found that receipts were not issued for all funds collected by the
office and funds were not being deposited as required. During our site visit on October 30, 2019,
we found a money order dated August 30, 2018 stapled to a bond transmittal form. This money
order had not been recorded by the Magistrate’s Office and there was no case set up for the
defendant. If the Magistrate’s Office had been properly issuing receipts for funds received in
their office daily and completing daily check-up reconciliation procedures, this would not have
occurred.
Recommendation – Local officials should ensure that receipts are issued for all funds received
by the City’s Municipal Court in the Magistrate’s Office and that the amounts received should be
applied to a court case, and, deposited daily.
Review of Receipts and Disbursements of the City of Selma’s Municipal Court
Daily Collections and Monthly Disbursements
A review of monthly receipts and disbursements from the City’s Municipal Court was
completed. This review included ensuring that receipts issued for amounts collected by the
City’s Municipal Court were properly recorded on the City’s general ledger; that amounts
collected by the City’s Municipal Court were properly deposited into the City’s bank account;
and that amounts collected were properly disbursed to the appropriate entities by the City’s
Finance Department based upon reports prepared by the Court’s staff.
The month of October 2018 was selected for testing. We found the total amounts collected by
the Municipal Court for the month were properly recorded on the City’s general ledger and
deposited into the City’s bank account. The total amount collected, as shown on reports
generated by the Court, and based upon the general ledger was $9,762.50; however, there were
no disbursements made to entities due these funds for this month. The “Monthly Report to State
Treasurer by Municipality” obtained from the Court’s Magistrate showed no amounts due to be
paid out even though receipt reports showed funds were collected.
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Analysis of Collections Due to be Disbursed to Other Entities
The City’s general ledger for accounts used to record collections from the City’s Municipal
Court were reviewed to ensure that all funds collected were properly disbursed to all agencies.
The funds collected by the City’s Municipal Court do not appear to be accurately disbursed to
other agencies as they are collected. An analysis of the general ledger showed balances owed to
agencies from the City at the end of the fiscal period as well as funds owed from agencies to the
City due to errors being recorded in the general ledger. The following items were noted in the
analysis:
♦

♦

♦

There was a reclassification of $50,075.22 recorded on September 30, 2016 to the City
Portion Fair Trial Tax revenue. Based on our review, this amount is a culmination of
Fair Trial Tax revenue collections that should be payable to the State of Alabama;
however, it was reclassified on the City’s books to a local revenue account. This should
not be necessary since the City's portion of Fair Trial Tax should be recorded in the
“Court Costs (GF use only)” account when the original amounts are collected and posted
to the general ledger from the Magistrate’s daily receipt records.
There was an accounts payable invoice charged to the American Village Citizen Trust
Fund in February 2019 for $1,371.00. A review of the City’s check register did not
show a check written to American Village Citizen Trust Fund for this amount in fiscal
year 2019.
The City’s Bail Bond Fee Fund had an account with a balance due to other entities
at September 30, 2018 of $66,143.00, this balance has not been paid out as of
August 20, 2019.

Finding – The Code of Alabama 1975, in various sections, prescribes that amounts collected
each month in Municipal Courts are required to be compiled and reported on monthly reports
detailing the amount of fines and other fees collected in each court case in order to determine the
amounts of fees that are required to be disbursed in accordance with applicable laws and
regulations. Tests performed during the review, noted $9,762.50 was collected for various
cases in the month of October 2018. The end of month report prepared for October 2018
reported $0 was collected over all types of cases for the month. This report was certified by the
Municipal Court Magistrate. No funds were disbursed for this month. The City Municipal Court
did not have adequate internal control systems in place to ensure that monthly reports were
accurately prepared and verified to amounts collected from daily reports. As a result, the City
failed to properly disburse court costs collected for the month of October 2018.
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Additionally, it was found that the City was not paying out amounts received by its Municipal
Court timely. A review of the City’s general ledger showed balances due to agencies being
carried forward year after year. Amounts collected by the City’s Municipal Court should be
disbursed timely by the City.
Recommendation – The City should implement adequate internal control procedures to ensure
all amounts collected by the Municipal Courts are collected and disbursed in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations.
The Mayors, Council President, Councilmembers and Officials, as reflected on page 31, were
invited to discuss the results of this report at exit conferences held at the Office of the
Department of Examiners of Public Accounts. Individuals in attendance were: Darrio Melton,
Mayor; Councilmembers: Carl Bowline, Susan M. Keith, Miah Jackson, Samuel Randolph,
Johnnie M. Leashore, Jannie Thomas, and Michael Johnson; George Evans, Former Mayor;
Former Councilmembers: Dr. Cecil Williamson and Gregory Bjelke; and Ronita Wade,
Treasurer. Also in attendance were representatives from the Department of Examiners of Public
Accounts: Christine Harden, Assistant Chief Examiner; Dixie Broadwater, Special Projects
Manager; Chris Newton, Examiner; and Tanesha Richburg, Examiner. The results of this
report were discussed via telephone with Council President, Corey D. Bowie, and City Clerk,
Ivy Harrison.
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MAYOR, COUNCIL PRESIDENT, COUNCILMEMBERS, AND OFFICIALS
The following individuals served as Mayor, President of the City Council, and members of the
City Council during the review period, September 1, 2016 through August 20, 2019:

Official

Position

Term

Hon. Darrio Melton
Hon. Corey D. Bowie
Hon. Carl Bowline
Hon. Susan M. Keith
Hon. Miah Jackson
Hon. Angela Benjamin
Hon. Samuel Randolph
Hon. Johnnie M. Leashore
Hon. Jannie Thomas
Hon. Michael Johnson

Mayor
Council President
Councilmember – Ward 1
Councilmember – Ward 2
Councilmember – Ward 3
Councilmember – Ward 4
Councilmember – Ward 5
Councilmember – Ward 6
Councilmember – Ward 7
Councilmember – Ward 8

2016 - 2020
2016 - 2020
2016 - 2020
2016 - 2020
2016 - 2020
2016 - 2020
2016 - 2020
2016 - 2020
2016 - 2020
2016 - 2020

Hon. George Evans
Hon. Corey D. Bowie
Hon. Dr. Cecil Williamson
Hon. Susan M. Keith
Hon. Gregory Bjelke
Hon. Angela Benjamin
Hon. Samuel Randolph
Hon. Benny L. Tucker
Hon. Bennie Ruth Crenshaw
Hon. Michael Johnson

Mayor
Council President
Councilmember – Ward 1
Councilmember – Ward 2
Councilmember – Ward 3
Councilmember – Ward 4
Councilmember – Ward 5
Councilmember – Ward 6
Councilmember – Ward 7
Councilmember – Ward 8

2012-2016
2012-2016
2012-2016
2012-2016
2012-2016
2012-2016
2012-2016
2012-2016
2012-2016
2012-2016

Ivy Harrison
Ronita Wade

Clerk
Treasurer
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