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Local Government Fragmentation 

Fragmented government is generally defined as the number of governments per capita, the 

number of governments per square mile, the number of governments per metro area, or the 

number of governments per county. 

When looking at all government levels (federal, state, and local) and general and special 

purpose governments (such as school systems), Alabama has 1,196 government units, lower 

than the national average of 1,767 but more than the average of southern states (1,135).  

Throughout the first half of the twentieth century, government units decreased nationally but 

increased in both the south and Alabama. Growth was steeper in Alabama than in the south, 

generally. These increases leveled off toward the end of the century. 
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The average state has 390 municipalities. Alabama has 461 municipalities, ranking 19th in the 

nation. Similarly, Alabama is 20th in the number of municipal governments per capita.   
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With an industrial core surrounded by suburbs, the Birmingham metro area resembles cities 

of the north more than other southern cities. This difference is reflected in the region’s 

fragmentation. In a national context, the Birmingham region is not very fragmented. The 

Hoover-Birmingham MSA contains 95 local governments, placing it 40th of the 383 metro 

areas in the U.S. but third among the 91 MSAs in the south, behind only the Atlanta and Miami 

metro areas.   
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While there are 36 municipal governments, this number pales in comparison to Cook County, 

Illinois (150 municipalities), Allegheny County, Pennsylvania (129 municipalities), and St. Louis 

County, Minnesota (100 municipalities.).   

However, the Birmingham region is highly fragmented when considering only states in the 

south. Of 208 southern counties, Jefferson County, Alabama, has the second most municipal 

governments and the 9th most governments per 1,000 square miles. 
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Another banner year in Alabama Tax Collections, but 

Inflation Will Take a Bite 

By Thomas Spencer on November 28th, 2022 in : in Education & Workforce 

Development, Public Finance, State & Local Government 

Alabama tax collections grew at an eye-popping rate in the 2022 fiscal year, with 

particularly strong growth in income tax collections (up 27% over 2021) and online 

sales (up more than 20%). The strong collections produced surpluses in both primary 

state accounts, the Education Trust Fund (ETF) and the General Fund (GF). 

While the growth is sparking talks of rebates and tax cuts, it will be important for 

legislators to keep in mind that inflation will increase the cost of operating state 

government. At the same time, rising interest rates and diminishing levels of federal 

relief will likely slow growth going forward. 
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Alabama has had a string of record years when it comes to tax collections, with no 

discernable drag caused by the pandemic shutdown and the subsequent recovery. 

Preceding the pandemic, Alabama experienced historically low unemployment and 

was beginning to increase labor force participation rates, drawing discouraged 

workers off the sidelines and contributing to income gains. 

While the pandemic sent a sudden jolt through the economy, federal relief kept 

paychecks coming for many and provided stimulus money to households as well. 

Alabama’s dip in the second quarter of 2020 wasn’t as sharp as some states, and the 

economy reopened more quickly than some. 

In FY 2021, the continued federal stimulus and the recovering job market produced 

record growth in tax collections. And in FY 2022, total collections grew even faster, 

18% across both funds, with the strongest growth in the Education Trust Fund. 

7



3 

The Education Trust Fund 

The ETF receives the receipts of state sales and income tax, plus a handful of other 

revenue streams. 

Income and sales tax collections rise with a growing economy and can shrink when 

the economy contracts and goes into recession. Inflation, which has averaged below 

3% over the past 20 years, averaged over 7% during 2022. Since people spend more, 

sales taxes rise, and tax collections also grow. 
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Income Taxes 

At the same time, during FY 2022, there was a strong demand for workers, with 

historically low unemployment. To attract and retain employees, employers 

increased wages. Alabama’s workforce returned to and exceeded pre-pandemic 

numbers in FY 2022. Alabama’s labor force participation rate is still 5% lower than 

the U.S. rate, but the strong job market has drawn more people back into the labor 

force. 
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During FY 2022, the number of people working in Alabama surpassed pre-pandemic 

peaks, though that didn’t occur until July 2022. 

With more workers receiving higher pay comes higher income tax collections. The 

income tax receipts were up 27% in FY 2022, contributing a total of $7.2 billion to the 

ETF, up $1.5 billion from 2021. And 2021 wasn’t a down year. Income tax collections 

increased 21% in 2021. Even in FY 2020, the fiscal year that included the pandemic 

contraction, income tax collections rose almost 7%. 

Rising income tax collections resulted from a variety of factors. In addition to rising 

wages, corporate profits have been, and continue to be, high. Alabama corporate 

income tax collections were up 33% in 2022, an increase of $325 million over FY 

2022. 

Another likely contributor to the substantial 2022 collections was stock market gains 

in 2021, a year in which the S&P 500 was up by 27%. Taxes on those gains would 

have flowed in during the 2022 fiscal year. 

Considering the poor stock market performance in the 2022 calendar year, revenue 

from that source will be down in Fiscal Year 2023. 

A final contributing factor to the growth of income tax collections is the return to a 

normal level of auditing by the government after pandemic-related restrictions on 

face-to-face interactions slowed those efforts. Some of the gains may be attributed 

to settlements from prior years and increased compliance in the current year. 

10



6 

Sales Taxes 

Meanwhile, state sales tax collections were up 7.66%. Inflation over the period is 

estimated to have been 7.7%. The state makes some adjustments to the sales tax 

before making a final deposit in the Education Trust Funds, which slightly decreased 

the percentage gain to the Education Trust Fund. Ultimately, revenue from sales 

taxes flowing to the ETF increased 6.8%, or $159 million. The Use Tax, a companion 

to the sales tax but assessed on out-of-state purchases of goods and machinery, was 

up 18%, contributing an additional $35 million to the ETF. 

The state portion of the Simplified Sellers Use Tax (SSUT), a tax on online purchases, 

was up 21%, suggesting a continuing migration toward online shopping. Overall, the 

SSUT brought $311 million, but 75% of the proceeds went into the General Fund. The 

SSUT contributed $78 million to the ETF, $13 million more than in 2021. 

Overall, the Education Trust Fund grew 21%, an increase of $1.78 billion, with total 

collections at $10.42 billion. 

Because of the Rolling Reserve Act, the ETF is budgeted conservatively, with 

spending capped by a formula. That formula computes a historical growth rate for 

the fund, keeping lawmakers from overspending in periods of high growth and 

preserving funds for lean times. It more than did its job in FY 2022. The ETF bought 

in $2.75 billion more than the state budgeted for education spending in FY 2022. 
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When the Legislature convenes in March of 2023, the body will decide what to do 

with that surplus. While some are proposing tax rebates or cuts, others are urging 

caution. 

The massive injection of federal aid for education, which amounts to over $3 billion 

over three years, will be tapering off in 2024. Teacher compensation will need to 

increase to keep pace with inflation and to attract young people into the profession. 

Regardless, the state has healthy reserves and has continued to budget 

conservatively with state funds. The FY 2023 ETF budget calls for spending $8.3 

billion out of the ETF, $2 billion less than what was collected in FY 2022. 

The General Fund 

The General Fund also grew, but not at the same rate. This has been typical of the 

General Fund compared to the Education Trust Fund performance pattern. The 

Education Trust Fund grows fast when the economy grows, while the General Fund 

sees a slower growth rate. The General Fund is made up of a hodgepodge of revenue 

sources. It supports the operation of all the government’s non-education agencies, 

including Medicaid and the state prison system. 
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The Legislature has made several adjustments in recent years to increase growth in 

the General Fund. That’s important because expenses inevitably rise. Not only that, 

the state has chronically underinvested in some supported by the General Fund, the 

Department of Corrections, for example. A stable, growing revenue base is needed to 

address longstanding needs. 

Simplified Seller’s Use Tax 

The most successful of those adjustments was the establishment of the Simplified 

Sellers Use Tax (SSUT). The Legislature chose to devote 75% of this tax on Internet 

sales to the General Fund, which has been one of the state’s fastest-growing revenue 

sources. The move continued to pay dividends in Fiscal Year 2022. 

13



9 

Revenue from the SSUT was up 21%, an increase of $40 million, for a total 

contribution to the General Fund of $233 million. 

While it continues to grow rapidly as more commerce moves online, the SSUT’s 

growth rate is slowing. Between 2019 and 2020, revenue from the SSUT doubled, 

then grew by almost 40% in 2021. In the first years of the tax, revenue grew quickly 

as vendors who previously hadn’t collected online sales taxes joined the system. 

Digital commerce also grew especially quickly during the pandemic. The shift toward 

digital commerce will continue, but revenue gains won’t likely advance as rapidly 

going forward. 
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Other sources 

Insurance company taxes also provided a major boost to the General Fund in 2022, 

up 13% or $65 million more than it did in FY 2021. The tax is assessed on the value of 

insurance premiums issued. The Insurance Company tax is the largest tax source in 

the General Fund at $554 million in FY 2022. Before FY 2021, $30 million of the 

Insurance Company Tax was transferred to the Education Trust Fund. That has 

ended, providing more support for the General Fund. 

The Use Tax, at $272 million, was the second largest contributor to the General Fund. 

This is a tax on purchases of cars, machinery, boats, mobile homes, or other goods in 

other states for use in Alabama. A 2015 change in the distribution formula for the Use 

tax has allowed a greater portion of the tax to flow to the General Fund. In 2022, 

revenue to the General Fund from the Use Tax increased by 18%, providing an 

additional $35 million than in 2021. 

Rising interest rates increased revenue from the interest earned off State deposits. 

Revenue doubled, increasing by $20 million to $40 million. 

Higher energy prices boosted the tax revenue from Oil and Gas Production taxes, up 

by 80%, an increase of $17 million. 
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Total growth in the General Fund increased 8.4%, a slightly higher rate of increase 

than the inflation rate during the period. Total collections increased from $2.56 billion 

to $2.87 billion, up $31 million. By the end of 2022, receipts to the General Fund were 

$351 million above FY 2022 budgeted expenses. The Legislature anticipated the 

surplus and applied it to the 2023 budget. 

The Big Picture 

The revenue flowing into the General Fund and the Education Trust fund presents 

only a portion of the state government spending in Alabama. In addition to the taxes 

earmarked for the Education Trust Fund and the General Fund, other state revenue 

streams flow directly to agencies. For example, taxes on motor fuels flow to the 

Alabama Department of Transportation for highway building. State colleges and 

universities collected tuition. Federal funds help pay for highways, Medicaid, 

education, and social services. 

About half of Alabama’s public spending is for education, and half is for non-

education agencies. 
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Rainy Day 

If a recession does cause a contraction in revenues, Alabama is in a better position to 

weather a downturn than in the past. According to a recent analysis by Pew 

Charitable Trust, Alabama has the 20th strongest reserves, with $1.4 billion stashed 

away in Rainy Day Funds. According to Pew’s calculations, Alabama could run 49 

days on the amount it has in reserve. 
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Executive Summary  

 

Understanding a city’s revenues and expenditures in comparison to other 

cities is a fundamental tool for effective management. 

 

By benchmarking against neighbors, a city may discover it is spending more 

than necessary. Alternatively, city leaders may conclude that a higher level of 

investment puts the city at a competitive advantage, providing a higher level 

of service and better quality of life for residents.  

Unfortunately, making such comparisons is difficult in Alabama. Unlike other 

states, cities in Alabama are neither required nor encouraged to use a uniform 

chart of accounts, a standard system for coding revenues and expenditures.  

Nor does Alabama have an effective system for publishing and sharing the 

kind of comparable data that could be produced with a uniform chart of 

accounts. For instance, North Carolina, Georgia, and Florida have a statewide 

reporting system that makes city and county financial information available 

online in a downloadable format that allows for detailed comparisons 

between peer cities or counties. 

If Alabama wants to gather this data and equip its cities with a tool for 

comparison, the U.S. Census Bureau’s Annual Survey of State and Local 

Finances provides an existing base of information already submitted by city 

governments. 

In terms of tax collections, an analysis of the most recent data from the 

Census survey finds: 

1. Alabama cities heavily depend on sales tax, with almost 60% of revenue 

coming from that source.  

2. Of cities with populations more than 20,000, per capita tax collections 

range from $2,674 in Homewood to $402 in Prichard.  

3. Oxford has the highest per capita sales tax revenue at $1,502 per 

resident. 

4. Mountain Brook is the only city in Alabama to collect more in property 

taxes than in sales, with 46% of municipally collected revenue coming 

from the property tax.  

5. Birmingham leads the cities in occupational and business licenses taxes 

per capita, with that revenue contributing 42% of city tax revenue.  
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Meanwhile, on the expenditure side, the survey reveals: 

1. The governments in North Alabama spend more than governments in

the rest of the state because they operate public utilities, including

municipal electricity providers.

2. Excluding utilities, Birmingham and Bessemer, both cities that receive

an influx of commuters, spend more per capita on the broad range of

municipal services. That includes topping the list for per capita

spending on police and fire.

3. Oxford tops the list in per capita spending on parks and recreation.

Smaller cities that report the operation of municipal sports, arts, and

recreation facilities rank high in this category.

4. The data offers the potential to track spending on municipal courts, jails,

solid waste disposal, and other categories of spending, but currently,

cities appear to diverge widely in how they report that information in

the survey.

Working with state officials and with assistance from the U.S. Census Bureau, 

Alabama local governments could develop a more streamlined system for 

generating and reporting this data. With closer agreement on how to 

categorize particular revenues and expenditures, the survey could provide 

clearer, more actionable comparable data. The survey includes questions on 

debt. Better reporting of this data can provide more transparency to the 

public. A more robust system could also provide better accountability and 

oversight, potentially avoiding bankruptcy and scandal. 

However, it will take leadership, likely by state officials, to gather consensus 

and execute a system cities, counties, and other local entities are motivated to 

participate in. 
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Introduction  

Since 1989, PARCA has produced reports comparing the finances of 

Alabama’s largest cities, those with populations of 20,000 or more. This 

report is the latest installment of that series.  

PARCA has traditionally prepared its How Alabama Cities Compare report 

based on data gathered from the individual cities as reported in audits, 

budgets, and other financial statements, and through interviews with local 

officials. Because Alabama does not require cities to track or report their 

finances uniformly, creating apples-to-apples statistical comparisons between 

cities is difficult. The process requires extensive historical knowledge of cities’ 

unique accounting practices and significant restructuring of cities’ financial 

reports. Moreover, the reports were much delayed. 

Our 2022 edition of How Alabama Cities Compare introduces a new 

methodology, highlights the challenges of comparing municipal finances, and 

proposes a better way to collect the information in a standardized way that 

should produce comparable data more quickly. After building consensus and 

adjusting existing practices, such a system would save cities time and provide 

the data they need to manage their affairs.  

Obstacles to Comparison   

Unlike other states, cities in Alabama are neither required nor encouraged to 

use a uniform chart of accounts, a standardized system for coding revenues 

and expenditures.  

A uniform chart of accounts is not a foreign concept in Alabama. All Alabama 

public schools must keep their financial data in a uniform chart of accounts. 

Likewise, the Alabama Department of Examiners of Public Accounts (DEPA) 

provides a chart of accounts for Alabama counties to follow.  

Nor does Alabama have an effective system for publishing and sharing city 

(or county) finance data. In all states surrounding Alabama and in most states 

throughout the country, a statewide body or agency recommends or requires 

a uniform chart of accounts. A uniform chart of accounts does not prevent a 

city from adding local variations that conform with existing practices or 

adding new codes or categories as circumstances arise. However, agreeing to 

a general scheme of coding transactions makes comparable financial reports 

easier to produce.  
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And it allows for greater transparency and public oversight.  

Cities are required by Alabama law (Ala. Code § 11-43-85) to conduct an audit 

once a year, and that audit, by law (Act 94-414), is to be sent to DEPA, which 

serves as the repository and provider to the public of those reports.  

However, compliance with these statutes is uneven. DEPA does not post city 

audits on its website, though they are available by request. A search of the 

catalog of filed reports makes it clear that many cities do not submit their 

audits regularly. And no authority checks to see if cities are even producing 

audits or any form of year-end financial statement.  

Data and Methodology  

The data for the comparisons in this report are drawn from the U.S. Census 

Bureau’s Annual Survey of State and Local Finances. Included are the 

responses from Alabama cities with populations over 20,000. Cities answer a 

questionnaire in response to this survey, and the Census publishes those 

responses. When data are missing, the Census Bureau attempts to obtain and 

sometimes estimate those figures. Because data from Daphne and Northport 

are identified as having been imputed by the Bureau rather than reported, 

those cities are not included in the analysis. 

This data, published in 2021, is drawn from the fiscal year 2019. However, 

because Alabama fiscal years typically run from October to October, many 

cities will have used audited 2018 fiscal year data to answer this survey. If the 

State of Alabama and its cities collaborated on an information gathering 

system, these results could be produced in a more timely fashion. PARCA will 

update this dataset later this year when the Census publishes updated data.  

Using Census data allows a more timely report and one that can be tested and 

verified by others.  

The Census has worked with other states to streamline and digitize 

information production and submission, involving the state and localities. The 

cities and the state can then utilize the information rather than just submitting 

it to the Bureau. For the Bureau, it increases the likelihood that the surveys 

are completed and submitted.  
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The comparative picture the data paints is similar to findings in previous 

PARCA reports based on data collected from published reports and financial 

records.  

However, Census data does suffer from similar limitations as other methods of 

comparing city finances, including PARCA’s previous methods.  

Most notably, while the Census surveys ensure that data are reported in a 

standard format, the Census does not define what data should be reported. 

This is most clearly seen in how sales tax revenues are reported. Some 

Alabama cities report all sales taxes collected by the city, regardless of the 

revenue’s purpose. In contrast, other cities only report the sales tax collected 

and expended by the city. Sales taxes collected by the city and transferred to 

the local school system, a common practice, is not reported. Similar variances 

occur with occupational taxes, transfers of revenue between governments, 

and other revenue and expense sources. The report notes some identified 

shortcomings and examples of situations where cities interpreted instructions 

differently and took differing approaches to submitting data.  

Tax Revenues 

 

Alabama cities heavily depend on the sales tax for revenue. In most states, the 

property tax is the primary source of revenue for a city. In Alabama, property 

taxes are hard to raise, and their ability to produce revenue is limited thanks 

to constitutional limits on tax rates and how properties are valued.  

In contrast, Alabama has a relatively low state sales tax, and cities are free to 

enact a sales tax. Figure 1 depicts the total revenue from each tax source 

generated by all reporting Alabama municipalities. The total amount is not 

meaningful, but the comparison between the sources of the tax is. In the 

aggregate, Alabama cities collect three times more from sales taxes than from 

property taxes.  
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Figure 1. Total revenue generated by municipal taxes in Alabama, by type 

 

The revenue from sales taxes dwarfs the tax revenue from any other source. 

Property taxes come in second, with occupational and business licenses 

coming in third.  

Tax Revenue Mix 

Figure 2 presents the tax revenue mix of the Alabama cities that participated 

in the Census survey and were over 20,000 in population. The cities are 

ranked in descending order by the percentage of tax revenue from sales tax. 

Most cities in Alabama get more than half their revenue from the sales tax. 

The city with the lowest percentage of tax revenue from the sales tax is 

Mountain Brook. Mountain Brook is the only city in Alabama where property 

tax is a larger source of revenue than the sales tax.  

However, the city passes almost half of that property tax revenue (44%) to its 

city schools. Other Alabama cities also dedicate some portion of property tax 

revenues that they raise to their schools. Reviewing the data from the Census 

survey, it appears that some municipalities choose to report their total 

municipal property tax amount raised while others report only the municipal 

property revenue raised that is used for city purposes. Many cities also chose 

to send some proceeds from the sales tax to the school system, either by 

formula or annual appropriation. 
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Figure 2. Tax mix, percentage of tax revenue, by type 

The cities at the bottom of the list, where sales taxes make up a very high 

percentage of the tax revenue raised, tend to be regional trade hubs where 

the city in question draws shoppers from surrounding areas. These are cities 

where the number of retail and restaurant establishments is 

disproportionately large compared to the number of city residents. 

Consequently, they are more likely to see revenue losses from the Simplified 

Sellers Use Tax formula. 
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Cities with a dark green portion of the bar, like Birmingham and Gadsden, 

have income-based occupational taxes. Other cities with occupational taxes, 

like Opelika, report that revenue as part of the occupational and business 

license tax (yellow portion of the bar). This is another example of how the 

data would be more informative if cities agreed on how to report that 

revenue.  

Tax Revenues Per Capita 

The amount of tax revenue a city generates is based on the city’s tax rate and 

its tax base. Obviously, higher tax rates bring in more revenue. However, the 

value of a city’s tax base is also important. In Alabama, a city’s mix of land 

uses and the value of the real estate in the city strongly influences how much 

the property tax yields. 

Cities with a higher share of residential property compared to commercial 

property have a harder time generating tax revenue. Residential property is 

taxed at 10% of its value, compared to a rate of 20% for business property and 

30% for utility property.  

Cities with a higher proportion of commercial property generate more from 

both property and sales tax. Figure 3 compares Alabama cities and adjusts 

the comparison for the city’s relative population. 
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Figure 3. Total tax revenue per capita 

 

Homewood generates more total tax revenue than any other Alabama city 

per capita.  

The Birmingham suburb has an unusually high ratio of commercial property to 

residential property. That commercial property includes properties that 

generate significant revenue through retail sales. Both its commercial and 

residential properties are valuable. Homewood’s tax rates are relatively high 

for Alabama. Valuable property, relatively high tax rates, and a relatively low 

population mean high per capita tax revenues for Homewood.  

However, Homewood’s high per capita collections do not all go to city 

government. Like in Mountain Brook, a portion of Homewood’s municipal 

property tax is earmarked for its city schools ($9 million in 2019). The city also 

sent $9 million of its sales tax to schools.  
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Sales Tax Revenue 

Data drawn from the Census survey produces some expected results and 

others that are surprising, at least on the surface. The surprises are the 

product of the way cities collect and allocate their taxes. 

For example, topping the list in per capita sales taxes is Oxford. Oxford’s total 

combined sales tax rate is 10%, with 5% of that 10% going directly to the city. 

Oxford is a smaller city, just over 20,000 in population, but it has a major 

cluster of retail, hotels, and shopping just off Interstate 20. That produces a 

large volume of sales tax activity in comparison to its population, pushing up 

the city’s per capita collections. As a consequence, Oxford has a strong tax 

base compared to its population and is able to support extensive city services 

as well as providing support to the city school system through the sales tax 

base.  

On the other hand, Tuscaloosa’s ranks near the bottom in Figure 4’s 

comparison of per capita sales tax collections. That doesn’t seem accurate, 

considering the revenue-generating potential of the University of Alabama. 

Currently, consumers in Tuscaloosa also pay 10% on purchases. 
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Figure 4. Sales tax collections per capita 

The quirk lies in the way sales taxes are collected in Tuscaloosa. Tuscaloosa 

County collects 3% of that 10% sales tax and then redistributes much of it to 

the cities.  

Tuscaloosa reports its share of the county sales tax as an intergovernmental 

transfer, not a tax. Thus, Tuscaloosa’s city government derives more from the 

local sales tax than is indicated by the sales taxes per capita measure.  

On this Census survey, Tuscaloosa only reported proceeds from the 2% sales 

tax in place in 2018. When the transfer from the county is added back in, 

Tuscaloosa’s per capita revenue jumps to No. 15, just trailing Mobile and 

Auburn. Tuscaloosa has since raised its direct city sales tax to 3%.  

Cities lower on the per capita sales tax list tend to be primarily residential, 

have a lower city tax rate, or are limited in commercial activity. Often, the 

cities with a lower rate are located in a county that levies a higher sales tax 

rate, like Baldwin or Montgomery.  
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For example, Fairhope has a relatively valuable base of economic activity to 

tax but applies a lower rate, 2%, than most major cities. Fairhope’s rate is low, 

in part, because Baldwin County imposes a 3% countywide sales tax. 

Property Tax Revenue 

Alabama raises less state and local property taxes per capita than any state in 

the U.S. In most of the country, the property tax is the primary tax for funding 

local governments. In Alabama, property taxes are hard to raise, and state 

constitutional provisions control rates and valuations. Figure 5 displays per 

capita property taxes. 

Figure 5. Property tax collections per capita 

As with other measures, the Census survey provides some basis for 

comparison between cities but also shows differences in the ways cities 

report some of the numbers. 
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Mountain Brook and Homewood both report municipal property tax millages 

collected by the city but distributed to the school systems. Vestavia Hills also 

collects property taxes that it distributes to the schools. However, when 

Vestavia answers the Census survey, it only reports the amount collected for 

municipal purposes. If Vestavia were to report the millage it collects on behalf 

of schools, its per capita property tax revenue would be more than twice the 

$459 per capita depicted above. If Homewood and Mountain Brook excluded 

that municipal millage for schools, their per capita collections would be 44% 

lower.  

At the other end of the spectrum, Dothan and Prichard simply have low 

municipal property tax rates, both at five mills. But Gadsden’s low ranking is 

misleading. Gadsden collects 12 mills of property tax and sends six to the 

Gadsden City Schools. Like Vestavia Hills, Gadsden’s response to the Census 

survey only reports the revenue from the mills that stay with the city. The city 

also receives three additional mills that are earmarked for fire protection. 

Since those three mills are not strictly city property taxes, they are not 

reported to the Census, but they do go to fund municipal operations. 

Again, if the Census survey is to serve as a comparative tool, city finance 

officials will need to agree on how to handle situations such as these.  

Occupational and Business License Tax Revenues 

All major Alabama cities collect some revenue from business licenses, and 25 

cities in Alabama collect an occupational license tax from anyone who works 

in that city. These occupational taxes are reported as income tax in some 

cities, including Birmingham, Gadsden, and Bessemer. On the other hand, 

Opelika lumps the revenue from its occupational tax in with other business 

license revenue. 

Figure 6 compares per capita occupational taxes and business license 

revenue across Alabama cities with populations larger than 20,000. Also 

included in Figure 6 are other license revenues and public utility taxes or 

licenses. Not included are charges collected from operating public utilities. 

Some cities, especially in the Tennessee Valley Authority territory of North 

Alabama, operate public utilities: electricity, gas, water, and sewer. But the 

revenue from billing is accounted for elsewhere in the Census survey as 

charges.  

The top five cities in Figure 6 have an occupational tax, even though they 

differ in how they report that revenue to the Census. Occupational taxes tend 
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to be adopted in cities with a concentration of employment and large 

numbers of workers commuting into the city to work. The city provides the 

infrastructure and services needed to support businesses and jobs, and thus 

seeks a way to capture tax support from the commuters.  

Figure 6. Business and Occupational Taxes Per Capita 

Occupational taxes are more common in the industrial Midwest but are also 

found in the Mid-Atlantic states, the Plains, and the West Coast. The Tax 

Foundation tallied 3,816 municipalities and 190 counties across the U.S. that 
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assess local income taxes, as well as some school districts and other forms of 

special districts.1  

Figure 7. Tax Foundation map of states where local income taxes are collected. In states shaded dark 

purple, enough data was available to estimate local income taxes as a percentage of the state’s adjusted 

gross income.  

In Alabama, occupational taxes tend to be clustered:2 

• Birmingham area: Birmingham, Bessemer, Fairfield, Midfield, and Leeds.

Mountain Brook has an occupational tax on the books but reduced its

rate to zero and does not collect it.

• Etowah County: Gadsden, Attalla, Glencoe, Rainbow City, and

Southside.

• Auburn and Opelika

1 “Local Income Taxes in 2019 | Local Income Tax | City & County Level,” Tax Foundation 
(blog), July 30, 2019, https://taxfoundation.org/local-income-taxes-2019/. 
2 For a complete list of cities with and occupational tax see, Alabama League of 
Municipalities, https://almonline.org/TaxRates.aspx#OccupationalTax. 

37



16 

In Birmingham’s case, the tax was adopted in the early 1970s as suburban 

flight led to an outflow of population from Birmingham. The occupational tax 

allowed Birmingham to maintain a base to support economic and 

infrastructure development, transit, and other cultural amenities.  

The adoption of an occupational tax is included as a general power of 

municipalities under the Code of Ala. 1975, § 11-51-90(a)(1).  

However, in 2020, the Legislature passed, and Gov. Kay Ivey signed Act 

2020-14, which requires that the Legislature must approve any occupational 

tax passed by a city. This bill came in response to the City of Montgomery’s 

passage of an occupational tax, and it nullified Montgomery’s attempt. The 

legislative approval requirement makes it much less likely that another city 

will successfully adopt an occupational tax. 
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Expenditures 

The Census Bureau’s Annual Survey of State and Local Finances also includes 

information on expenditures. Figure 8 includes most general government 

categories of current operations spending. It does not include utilities or 

capital spending. 

Cities should be interested in making comparisons of their spending on similar 

functions, like police and fire, the operation of courts and jails, solid waste 

collection, libraries, and parks and recreation operations.  

Figure 8. Per Capita Spending on General Government Functions 
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The survey data shows promise as an analytical tool. But it is also clear that 

the quality and comparability of the data would benefit from a common 

approach to categorizing and reporting data.  

Seeing Birmingham and Bessemer atop the ranking in per capita spending on 

government is not surprising. Both cities collect occupational taxes from 

residents and non-residents. The Census Bureau estimates that 80% of 

Birmingham’s workforce commutes into the city. In Bessemer, 91% of the 

workforce commutes in, according to the estimates. Both are at or near the 

top in per capita spending on police and fire, which are the costliest functions 

of municipal governments. But that’s understandable, since the population 

they serve is almost double each city’s resident population. However, this may 

also be affected by how cities report the data. It appears that neither 

Bessemer nor Birmingham separates out corrections spending like other cities 

do. That may account for higher total spending on police.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

40



19 
 

Police and Fire Spending  

Figure 9. Per capita spending on first response services 

 

Meanwhile, low per capita spending can be partially explained by unusual 

approaches. Fairhope, for example, is served by a volunteer fire department. 

That department is supported by a 1.5 mill property tax collected by the 

county. Another unusual example is the City of Auburn’s fire department. 

Along with its professional firefighters, Auburn supplements its workforce 

with student firefighters who receive pay, tuition reimbursement, and other 

benefits. The program saves the city money and provides valuable job 

experience to Auburn undergraduates.  

Amenities  

Referring to Figure 8, it is surprising to see Pelham, Oxford, and Anniston in 

the Top 10 in per capita spending.  
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All three are relatively small cities, just over 20,000 in population. However, 

all three operate commercial-type enterprises under the umbrella of the city 

government.  

Pelham and Oxford both have golf courses. Pelham operates an ice rink and 

civic complex. Oxford has a major performing arts center and a regional 

athletic field complex. Anniston has two museums. Fairhope has a municipal 

pier. 

In all those cases, the city owns the venues, but the venues generate much of 

their own revenue through events, operations, or private support. The Census 

survey asks for those types of operations to be included: “Parks and 

recreation—playgrounds; golf courses; swimming pools; museums; marinas; 

community music, drama, festivals; zoos, and other cultural activities.” 
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Figure 10. Per capita and current operations spending on parks and recreation 

There are almost endless variations in how cities operate auxiliary functions, 

and it is hard to know which cities report which operations on the survey. This 

is another area in which cities, state associations, and state officials could 

come to a common understanding of reporting. 

Even within common categories, the figures in the Census indicate that 

different cities’ expenditures are reported differently. Relatively few cities, for 

instance, break out correctional expenses. There is also a wide variation in 

spending on judicial and legal services, as it is captured in the survey. 
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Utilities

Figure 8 excluded expenditures on utilities. Figures 9 and 10 provide a 

glimpse of figures reported in the survey for municipal electric and water 

utilities. These figures are not adjusted for the city population because the 

utilities often serve residents outside the city limits. Most municipal electric 

utilities are in the part of the state serviced by the Tennessee Valley Authority 

(TVA). TVA generates the power. The cities resell it to customers and 

maintain the local grid. 

Figure 11. Total electric revenue and expenditures on operations 

In some cities, additional information is provided on expenditures on utility 

construction and payment of interest on debt. The centrality of the services 

provided, and the scale of revenue and expenditures involved, is a reminder of 

the cornerstone role that government plays. It also underlines the need for 

reliable, comparable public information on their entire operations.  
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Figure 12. Water revenue and current operations spending 
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Improving Municipal Reporting 

Municipal finance data would be more timely and more reliable if the State of 

Alabama, working with cities, devised a standardized method for tracking and 

reporting financial data. That would entail:  

• Creating a uniform chart of accounts, a standard system of codes for

tracking revenues and expenditures. 

• Devising a simplified reporting process through which cities could

submit financial information to a shared database for reporting to the 

Census and the state.  

• Task a state agency with monitoring financial reports in an attempt to

head off financial problems before they’re critical.

A standardized system would allow cities to provide comparable financial 

information. Public officials, auditors, and accountants could decode a 

municipality’s revenues and expenses more quickly. Citizens could compare 

spending.  

Most states require or recommend a uniform chart of accounts for cities. 

Alabama requires one for schools. The Examiners of Public Accounts 

recommends counties use a chart of accounts developed in a partnership 

between the Examiners and counties.  

Similarly, the state could partner with cities to create an automated method 

for producing and submitting answers to the Census survey. That, in turn, 

could improve the quality of response to the Census’s annual survey. The 

Census Bureau has cooperated with other states to create coordinated 

reporting procedures. In 27 states, a central agency gathers the data and 

transmits it to the Census Bureau. In several states, a cooperative 

arrangement and electronic portal, designed in cooperation with the Census 

Bureau, allows state and local officials to draw on the submitted data for 

comparison and analysis purposes.  

Finally, Alabama needs a financial early warning system. Alabama has had 

eight municipal bankruptcies since 1988, more than any other state.  

Alabama tends to restrict the power of local government but, at the same 

time, provides little to no oversight. Other states grant cities and counties 

more operational freedom but require detailed financial reporting. Those 
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submissions are reviewed. In some cases, the state can take control of cities in 

financial distress.  

While Alabama cities likely enjoy their autonomy, they would also benefit 

from accessible, comparable data and a climate of stable, responsible, 

accountable government. The more frequent occurrence of municipal 

bankruptcies here likely increases borrowing costs across the state because of 

perceived risk. 

Conclusion 

Alabama has an inconsistent philosophy when it comes to local government. 

On the one hand, the state government places constraining bonds around 

local governments, controlling taxation and local government authorities. 

Alabama counties lack home rule and can only exercise powers granted to 

them by the Alabama Constitution or the Legislature. Cities have more 

authority and police power. However, the state can and often does intervene 

in local matters.  

Yet Alabama state government provides relatively little regular oversight of 

local government. While cities are required by state law to have an audit 

performed annually, no agency checks to see that an audit is performed.  

State law requires cities to submit those audits to a repository maintained by 

the Department of Examiners of Public Accounts, but compliance with this 

requirement is spotty. And if the audits are submitted, no one is charged with 

reviewing them. 

Unlike systems available in many states, including several neighbors, Alabama 

cities do not have available to them a common bank of data on how municipal 

governments tax and spend. And because each city is on its own to design a 

code system for organizing and categorizing its finances, cross-city 

comparison is difficult.  

In subsequent research, PARCA intends to present options and examples 

drawn from other states for creating a common store of public record data on 

local government revenue and expenditures. It is hoped that this information 

will inspire a conversation between cities, counties, accounting firms, and 

state finance officials. Local governments already face a heavy accounting 

burden. With the recent inflow of federal funding, it is more important than 

ever that finances be carefully tracked and ultimately assessed for the 

effectiveness of their investment. 
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As a trusted community partner, the Community 
Foundation of Greater Birmingham has been helping 
to transform the landscape of our region since 1959. 
In addition to funding the work of our nonprofit 
partners, we are also addressing larger community 
issues—issues that have an impact on the long-
term well-being of our region. One such issue is 
regional cooperation—or, in the case of the Greater 
Birmingham area—the LACK of regional cooperation.

The following report is a starting point for a commu-
nity discussion that needs to occur if we, the greater 
Birmingham area, hope to remain relevant in the 
future. It is about exploring structures that position us 
to work collectively so that we can address regional 
issues that allow our metropolitan area to grow and 
prosper for everyone.

As you will see in the report, the evidence is over-
whelming that regions that speak with one voice pros-
per better than those that don’t. With 35 independent 
municipalities in Jefferson County, our history has 
been one of competition over cooperation. We remain 
one of the most fragmented communities in the South 
which has led to economic stagnation and stunted 
growth…and the future does not bode well for us 
unless we do things differently.

This report has been made possible by two import-
ant entities, the Catalyst donors of the Community 
Foundation and PARCA (Public Affairs Research 
Council of Alabama). Our Catalyst donors feel the 
time is right to take a fresh look at what can be 
done to overcome the consequences of our frag-
mentation. PARCA, in turn, has taken a deep dive in 
exploring our past and offering encouraging models 
from other cities that have successfully overcome 
their fragmentation. 

The obvious question is, “What do we hope to accom-
plish through this report?” The answer is quite simple:  
we hope this comprehensive analysis of our region’s 
fragmentation will engage the community in a con-
versation about how to position us, and our children, 

for a better future. This report does not promote any 
specific solution. Rather, our objective is to under-
score the need for a “call to action” and help facilitate 
a strategy moving forward to address this issue that 
has plagued us throughout our history.

We are not naive to the fact that there is much 
skepticism around this issue due to numerous failed 
attempts in the past. However, we cannot allow 
cynicism to paralyze us and prevent our region 
from reaching its potential. Change is difficult. 
Our research shows that it takes, on average, four 
attempts over an extended period of time, before 
communities finally acknowledge action is needed 
and muster the will-power and leadership to move 
their communities forward. 

Ultimately, the final chapter of this report will not be 
written by the Community Foundation or PARCA. It 
will be written by all of us—the citizens and leaders of 
Jefferson County.  

Will we do nothing and run the risk of our metro 
area becoming less and less competitive? Or will we 
recognize our shared fate—and our shared potential—
and work together toward a future that will be more 
prosperous for all?

Together, we can build on our strengths. Together, 
we can create a stronger legacy for our children and 
grandchildren. Together, we can…

That is what this report is about. I invite you to be part 
of this important conversation.

Christopher Nanni
President & CEO
Community Foundation of Greater Birmingham
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

With the clouds of Jefferson County’s bankruptcy lifting and 
downtown Birmingham showing impressive signs of revival, 

optimism about our region’s future is high. 

1  Rusk, David. Cities without Suburbs: A Census 2010 Perspective. Fourth Edition ed. Baltimore, Maryland: Johns Hopkins UP, 2013. Print.

Considering the positive signs, it’s important to ask 
whether we, as a community, are prepared and posi-
tioned to capitalize on our current momentum. 

In recent decades, Birmingham and its metro area 
have underperformed in job and population growth 
in comparison to comparable cities. That begs the 
question: Why? 

Nationally, a substantial body of research indicates 
that metro areas with more broad-based, cooperative 
governmental arrangements grow faster and generate 
greater prosperity than metro areas that are gov-
ernmentally fragmented, divided into a multitude of 
independent municipalities.

Our central city of Birmingham is surrounded by more 
independent suburbs than any other southern city.1 
This pattern of fragmentation has consequences. It 
leads to duplication, creates intra-regional competi-
tion, concentrates economic advantage and disadvan-
tage, and diffuses resources and leadership. It makes 
it difficult to arrive at consensus, pursue priorities of 
regional importance, or deliver services that transcend 
municipal boundaries. In sum, it puts the metro area 
at a disadvantage. 

Figure 1 compares job growth since 2000 in two 
groups of metropolitan areas. The seven cities on the 
left are fragmented like Birmingham: a diminished 
central city ringed by a multitude of suburbs. 

57



9

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Figure 1. U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis

2  Rappaport, Jordan; “The Shared Fortunes of Cities and Suburbs.” Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City Economic Review, Third Quarter, 2005.

The seven metros on the right have governmental 
structures that unite the region. In the more unified 
metros, job growth since 2000 ranges from 20 
percent to 50 percent. In the fragmented metros, job 
growth ranges from 5 percent to -12 percent. 

—

Average annual employment in 
Birmingham-Hoover MSA has increased by 
only 0.24 percent since 2000.

The same contrast emerges when comparing median 
income and poverty and unemployment rates: In 
cities where government is fragmented, growth is 
slower, and social and economic problems are more 
concentrated. 

The negative effects of fragmentation weigh not only 
on the center city but also on the metropolitan area 
as a whole. The fortunes of the central city and its 
suburbs are interlocked.2 

Fragmentation is a long-term process, a deeply 
ingrained pattern of development that Birmingham 
shares with northern cities that have a similar 
industrial heritage. It is not easily undone. In no 
instance in the post-World War II era has there been 
a mass political consolidation that dissolved existing 
cities or school districts. However, cities across the 
country have developed alternative approaches that 
promote unity and increase cooperation within their 
metro areas.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2016, the Community Foundation of Greater 
Birmingham commissioned the Public Affairs 
Research Council of Alabama (PARCA) to conduct 
a study of the current structure of government in 
Greater Birmingham, with Jefferson County as its 
primary focus. The study was to examine Greater 
Birmingham’s historic development and its current 
state in comparison with other cities, to describe dif-
ferent options other cities have pursued to overcome 
fragmentation, and finally, to explore how those differ-
ent options might work in the Birmingham context.  

This resulting report was developed with advice and 
review from a Strategic Advisory Group convened 
by the Community Foundation. Members of the 
Strategic Advisory Group were selected to provide 
a range of perspectives representing the larger 
Jefferson County community.

Locally, a wide range of public officials from the 
central city, the suburbs, and the county were 
also consulted, as were leaders in business and 
civic groups. 

KEY FINDINGS

Fragmentation has led to a decline in 
Birmingham’s prominence and its ability  
to lead the region. 

In 1950, Birmingham was the 34th largest city in the 
U.S. According to the latest population estimates, the 
city has fallen out of the top 100. Though the latest 
estimates indicate the city may have halted its pop-
ulation decline, other Alabama cities where growth 
is strong may eventually displace Birmingham as 
Alabama’s largest city. 

The population of the City of Birmingham now 
represents only 32 percent of Jefferson County’s 
population compared to 60 percent in 1950. The city 
still holds a position of regional leadership thanks to 
its ability to draw taxes from businesses and com-
muters who come into the city to work or shop. Over 
90,000 people commute into the city each day, filling 
more than half of the jobs in the city. According to 

PARCA’s analysis, city residents contribute 33 percent 
of city taxes, non-residents contribute 28 percent, and 
businesses 39 percent. 

However, Birmingham’s role as chief supporter of 
regional assets and projects is under increasing 
strain, as it struggles to meet not only that role but 
also the needs of economically distressed neighbor-
hoods and residents. 

Fragmentation is a drag on  
metropolitan growth. 

The Birmingham-Hoover MSA is currently the 49th 
largest in the U.S., but its growth in employment and 
population is slow compared to peer MSAs. Growth 
is particularly lagging in its central county, Jefferson. 
Recent projections estimate Jefferson County will 
add only 8,967 new residents by 2040, a 1.4 percent 
increase over the current population. 

Greater Birmingham has not developed a  
viable alternative for regional leadership. 

While Jefferson County has positioned itself to 
better play a regional leadership role thanks to 
recent improvements in its finances and manage-
ment, it still lacks an executive branch. Nearly half 
of the large counties in the U.S. are now headed 
by an elected CEO, creating a strong and capable 
executive branch charged with the management 
of the county government. Jefferson County is still 
governed by a five-member commission elected by 
district. Additionally, the 26-member Jefferson County 
Legislative Delegation exercises substantial control 
over local affairs. 

Greater Birmingham needs a spirit of  
governmental innovation. 

Across the country, local governments are innovating 
with form and function, finding new ways to collabo-
rate, economize, and deliver better customer service. 
Greater Birmingham need not be bound to traditional 
ways of doing things.  
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INSIGHTS FROM OTHER CITIES 

PARCA’s research identified four different approaches 
cities and metro areas take toward building and main-
taining regional unity. Four cities representing the four 
different approaches were selected for study.

The four approaches are:

1 | Functional Consolidation

Decreasing duplication and increasing effi-
ciency through cooperative agreements 
between local governments.

Example Metro: Charlotte, North Carolina

2 | Modernizing County Government

Structuring county government to provide 
regional leadership. 

Example Metro: Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

3 | Cooperation Through Regional Entities

Using regional bodies to deliver services or coordi-
nate strategy on a region-wide basis. These can be 
public or private, or a fusion of the two. 

Example Metro: Denver, Colorado

4 | Political Consolidation

Most often, the merger of the central city with the 
central county, creating an umbrella metro govern-
ment to deliver regional level services. 

Example Metro: Louisville, Kentucky

Once labeled “the most segregated city in America,” 
Birmingham is justly proud of its historic role in break-
ing down the walls of segregation that once legally 
separated blacks and whites. 

The time is now right to re-examine the barriers to 
unity that were created in the past and develop a 
new approach that better meets the needs of all the 
people in the Birmingham metropolitan area—urban, 
suburban, and rural. No one approach rules out the 
others. In crafting an approach that meets its unique 
needs, Birmingham might borrow ideas from each.

This is not a new issue for our region, and we are not 
alone in having tried multiple times to resolve it.  

Louisville and Nashville each failed twice before 
achieving governmental consolidation, and Charlotte 
created its intergovernmental cooperation strategy 
as an alternative to unachievable structural change.  
Pittsburgh took a first step to attack fragmentation 
by reforming county government, just as Denver did 
by creating special-purpose regional authorities with 
their own tax sources.  

The question of community unity has been a recurring 
strain in Birmingham’s history. Greater Birmingham 
was catapulted to the status of major American city 
through a consolidation in the first decade of the 20th 
Century. Multiple votes from the 1940s through the 
1960s presented city-suburban merger as an option 
but failed to garner adequate support. A different 
approach, the Metropolitan Area Project Strategies, 
was proposed in the late 1990s.  

With the negative effects of fragmentation having 
become very clear, it is time for fresh ideas and new 
conversation about how Greater Birmingham can 
chart a new, more prosperous course. The public 
seems ready to engage in this conversation, as 
evidenced by public opinion polling and focus groups 

conducted in concert with the research. 
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PUBLIC OPINION

In December of 2016, a poll of 400 registered voters 
in Jefferson County was conducted by Montgomery-
based Southeast Research. 

Most respondents expressed high levels of satisfac-
tion with the direction of their local community but 
were less satisfied when it came to the direction of 
Jefferson County as a whole.  

—

The poll found strong support for the 
concept of communities cooperating 
to deliver services with 81 percent of 
those polled saying they would support 
cooperation. 

Support for cooperation was strong across a 
spectrum of services: police and fire protection, 
garbage pickup, road maintenance, public transit, 
economic development, and the provision of public 
parks and recreational facilities.  

—

Support for cooperation was even higher 
in the rising younger generation, with 
support for cooperation in virtually every 
domain exceeding 90 percent among 18- 
to 34-year-olds.

NEXT STEPS

Based on PARCA’s research commissioned by the 
Community Foundation of Greater Birmingham, the 
Strategic Advisory Group recommends the follow-
ing steps:

1 | Dissemination of the report

During the summer and fall of 2017, the findings in 
this report should be shared as widely as possible 
in hopes of reaching a wide variety of interested 
audiences and fostering dialogue throughout the 
various communities in Jefferson County. 

2 | Identification of champions for change

During the dissemination phase, key leaders willing 
to lead the call for increased cooperation should 
be identified and enlisted.  

3 | Decision on a course of action

Based on feedback from the community and 
considering Birmingham’s current governmental 
landscape, the most feasible and effective course 
for change should be identified.

4 | Campaign for change

With champions identified and a course of action 
selected, a broad, grass-roots campaign should be 
pursued in order to raise awareness of and garner 
support for the model of change most suitable for 
Greater Birmingham.   

This effort to build the structures needed for a more 
cooperative community is not aimed at a particu-
lar outcome or policy area. Instead, it is aimed at 
improving Greater Birmingham’s ability to identify 
and pursue common ambitions and address  
common concerns.
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—

Our communities are inextricably linked. Our future is 
shared. As Martin Luther King, Jr. wrote in his “Letter from 

Birmingham Jail,” “We are caught in an inescapable network 
of mutuality, tied in a single garment of destiny. Whatever 

affects one directly, affects all indirectly.” Recognizing those 
connections is a first step. Our challenge will be to forge 

those connections into structures for cooperation.
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WHO WE ARE
The Public Affairs Research Council of Alabama is a nonpartisan research 
organization focused on helping state and community leaders make better-informed 
public policy decisions. 

WHAT WE BELIEVE
State and community leaders make better-informed decisions when provided 
with unbiased, nonpartisan data and resources about the topics they care 
about the most. 

HOW WE WORK
We conducts nonpartisan research on issues affecting the people of 
Alabama so state and community leaders, and others, can make 
better-informed decisions based on facts, not rhetoric.

We independently evaluate the efficacy of public 
programs and services.

We offer technical and research assistance for public and 
nonprofit partners to help them integrate the use of accurate data 
into their work.

We engage in meaningful dialogue with state and community leaders 
and others on the topics Alabamians care about the most. 

WHY WE MATTER
There are many groups and organizations vying for the attention of state and community leaders. It’s often hard to 
identify what’s real from alternative facts and partisan-leaning talking points. Our founders started the Public Affairs 
Research Council of Alabama more than three decades ago to counter the rising tide of misinformation. They 
recognized then, and it remains true today, that emotional appeals and fiery rhetoric often lead to indecision and false 
choices. 

Major Projects
PARCA’s research informs 
major policy debates of the 
day and is relied upon by 
policymakers and policy 

organizations across 
the spectrum.

School 
Funding

Alabama First 
Class Pre-K

Rolling 
Reserve Act

Regional 
Collaboration

Medicaid 
Expansion

SUPPORT US

205-726-2972 info@parcalabama.org @PARCA.AL @parcalabama@parcalabama
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2022 Board of Directors 

DAVID DONALDSON* 
PRESIDENT 
Senior Advisor to the 
Chairman & CEO, Retired 
Vulcan Materials Company 
-Birmingham-

MACKE MAULDIN* 
VICE PRESIDENT 
President 
Bank Independent 
-Florence-

TYRONE FENDERSON, JR.* 
TREASURER 
Mobile-Baldwin County 
Market President  
Synovous Bank 
-Mobile-

J.T. PRICE* 
SECRETARY 
CEO 
LandscapeWorkshop 
-Birmingham-

BETSY HOLLOWAY, Ph.D.* 
IMMEDIATE PAST PRESIDENT 
Vice President Marketing 
and Communication 
Samford University 
-Birmingham-

Rose Allen 
Community Volunteer  
-Huntsville-

Fred Blackwell 
President 
Fred Blackwell Roofing 
-Smith’s Station-

Stan Blanton 
Managing Partner 
Balch & Bingham 
-Birmingham-

Preston Bolt 
Member 
Hand Arendall Harrison Sale 
-Mobile-

Tom Brinkley 
Shareholder 
Maynard Cooper Gale 
-Birmingham-

J.W. Carpenter 
President 
Prosper 
-Birmingham-

Daniel Coleman 
President 
Birmingham-Southern College 
-Birmingham-

Kate Cotton* 
Executive Director 
Leadership Alabama 
-Birmingham-

Leigh Davis 
Vice-President, Economic and 
Community Development 
Alabama Power 
-Birmingham-

John Driscoll 
CEO 
Alabama State Port Authority 
-Mobile-

Brian Hamilton 
CEO 
Trillion Communications 
-Birmingham-

Joe Hampton 
President  
Spire Energy 
-Birmingham-

Abe Harper 
President 
Harper Technologies 
-Mobile-

Judd Harwood 
Partner 
Bradley Arant Boult 
& Cummings 
-Birmingham-

Horace Horn 
Vice President  
of External Affairs 
PowerSouth Energy 
Cooperative 
-Montgomery-

Ted Hosp 
Vice President, 
Governmental Affairs 
Blue Cross and 
Blue Shield of Alabama 
-Montgomery-

C. Wayne Hutchens
President 
AT&T Alabama
-Birmingham-

Donny Jones 
Chief Operating Officer 
Chamber of Commerce of 
West Alabama 
-Tuscaloosa-

Cathy Sloss Jones 
President and CEO 
Sloss Real Estate 
-Birmingham-

Mary Pat Lawrence 
Senior Vice President, 
Government Affairs 
Protective Life Corporation 
-Birmingham-

Kim Lewis 
CEO 
PROJECTXYZ 
-Huntsville-

Deborah J. Long* 
Executive Vice President, 
Chief Legal Officer and 
Secretary, Retired 
Protective Life Corporation 
-Birmingham-

Larkin Martin 
Agent 
Martin Farm 
-Courtland-

Scott McLain* 
Principal  
and Managing Broker 
Coldwell Banker Commercial 
McLain Real Estate 
-Huntsville-

David Muhlendorf 
President & CEO, Retired 
LDM Company 
-Florence-

Charles Nailen 
Owner 
BBG Specialty Foods 
-Dothan-

Steven Nichols 
General Counsel 
Mercedes-Benz USA 
-Tuscaloosa-

Stratton Orr 
CEO 
Sexton, Inc. 
-Decatur-

Alan Register 
Birmingham Market 
President  
Regions Financial 
Corporation 
- Birmingham-

Dudley Reynolds 
CEO, Retired 
Alagasco 
-Birmingham-

Lindsay Sinor* 
President 
Vulcan Lands, Inc. 
-Birmingham-

Bryson Stephens 
Chairman 
EBSCO 
-Birmingham-

George Talbot 
Director of Government 
Relations 
Volkert, Inc. 
-Mobile-

Beck Taylor, Ph.D. 
President 
Samford University 
-Birmingham-

Jeff Traywick+ 
Vice President, Economic 
Development 
Birmingham Business Alliance 
-Birmingham-

Neal Wade 
Director 
Advanced Economic 
Development Leadership 
Program 
-Oneonta-

* Executive Committee
+ Ex Officio

P. O. BOX 293931 · 800 LAKESHORE DRIVE · BIRMINGHAM, ALABAMA 35229 · 205 726 2482 
PARCALABAMA.ORG 
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