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The statewide averages conceal
major differences among counties,
regions of the state and economic
dependency groupings. The
regions include urban and
rural counties, with the rural
counties divided into three
regions — Highlands, Delta
and Coastal Plains. Urban
counties, in general, collected
more revenue per person
from property tax than rural
areas. Total property tax
revenue grew more quickly
in urban counties, and per
capita property tax revenue
grew more rapidly in the
rural regions of the state.
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*  While property tax revenue per capita grew 22%
overall, from $70 in 1999 to $85 in 2014, there
were large variations in growth among individual
counties, with 17 counties experiencing declines.

o Phillips County saw the largest decrease in
per capita property tax revenue (22%) and
Van Buren County saw the largest growth
(433%).

e Total county property tax revenue per $1,000 of
personal income increased marginally, from $2.24
in 1999 to $2.26 in 2014.

o Crittenden County had the lowest property
tax revenue per $1,000 of personal income in
2014 ($0.50) and Van Buren County had the
highest ($8.28).

*  Property tax revenue as a share of total revenue
was 23% in 1999 and 2014.

Urban and Rural Comparison

Total property tax revenue generated by county
governments grew faster in urban counties of the state
than in rural counties, while per capita property tax
revenue grew faster in rural counties. Despite these
differences in growth, both total and per capita
property tax revenue were higher in urban counties
than rural counties. Urban counties were also more
dependent upon property tax revenue than rural areas.

e In 2014, property tax revenue per person was
$88 in urban counties and $80 in rural counties.

*  Property tax revenue per $1,000 of personal
income decreased 4% in urban areas during the
15-year period from 1999 to 2014 but grew 9% in
rural areas.

* The share of total revenue generated from
property tax revenue was 30% in urban counties
in 2014, while rural counties only received 17% of
total revenue from property tax.

Regional Comparison

*  Property tax revenue grew in every region from
1999 to 2014, with urban counties experiencing
the largest growth (44%), followed by the
Highlands (37%), Coastal Plains (19%) and
Delta (12%).

* Per capita property tax revenue also grew in every
region, with the highest growth in the Coastal
Plains (32%) and the lowest growth in the urban
counties (16%).

*  On both a total and per capita basis, urban
counties in Arkansas received more property tax
than any other region.

*  Property tax revenue per $1,000 of personal
income grew in each rural region of the state
(13% in the Highlands, 10% in the Coastal Plains
and 2% in the Delta) but decreased 4% in the
urban region.

Capacity and Effort

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

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

¢ Counties with low capacity and high effort (32),
represented with light pink, have a small tax
base and high tax rate and, therefore, are receiv-
ing about as much revenue as possible from
property tax.

* The counties in light green (10) have a large tax
base and low tax rate and, therefore, have the
potential to raise additional revenue from
property tax.

Figure 2. Property Tax Capacity and Effort, 2015
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