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The property tax is one of the
largest sources of revenue for most
county governments in Arkansas.
Property tax revenue going to county
governments increased from 1999 to
2012 and grew as a share of total
county government revenue as well.
While some of the increase in property
tax revenue was due to an increasing
population, the amount of revenue
collected per person also increased
over this 13-year period. However, the
property tax revenue collected per
$1,000 of personal income showed
no change.

The statewide averages conceal
major differences among counties,
regions of the state and economic
dependency groupings. The regions
include urban and rural with the rural
counties divided into three
regions — Highlands, Delta
and Coastal Plains. Urban

of the 75 counties in the state
for the year 2012. This fact sheet
highlights some of the findings.

County Government
Property Tax Revenue

Although property tax revenue
going to county governments in
Arkansas increased by 31% from 1999
to 2012, 23 counties received less
revenue from the property tax in 2012
compared to 1999 (Figure 1).2

e Property tax revenue received
by county governments
increased from $179 million to
$234 million during this
13-year period. The median
change in property tax
revenue was a 21% increase.

Figure 1. Change in Property Tax Revenue (1999-2012)

counties, in general,
collected more revenue per
person from the property tax
and were more reliant on the
property tax than rural
counties. However, while
total property tax revenue
grew more rapidly in urban
counties, per capita property
tax revenue grew more
rapidly in rural counties.
Other trends and differences
between regions and eco-
nomic dependency classifica-
tions and among counties
within regions of the state
are presented in the full
report. In addition, we
analyzed property tax
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1The full report (MP514) is available online at

Sources: Arkansas Legislative Audit and U.S. Department of Labor

http://www.uaex.edu/business-communities/government-policy/local-government-finance.aspx.
2Al dollar values are reported in 2012 constant (real) dollars unless otherwise specified. The South Urban (SU)
consumer price index (CPI) was used to adjust revenues for inflation.
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e In per capita terms, property tax revenue
increased 18% from $67 per person in 1999 to
$79 per person in 2012. Nineteen counties
experienced declines in property tax revenue
per person during this period. The median
change in per capita property tax revenue
was an 11% increase.

e In 2012, per capita property tax revenue
going to county governments ranged from a
low of $17 in Crittenden County to a high of
$208 in Van Buren County.

e Property tax revenue per $1,000 of personal
income remained at $2.24 in 1999 and 2012,
although it dipped as low as $1.93 in 2003
and 2004.

e In 2012, property tax revenue per $1,000 of
personal income ranged from a low of
$0.53 in Crittenden County to a high of
$6.67 in Van Buren County.

e Property tax revenue increased slightly as a
share of total county government revenue
from 23% in 1999 to 24% in 2012.

Urban and Rural Differences

Total property tax revenue generated for county
governments grew faster in urban areas of the state
compared to rural areas, yet on a per capita basis,
property tax revenue grew faster in rural areas.
Despite these differing increases, both total and per
capita property tax revenue were greater in urban
counties for the entire study period. Urban counties
relied more heavily on the property tax during this
period as well.

e In 2012, property tax revenue generated per
person in urban counties was $83 compared
to $74 per person in rural counties.

e Property tax revenue per $1,000 of personal
income increased 3% in rural counties but
declined 2% in the urban counties during this
13-year period.

e In 2012, the share of county government
revenue generated by the property tax was
31% in the urban counties compared to only
17% in the rural counties of the state.

Regional Differences

e Property tax revenue grew in every region
from 1999 to 2012.

e The urban counties experienced the greatest
increase in total property tax revenue during
the study period at 38%, but on a per capita

basis, the Highlands experienced the most
growth at 23%.

e On both a total and per capita basis, the
urban region received more property tax
revenue than any of the rural regions for the
entire study period.

e Property tax revenue per $1,000 of personal
income fell in three of the four regions
(Delta, -6%; Coastal Plains, -4%; and Urban,
-2%) but increased in the Highlands (10%).

Capacity and Effort

To evaluate the potential of county governments
to raise additional revenue from the property tax,
property tax capacity and effort are analyzed and
presented in Figure 2. Capacity refers to the county’s
tax base, and effort refers to the tax rate or millage.

Capacity and effort can be used together to
determine how much property tax revenue counties
are raising and identify the potential to increase
revenue from this source.

e Counties with low capacity and high effort (34),
represented by pink in Figure 2, have a low
tax base and high tax rate and, therefore, are
receiving about as much revenue as possible
from the property tax.

e The counties in light green (11) have a large
tax base and low tax rate and, therefore, have
the potential to raise additional revenue from
the property tax.

Figure 2. Property Tax Capacity and Effort (2012)
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