
 
 
 
 
 
 
         

Date: May 26, 2020 
 
 
To: The Honorable Chairman and Members  From: C.H. Huckelberry  

Pima County Board of Supervisors     County Administrator 
            

    
 
Re: Combined Property Tax Bills for Tucson Homeowners and Businesses in Comparison to 

Other Large U.S. Cities 
 
 
Background  
 
Pima County is participating with the City of Tucson and the University of Arizona in a housing 
market study. The purpose of the study is to better understand our existing housing stock, 
development trends, and policies in comparison to the housing needs of the full range of 
households in Pima County. Phase 1 of the study was the development of a Neighborhood 
Vulnerability Index that essentially replaces the outdated Stress Index used previously to 
prioritize or qualify neighborhoods for infrastructure reinvestment and other forms of public 
assistance. Details of this Neighborhood Vulnerability Index are posted on the University of 
Arizona’s Making Action Possible (MAP) Dashboard website at 
https://mapazdashboard.arizona.edu/tucson-pima-county-housing-study. The data layers are 
also available on Pima County’s PimaMaps and MapGuide online mapping systems.  
 
As part of Phase 2 of the housing market study, Pima County will be contributing expertise 
regarding property taxes. This includes: (1) the combined property tax burden to households 
in comparison to other communities, (2) property tax delinquencies by location and in 
comparison to those households in vulnerable neighborhoods, (3) changes over time in 
combined property taxes by location and in comparison to those households in vulnerable 
neighborhoods, and (4) where and how many households are making use of existing property 
tax relief policies and programs governed by State statute and whether there is the opportunity 
to expand the number of qualified households receiving this tax relief, especially households 
in vulnerable neighborhoods.     
 
50-State Property Tax Comparison Study – June 2019 
 
In 2016, I forwarded to the Board a study developed by the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy 
comparing property tax rates and combined property tax bills for homeowners and businesses 
across large cities throughout the United States. Attached is a summary of the updated 2019 
version of that study showing how Tucson homeowners and businesses rank among these 
national data sets. While this study is dated June 2019, it uses 2018 taxes. This addresses 
item number one, above.  
 

https://mapazdashboard.arizona.edu/tucson-pima-county-housing-study
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The study includes two data sets relevant to Tucson to compare effective property tax rates 
and combined property tax bills for Tucson homeowners and businesses to other large U.S. 
cities. In one data set, the 73 largest U.S. cities are included. In the other, the 50 largest U.S. 
cities are included.  The effective property tax rates and combined property tax bills listed for 
each large city include the taxes levied by that city, the county in which the city is located, 
the largest school district within that city, and special districts.  The study uses the effective 
property tax rate, defined as the tax bill as a percent of a property’s market value, which 
allows for comparisons across cities and states. 
 
The study also uses statistical analysis to determine the factors that explain most of the 
variation in effective property tax rates across the cities, including median home values, 
property tax reliance as a revenue source, levels of local government spending, and differences 
in property tax assessments by property type.  
 
According to the 2019 study: 
 
Property taxes for Tucson homeowners are significantly lower than in other large cities. Of the 
50 largest US cities, homeowners in only six cities had a lower combined property tax bill than 
for Tucson homeowners for a median valued home. The effective property tax rate for Tucson 
homeowners is about average and tax bills are well below average when compared to other 
large US cities. This is likely due to a much lower median home value than the comparison 
cities, and lower local government spending per capita. 
 
The effective property tax rate and combined property tax bill for apartment properties in 
Tucson are lower than average. This study does not provide information on the cost of rent 
and whether lower property tax bills contribute to lower than average rental prices.  However, 
rental prices will be considered as part of Phase 2 of the City/County/University of Arizona 
housing market study.  
 
Property tax rates and combined property tax bills for commercial and higher valued industrial 
properties in Tucson, are above average. This is likely due to State-required property tax 
assessment ratios that are higher for commercial and industrial properties, the cap on primary 
property taxes for homeowners, and lower median home values.  
 
Local property tax reliance in Tucson, in comparison to other revenue sources, is about 
average. Pima County’s reliance on property taxes is often considered high because Pima 
County does not levy a sales tax. However, the City of Tucson’s reliance on property taxes is 
low, which may have brought the overall measure of property tax reliance to average.  

 
Attachment 
 
CHH/dr 
 
c: Jan Lesher, Chief Deputy County Administrator 

Dr. Francisco Garcia, MD, MPH, Deputy County Administrator and Chief Medical Officer, 
Health and Community Services   

 Carmine DeBonis, Deputy County Administrator for Public Works 
 Nicole Fyffe, Executive Assistant to the County Administrator  



50 –State Property Tax Comparison Study – June 2019 for Taxes Paid in 2018 
Lincoln Institute of Land Policy and Minnesota Center for Fiscal Excellence 

 
https://www.lincolninst.edu/publications/other/50-state-property-tax-comparison-study-3 

 
A Summary of the Study for Property Taxes in the Tucson Area 

 
This study compares property tax rates in more than 100 U.S. cities, including tax rates on homes, 
apartment complexes, and commercial and industrial properties. The study uses the effective property 
tax rate, defined as the tax bill as a percent of a property’s market value, which allows for comparisons 
across cities and states. The effective tax rate listed for a particular city includes property taxes levied by 
the city, county, the largest school district in the city, and special districts for properties within the 
boundaries of that city. The effective tax rate is for tax year 2018. Homes or homesteads are defined as 
owner-occupied/primary residencies. Some of the comparisons are limited to the largest city in each 
state, and in those cases Phoenix is included, not Tucson. Tucson is included in two other data sets that 
compare the largest 73 and largest 50 U.S. cities.  
 
The study also uses statistical analysis to identify four key factors that explain most of the variation in 
property tax rates, as well as how much these factors influence the effective tax rate for homes and 
commercial properties each city. These four factors are: 
 

1. The degree to which a city, county, school district, or special taxing district relies on property 
taxes for revenues, verses other revenues sources, was found to be the leading factor in the 
variation of property tax rates. 

2. Differences in home values across cities was found to be the next highest factor in explaining 
the variation in property tax rates. 

3. Differences in the levels of local government spending are also a factor 
4. Whether homes are taxed at a different classification or assessment ratio compared to other 

types of property, is also a factor. In Arizona, for example, commercial and industrial properties 
carry more of the property tax burden compared to homes that are primary residences. 18 
percent of the net assessed value of commercial and industrial properties is taxable, whereas 
only 10 percent of the net assessed value of homes that are primary residences are taxable. In 
addition, the combined primary property taxes for homes that are primary residences are 
capped at 1 percent of the value of the home. There is no such cap for other property types.   

 
Generally, the study concluded that the first two, reliance on property taxes and home values, have the 
greatest effect on property tax rates. But for each city, the study reports for each of these four factors 
their ranking among the 73 largest US cities, and the impact each factor is predicted to have the 
effective tax rate for homes and commercial properties.  
 
The full report can be accessed at: https://www.lincolninst.edu/sites/default/files/pubfiles/50-state-
property-tax-comparison-for-2018-full__3.pdf  The tables referenced in this summary are attached. 
 
Findings Concerning Property Tax Rates and Tax Bills for Homes and Businesses in Tucson 
 
A. Effective Property Tax Rates and Taxes for Homes (Primary Residences), Ranked with the 73 Largest 

US Cities and 50 Largest US Cities, with Assessment Limits. 
 

https://www.lincolninst.edu/publications/other/50-state-property-tax-comparison-study-3
https://www.lincolninst.edu/sites/default/files/pubfiles/50-state-property-tax-comparison-for-2018-full__3.pdf
https://www.lincolninst.edu/sites/default/files/pubfiles/50-state-property-tax-comparison-for-2018-full__3.pdf


The effective tax rate for a median valued home (primary residence) in Tucson is 1.08%, which ranks 
in the middle (39) of the 73 largest US cities. Local property tax reliance in Tucson also ranks in the 
in middle, and is predicted to have little impact on the effective tax rate for homeowners. The 
median home value in Tucson is comparatively low (13th lowest), and is predicted to contribute to a 
higher tax rate for homeowners relative to homes in cities with the average home values. Local 
government spending in Tucson is also comparatively low (9th lowest), and is predicted to contribute 
to a lower tax rate for homeowners relative to homes in cities with average spending. The 
classification ratios for commercial properties to primary residences, and apartments to primary 
residences, are comparatively medium-high to medium, but are predicted to have little impact on 
the effective tax rate for homeowners. (Appendix Table 1a) 

 
In comparison to the largest 50 US cities, Tucson’s effective tax rate also ranks in the middle (26), is 
below the average of 1.25%, and the combined property tax bill of $1,629 for the median valued 
home of $150,400 in Tucson ranks low (44) and is well below the average tax bill of $3,080 for the 
median valued home of $303,980. (Appendix Table 2e) 
 
Tucson’s median value home is lower than most of the 73 largest US cities (60). ($150,400 vs. 
$303,980) (Appendix Tables 1a and 2e) 

 
B. Effective Property Tax Rates and Taxes for Commercial Property, Ranked with the 73 largest Cities 

and 50 Largest US Cities 
 

Tucson’s effective tax rate for a commercial property valued at $1 million with $200,000 in fixtures 
is 2.10%, which ranks higher than 44 of the 73 largest US cities. Local property tax reliance in Tucson 
ranks in the in middle, and is predicted to have little impact on the effective tax rate for commercial 
properties. The median home value in Tucson is comparatively low (13th lowest), and is predicted to 
contribute to a higher tax rate for commercial properties relative to commercial properties in cities 
with the average home values. Local government spending in Tucson is also comparatively low (9th 
lowest), and is predicted to contribute to a lower tax rate for commercial properties relative to 
commercial properties in cities with average spending. The classification ratio for commercial 
properties to primary residences is comparatively medium-high, and is predicted to to contribute to 
a higher effective tax rate for commercial properties relative to commercial properties in cities with 
the average classification ratio. (Appendix Table 1b) 

 
In comparison to the largest 50 cities, Tucson’s effective tax rate for commercial property valued at 
$1 million is 2.096%, which is above the average of 1.917%, and the combined property tax bill is 
$25,146, which is above the average of $23,003. This tax rate and tax bill ranks Tucson higher than 
29 of the 50 largest US cities. (Appendix Table 3b) 
 
In comparison to the largest 50 cities, Tucson’s effective tax rate for commercial property valued at 
$100,000 is 2.018%, which is above the average of 1.861%, and the combined property tax bill is 
$2,421, which is above the average of $2,233. This tax rate and tax bill ranks Tucson higher than 29 
of the 50 largest US cities. (Appendix Table 3b) 
 
In comparison to the largest 50 cities, Tucson’s effective tax rate for commercial property valued at 
$25 million is 2.475%, which is above the average of 1.960%, and the combined property tax bill is 
$742,388, which is above the average of $588,126. This tax rate and tax bill ranks Tucson higher 
than 35 of the 50 largest US cities. (Appendix Table 3b) 



 
C. Effective Property Tax Rates and Taxes for Industrial Property (Personal Property = 50% of value), 

Ranked with the 50 Largest US Cities 
 

In comparison to the largest 50 cities, Tucson’s effective tax rate for industrial property valued at 
$100,000 is 1.211%, which is below the average of 1.460%, and the combined property tax bill is 
$2,421, which is below the average of $2,920. This tax rate and tax bill ranks Tucson in the middle 
(27) of the 50 largest US cities. (Appendix table 4c) 
 
In comparison to the largest 50 cities, Tucson’s effective tax rate for industrial property valued at $1 
million is 1.824%, which is above the average of 1.549%, and the combined property tax bill is 
$36,488, which is above the average of $30,974. This tax rate and tax bill ranks Tucson higher (16) 
than many of the 50 largest US cities. (Appendix table 4c) 
 
In comparison to the largest 50 cities, Tucson’s effective tax rate for industrial property valued at 
$25 million is 2.052%, which is above the average of 1.576%, and the combined property tax bill is 
$1,025,928, which is above the average of $787,815. This tax rate and tax bill ranks Tucson higher 
(15) than many of the 50 largest US cities. (Appendix table 4c) 

 
D. Effective Property Tax Rates and Taxes for Apartment Properties Valued at $600,000 Ranked with 

the Largest 50 US Cities 
 

In comparison to the largest 50 cities, Tucson’s effective tax rate for apartment properties valued at 
$600,000 is 1.256%, which is below the average of 1.634%, and the combined property tax bill is 
$7,911, which is below the average of $10,297. This tax rate and tax bill ranks Tucson in the lower 
middle (31) of the 50 largest US cities. (Appendix Table 5b) 

 
Findings Regarding Tax Rates and Bills in Tucson versus Phoenix  
 
According to the report, homes (primary residences) in Phoenix have a slightly lower effective tax rate 
when compared to homes in Tucson, but the combined property tax bills are higher due to a higher 
median valued home ($231,000 vs. $150,400).  Commercial and industrial properties in Phoenix have 
slightly higher effective tax rates and combined property tax bills than Tucson. Commercial effective tax 
rates and tax bills are high in Phoenix when ranked against other US cities, and industrial effective tax 
rates and tax bills in Phoenix are in the middle when ranked against other US cities. For apartment 
properties, Phoenix has a slightly higher effective tax rate and tax bills than Tucson, but still ranks in the 
middle when compared to other US cities.  
 
Summary of Findings  
 
Of the 50 largest US cities, homeowners in only 6 cities had a lower combined property tax bill than 
Tucson homeowners for a median valued home. The effective property tax rate for homes (primary 
residences) in Tucson is about average and tax bills are well below average when compared to other 
large US cities. This is likely due to a much lower median home value than the comparison cities, and 
lower local government spending per capita. 
 
The effective property tax rate and combined property tax bill for apartment properties in Tucson are 
lower than average.  



 
But property tax rates and combined property tax bills for commercial and higher valued industrial 
properties in Tucson, are above average. This is likely due to State-required property tax assessment 
ratios that are higher for commercial and industrial properties, the cap on primary property taxes for 
homeowners, and lower median home values.  
 
Local property tax reliance in Tucson, in comparison to other revenue sources, is about average. Pima 
County’s reliance on property taxes is often considered high because Pima County does not levy a sales 
tax. However, the City of Tucson’s reliance on property taxes is low, which may have brought the overall 
measure of property tax reliance to average.  
 
Referenced tables attached 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 

Appendix Table 1a: Factors Correlated with Homestead Property Tax Rates in Large U.S. Cities 
(Effective Tax Rate for Median Valued Home, with Assessment Limits) 

 
    Tax Rate Property Tax Reliance Median Home Value Local Gov't Spending Classification Ratio 

State City 
Rank 
(1-73) 

Tax 
Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Commercial 
Rank (1-73) 

Apartments 
Rank (1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Alabama Birmingham 64 0.66 71 -0.55 72 0.79 29 0.02 13 4 -0.46 
Alaska Anchorage 28 1.42 7 0.73 18 -0.31 40 -0.05 48 39 0.17 
Arizona Mesa 63 0.66 46 -0.20 37 -0.01 65 -0.23 11 28 -0.13 
Arizona Phoenix 47 0.94 43 -0.16 33 -0.03 58 -0.18 20 32 -0.07 
Arizona Tucson 39 1.08 36 -0.03 60 0.33 64 -0.23 19 30 -0.07 
Arkansas Little Rock 41 1.05 67 -0.50 50 0.23 56 -0.17 33 18 0.02 
California Fresno 56 0.76 49 -0.22 32 -0.04 35 0.01 53 45 0.20 
California Long Beach 55 0.78 59 -0.39 10 -0.78 6 0.33 55 48 0.21 
California Los Angeles 62 0.69 53 -0.26 6 -0.91 5 0.43 58 51 0.21 
California Oakland 61 0.71 56 -0.33 4 -0.96 4 0.61 59 52 0.21 
California Sacramento 67 0.59 62 -0.44 15 -0.35 11 0.24 54 47 0.20 
California San Diego 54 0.78 31 0.05 9 -0.84 22 0.07 56 49 0.21 
California San Francisco 66 0.62 55 -0.29 1 -1.36 2 1.04 61 54 0.21 
California San Jose 59 0.73 40 -0.07 2 -1.14 15 0.14 60 53 0.21 
Colorado Colorado Springs 70 0.49 52 -0.26 24 -0.15 46 -0.09 3 68 -0.43 
Colorado Denver 68 0.56 69 -0.54 13 -0.49 12 0.24 4 67 -0.42 
Connecticut Bridgeport 2 3.44 2 1.17 46 0.19 32 0.01 71 72 0.24 
DC Washington 60 0.73 64 -0.45 8 -0.85 1 1.58 15 35 -0.07 
Delaware Wilmington 27 1.44 33 -0.01 48 0.20 19 0.11 36 55 0.17 
Florida Jacksonville 52 0.79 39 -0.06 47 0.19 41 -0.06 17 7 -0.42 

 
How to Interpret Each Factor’s Impact on a City’s Tax Rate 
The columns labeled “Impact on Tax Rate” shows how each factor is expected to affect the tax rate in that city relative to a scenario where the city had the average 
value for that variable—a positive value means that factor increases the city’s tax rate, while a negative value means that factor decreases the city’s tax rate. 
 
For example, consider Birmingham, Alabama. The city has the 71st highest property tax reliance (3rd lowest), which is predicted to decrease the city’s tax rate on a 
median valued home by 0.55 percentage points relative to a city with average property tax reliance. An alternative way to interpret this data is that if Birmingham 
had the average property tax reliance and all other characteristics of the city were unchanged (home values, government spending, etc.), then the city’s tax rate 
would be 0.55 percentage points higher, which at 1.21% would be 32nd highest. Birmingham also has the 72nd highest median home value (2nd lowest), which is 
expected to increase their tax rate by 0.79 percentage points relative to a scenario where the city had the average home value for all cities in this analysis. Local 
government spending per capita is slightly above average in Birmingham (29th highest), which is expected to increase the city’s tax rate by 0.02 percentage points 
relative to a city with average spending. Finally, Birmingham has significantly higher tax rates for commercial properties and apartments than for homestead 
properties; the classification ratio is 13th highest for commercial properties and 4th highest for apartments. The city’s classification ratios are predicted to decrease 
the property tax rate on a median valued home by 0.46 percentage points compared to a city with the average classification ratio. 
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    Tax Rate Property Tax Reliance Median Home Value Local Gov't Spending Classification Ratio 

State City 
Rank 
(1-73) 

Tax 
Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate Commercial Apartments Impact 

Florida Miami 50 0.87 32 0.00 17 -0.31 25 0.05 14 5 -0.44 
Georgia Atlanta 38 1.10 29 0.08 20 -0.25 10 0.28 30 16 0.01 
Hawaii Honolulu* 73 0.31 13 0.35 3 -0.97 73 -0.37 2 34 -0.49 
Idaho Boise 51 0.85 11 0.36 29 -0.07 72 -0.35 25 10 -0.18 
Illinois Aurora 1 3.65 4 0.88 45 0.19 57 -0.18 45 36 0.16 
Illinois Chicago 26 1.45 38 -0.04 25 -0.12 9 0.30 6 31 -0.26 
Indiana Indianapolis 42 1.05 48 -0.21 63 0.41 34 0.01 8 3 -0.60 
Iowa Des Moines 9 2.30 15 0.32 65 0.43 47 -0.10 26 14 -0.08 
Kansas Wichita 33 1.18 28 0.09 64 0.42 63 -0.22 10 46 -0.07 
Kentucky Louisville 34 1.15 47 -0.20 54 0.28 67 -0.24 57 50 0.21 
Louisiana New Orleans 44 0.98 58 -0.36 34 -0.02 43 -0.08 18 15 -0.18 
Maine Portland 18 1.86 9 0.69 22 -0.23 48 -0.10 47 38 0.17 
Maryland Baltimore 10 2.16 30 0.08 57 0.31 18 0.11 70 66 0.22 
Massachusetts Boston 71 0.48 3 1.11 11 -0.75 36 0.01 1 8 -0.89 
Michigan Detroit 7 2.36 60 -0.39 73 1.26 27 0.02 38 23 0.08 
Minnesota Minneapolis 31 1.33 37 -0.04 26 -0.10 21 0.10 9 22 -0.19 
Mississippi Jackson 29 1.41 8 0.69 70 0.74 70 -0.29 21 9 -0.33 
Missouri Kansas City 24 1.58 68 -0.52 58 0.32 26 0.02 23 55 0.03 
Montana Billings 46 0.94 19 0.22 36 -0.01 69 -0.27 31 55 0.14 
Nebraska Omaha 15 2.00 24 0.16 56 0.30 37 0.01 62 55 0.21 
Nevada Las Vegas 35 1.14 57 -0.34 28 -0.08 49 -0.12 69 69 0.23 
New Hampshire Manchester 13 2.11 6 0.76 35 -0.02 52 -0.16 62 55 0.21 
New Jersey Newark* 3 2.96 1 1.20 31 -0.05 44 -0.09 62 55 0.21 
New Mexico Albuquerque 32 1.24 42 -0.15 42 0.10 71 -0.29 37 43 0.15 
New York Buffalo 23 1.64 70 -0.55 71 0.74 17 0.11 27 11 -0.14 
New York New York City 69 0.49 51 -0.23 7 -0.85 3 0.81 7 2 -0.72 
North Carolina Charlotte 43 0.98 66 -0.48 39 0.03 14 0.19 62 55 0.21 
North Carolina Raleigh 45 0.97 17 0.26 30 -0.06 61 -0.20 62 55 0.21 
North Dakota Fargo 40 1.07 44 -0.18 40 0.04 59 -0.19 46 37 0.16 
Ohio Columbus 16 1.97 45 -0.19 59 0.33 33 0.01 34 20 0.03 

 
 *Honolulu and Newark do not have data on property tax reliance or local government spending in the Fiscally Standardized Cities database, so statewide data on all local 
governments is used instead (Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2016 Census of Government Finances).  
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    Tax Rate Property Tax Reliance Median Home Value Local Gov't Spending Classification Ratio 

State City 
Rank 
(1-73) 

Tax 
Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate Commercial Apartments Impact 

Oklahoma Oklahoma City 36 1.13 54 -0.28 55 0.29 68 -0.25 51 41 0.18 
Oklahoma Tulsa 30 1.35 50 -0.22 62 0.40 66 -0.23 49 40 0.17 
Oregon Portland 22 1.66 25 0.15 12 -0.55 28 0.02 62 55 0.21 
Pennsylvania Philadelphia 37 1.12 72 -0.67 53 0.25 13 0.20 16 25 -0.11 
Rhode Island Providence 20 1.80 5 0.88 41 0.08 39 -0.05 22 55 0.00 
South Carolina Charleston 72 0.37 34 -0.01 14 -0.37 45 -0.09 5 1 -1.00 
South Dakota Sioux Falls 25 1.53 26 0.13 43 0.12 62 -0.21 52 44 0.19 
Tennessee Memphis 19 1.81 41 -0.08 69 0.69 16 0.11 28 12 -0.13 
Tennessee Nashville 53 0.79 23 0.18 27 -0.09 30 0.02 29 13 -0.13 
Texas Arlington 14 2.06 12 0.35 52 0.24 60 -0.19 44 19 0.08 
Texas Austin 17 1.88 10 0.44 16 -0.34 24 0.05 43 26 0.12 
Texas Dallas 12 2.16 27 0.10 44 0.13 31 0.02 35 24 0.08 
Texas El Paso 4 2.64 18 0.24 66 0.47 53 -0.17 42 33 0.15 
Texas Fort Worth 11 2.16 14 0.34 51 0.23 50 -0.13 40 21 0.07 
Texas Houston 21 1.78 16 0.29 49 0.21 42 -0.07 32 17 0.01 
Texas San Antonio 6 2.44 22 0.18 61 0.35 23 0.06 39 29 0.12 
Utah Salt Lake City 58 0.73 35 -0.02 19 -0.28 54 -0.17 24 71 0.06 
Vermont Burlington 8 2.34 65 -0.46 21 -0.24 20 0.10 41 27 0.12 
Virginia Virginia Beach 48 0.90 20 0.22 23 -0.20 55 -0.17 73 73 0.28 
Washington Seattle 49 0.89 63 -0.44 5 -0.94 8 0.30 62 55 0.21 
West Virginia Charleston 57 0.75 61 -0.40 68 0.58 51 -0.14 12 6 -0.46 
Wisconsin Milwaukee 5 2.57 21 0.19 67 0.51 38 -0.01 50 42 0.18 
Wyoming Cheyenne 65 0.64 73 -0.84 38 0.02 7 0.31 72 70 0.24 

 
  



68 
 

Appendix Table 2e: Homestead Property Taxes for the Largest Fifty U.S. Cities: Median Valued Homes, with Assessment Limits 
 

  Tax Rate (%) Tax Bill ($) Median 
Home 
Value State City Rate Rank Change 

from ‘17 Rate Rank Change 
from ‘17 

Arizona Mesa 0.665% 44 1 ↓ 1,494 46 1 ↓ 224,700 
Arizona Phoenix 0.936% 31 2 ↓ 2,162 34  - 231,000 
Arizona Tucson 1.083% 26 6 ↓ 1,629 44 2 ↓ 150,400 
California Fresno 0.759% 39 3 ↓ 1,780 43 6 ↓ 234,500 
California Long Beach 0.777% 38 3 ↑ 4,335 10  - 557,700 
California Los Angeles 0.694% 43 1 ↑ 4,490 8 1 ↑ 647,000 
California Oakland 0.706% 42 2 ↓ 4,845 6  - 686,700 
California Sacramento 0.594% 46  - 1,995 36  - 335,900 
California San Diego 0.784% 37 2 ↓ 4,703 7  - 600,300 
California San Francisco 0.620% 45 2 ↑ 6,849 2 1 ↓ 1,104,100 
California San Jose 0.730% 40 2 ↓ 6,242 4 2 ↓ 854,700 
Colorado Colorado Springs 0.488% 49 1 ↑ 1,296 49 1 ↑ 265,400 
Colorado Denver 0.564% 47 2 ↓ 2,227 32 1 ↓ 395,100 
DC Washington 0.725% 41 1 ↑ 4,404 9 1 ↓ 607,200 
Florida Jacksonville 0.794% 35 2 ↑ 1,405 48  - 177,000 
Florida Miami 0.867% 34 2 ↓ 2,792 26 1 ↑ 322,100 
Georgia Atlanta 1.099% 25 1 ↑ 3,290 19 4 ↑ 299,400 
Illinois Chicago 1.448% 16 1 ↓ 3,706 12 1 ↓ 255,900 
Indiana Indianapolis 1.047% 27 1 ↑ 1,441 47  - 137,600 
Kansas Wichita 1.180% 20 1 ↑ 1,595 45 1 ↑ 135,100 
Kentucky Louisville 1.149% 21 1 ↑ 1,845 40 1 ↓ 160,500 
Louisiana New Orleans 0.976% 29 1 ↑ 2,223 33  - 227,800 
Maryland Baltimore 2.161% 5 2 ↑ 3,336 17 1 ↓ 154,400 
Massachusetts Boston 0.484% 50 1 ↓ 2,617 27 1 ↓ 540,600 
Michigan Detroit 2.361% 4 3 ↓ 1,185 50 1 ↓ 50,200 
Minnesota Minneapolis 1.331% 18  - 3,333 18 1 ↓ 250,400 
Missouri Kansas City 1.576% 15 1 ↑ 2,410 30 2 ↑ 152,900 
Nebraska Omaha 2.000% 9 1 ↑ 3,141 20  - 157,100 
Nevada Las Vegas 1.141% 22 1 ↑ 2,801 25  - 245,500 
New Mexico Albuquerque 1.235% 19  - 2,432 29  - 196,900 
New York New York City 0.495% 48  - 3,015 23 4 ↓ 609,500 
North Carolina Charlotte 0.980% 28 1 ↓ 2,112 35  - 215,500 
North Carolina Raleigh 0.972% 30 1 ↑ 2,331 31 1 ↓ 239,700 
Ohio Columbus 1.966% 10 1 ↓ 2,976 24  - 151,400 
Oklahoma Oklahoma City 1.126% 23 1 ↑ 1,782 42 1 ↓ 158,200 
AVERAGE   1.254%   3,080   303,980 
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  Tax Rate (%) Tax Bill ($) Median 
Home 
Value State City Rate Rank Change 

from ‘17 Rate Rank Change 
from ‘17 

Oklahoma Tulsa 1.354% 17  - 1,891 38 2 ↑ 139,700 
Oregon Portland 1.656% 14  - 7,077 1 2 ↑ 427,500 
Pennsylvania Philadelphia 1.118% 24 1 ↑ 1,858 39 4 ↑ 166,200 
Tennessee Memphis 1.811% 12  - 1,788 41 3 ↓ 98,700 
Tennessee Nashville 0.789% 36 3 ↑ 1,947 37 7 ↑ 246,800 
Texas Arlington 2.062% 8 2 ↓ 3,461 15 2 ↓ 167,800 
Texas Austin 1.884% 11  - 6,267 3 1 ↑ 332,700 
Texas Dallas 2.155% 7 1 ↑ 4,108 11 7 ↑ 190,600 
Texas El Paso 2.640% 1 1 ↑ 3,372 16 2 ↓ 127,700 
Texas Fort Worth 2.158% 6 1 ↓ 3,655 13 1 ↓ 169,400 
Texas Houston 1.778% 13  - 3,086 22  - 173,600 
Texas San Antonio 2.438% 3 1 ↑ 3,613 14 1 ↑ 148,200 
Virginia Virginia Beach 0.905% 32 1 ↑ 2,554 28  - 282,300 
Washington Seattle 0.885% 33 1 ↑ 5,960 5  - 673,100 
Wisconsin Milwaukee 2.567% 2 1 ↑ 3,140 21  - 122,300 
AVERAGE  1.254%   3,080   303,980 

 
Source for median home values: 2017 American Community Survey, 1-year data 
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Appendix Table 1b: Factors Correlated with Commercial Property Tax Rates in Large U.S. Cities 
(Effective Tax Rate for $1-Million Valued Commercial Property, with $200k in Fixtures) 

 
    Tax Rate Property Tax Reliance Median Home Value Local Gov't Spending Classification Ratio* 

State City 
Rank 
(1-73) 

Tax 
Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Alabama Birmingham 46 1.44 71 -0.55 72 0.97 29 0.04 13 0.23 
Alaska Anchorage 43 1.52 7 0.72 18 -0.38 40 -0.08 48 -0.17 
Arizona Mesa 41 1.61 46 -0.20 37 -0.01 65 -0.35 11 0.25 
Arizona Phoenix 24 2.29 43 -0.16 33 -0.04 58 -0.28 20 0.19 
Arizona Tucson 29 2.10 36 -0.03 60 0.41 64 -0.35 19 0.19 
Arkansas Little Rock 48 1.40 67 -0.50 50 0.28 56 -0.26 33 -0.08 
California Fresno 57 1.24 49 -0.22 32 -0.05 35 0.01 53 -0.19 
California Long Beach 59 1.21 59 -0.39 10 -0.95 6 0.50 55 -0.19 
California Los Angeles 60 1.20 53 -0.26 6 -1.11 5 0.66 58 -0.19 
California Oakland 49 1.37 56 -0.32 4 -1.17 4 0.94 59 -0.19 
California Sacramento 66 1.13 62 -0.44 15 -0.43 11 0.37 54 -0.19 
California San Diego 61 1.17 31 0.05 9 -1.03 22 0.11 56 -0.19 
California San Francisco 62 1.16 55 -0.29 1 -1.66 2 1.58 61 -0.19 
California San Jose 56 1.28 40 -0.07 2 -1.40 15 0.22 60 -0.19 
Colorado Colorado Springs 34 1.93 52 -0.26 24 -0.18 46 -0.14 3 0.85 
Colorado Denver 26 2.20 69 -0.54 13 -0.60 12 0.36 4 0.83 
Connecticut Bridgeport 4 3.46 2 1.16 46 0.23 32 0.02 71 -0.20 
DC Washington 55 1.29 64 -0.45 8 -1.04 1 2.42 15 0.21 
Delaware Wilmington 47 1.43 33 -0.01 48 0.24 19 0.16 36 -0.13 
Florida Jacksonville 40 1.64 39 -0.06 47 0.24 41 -0.08 17 0.20 

 *Table shows impact of the commercial-homestead classification ratio 
 
How to Interpret Each Factor’s Impact on a City’s Tax Rate 
The columns labeled “Impact on Tax Rate” shows how each factor is expected to affect the tax rate in that city relative to a scenario where the city had the average 
value for that variable—a positive value means that factor increases the city’s tax rate, while a negative value means that factor decreases the city’s tax rate. 
 
For example, consider Birmingham, Alabama. The city has the 71st highest property tax reliance (3rd lowest), which is predicted to decrease the city’s commercial 
property tax rate by 0.55 percentage points relative to a city with average property tax reliance. An alternative way to interpret this data is that if Birmingham had 
the average property tax reliance and all other characteristics of the city were unchanged (home values, government spending, etc.), then the city’s commercial tax 
rate would be 0.55 percentage points higher. Birmingham also has the 72nd highest median home value (2nd lowest), which is expected to increase their tax rate by 
0.97 percentage points relative to a scenario where the city had the average home value for all cities in this analysis. Local government spending per capita is 
slightly above average in Birmingham (29th highest), and thus is expected to increase the city’s tax rate by 0.04 percentage points relative to a city with average 
spending. Finally, Birmingham has the 13th highest commercial-homestead classification ratio, which is predicted to increase the commercial property tax rate by 
0.23 percentage points compared to a city with the average classification ratio. 
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    Tax Rate Property Tax Reliance Median Home Value Local Gov't Spending Classification Ratio* 

State City 
Rank 
(1-73) 

Tax 
Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Tax 
Rate 

Florida Miami 35 1.85 32 0.00 17 -0.38 25 0.08 14 0.21 
Georgia Atlanta 42 1.52 29 0.08 20 -0.31 10 0.42 30 -0.07 
Hawaii Honolulu** 68 1.02 13 0.35 3 -1.18 73 -0.57 2 0.87 
Idaho Boise 51 1.32 11 0.36 29 -0.09 72 -0.53 25 0.05 
Illinois Aurora 5 3.34 4 0.88 45 0.23 57 -0.28 45 -0.16 
Illinois Chicago 3 3.55 38 -0.04 25 -0.14 9 0.45 6 0.50 
Indiana Indianapolis 17 2.58 48 -0.21 63 0.50 34 0.02 8 0.31 
Iowa Des Moines 6 3.12 15 0.32 65 0.52 47 -0.15 26 0.03 
Kansas Wichita 14 2.71 28 0.09 64 0.52 63 -0.33 10 0.25 
Kentucky Louisville 54 1.29 47 -0.20 54 0.34 67 -0.37 57 -0.19 
Louisiana New Orleans 30 2.06 58 -0.36 34 -0.02 43 -0.12 18 0.19 
Maine Portland 31 2.04 9 0.69 22 -0.28 48 -0.15 47 -0.17 
Maryland Baltimore 13 2.72 30 0.08 57 0.38 18 0.16 70 -0.20 
Massachusetts Boston 37 1.79 3 1.10 11 -0.92 36 0.01 1 1.03 
Michigan Detroit 2 3.83 60 -0.39 73 1.55 27 0.04 38 -0.14 
Minnesota Minneapolis 16 2.61 37 -0.04 26 -0.12 21 0.16 9 0.29 
Mississippi Jackson 11 2.77 8 0.69 70 0.90 70 -0.44 21 0.14 
Missouri Kansas City 8 2.87 68 -0.51 58 0.39 26 0.04 23 0.10 
Montana Billings 63 1.14 19 0.22 36 -0.02 69 -0.42 31 -0.07 
Nebraska Omaha 32 2.02 24 0.16 56 0.36 37 0.01 62 -0.20 
Nevada Las Vegas 64 1.14 57 -0.34 28 -0.10 49 -0.19 69 -0.20 
New Hampshire Manchester 38 1.76 6 0.76 35 -0.02 52 -0.24 62 -0.20 
New Jersey Newark** 19 2.47 1 1.19 31 -0.06 44 -0.13 62 -0.20 
New Mexico Albuquerque 45 1.48 42 -0.15 42 0.13 71 -0.44 37 -0.13 
New York Buffalo 25 2.22 70 -0.54 71 0.91 17 0.17 27 0.03 
New York New York City 65 1.14 51 -0.23 7 -1.05 3 1.23 7 0.43 
North Carolina Charlotte 67 1.04 66 -0.47 39 0.03 14 0.28 62 -0.20 
North Carolina Raleigh 69 0.99 17 0.26 30 -0.08 61 -0.30 62 -0.20 
North Dakota Fargo 70 0.97 44 -0.18 40 0.04 59 -0.29 46 -0.17 
Ohio Columbus 27 2.16 45 -0.19 59 0.40 33 0.02 34 -0.08 

*Table shows impact of the commercial-homestead classification ratio 
**Honolulu and Newark do not have data on property tax reliance or local government spending in the Fiscally Standardized Cities database, so statewide data on all 
local governments is used instead (Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2016 Census of Government Finances).  
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    Tax Rate Property Tax Reliance Median Home Value Local Gov't Spending Classification Ratio* 

State City 
Rank 
(1-73) 

Tax 
Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Impact on 
Tax Rate 

Rank 
(1-73) 

Tax 
Rate 

Oklahoma Oklahoma City 52 1.30 54 -0.27 55 0.35 68 -0.38 51 -0.18 
Oklahoma Tulsa 44 1.49 50 -0.22 62 0.48 66 -0.35 49 -0.17 
Oregon Portland 20 2.46 25 0.15 12 -0.68 28 0.04 62 -0.20 
Pennsylvania Philadelphia 33 1.96 72 -0.66 53 0.30 13 0.30 16 0.20 
Rhode Island Providence 1 3.85 5 0.87 41 0.09 39 -0.07 22 0.14 
South Carolina Charleston 36 1.81 34 -0.01 14 -0.45 45 -0.14 5 0.56 
South Dakota Sioux Falls 50 1.34 26 0.13 43 0.14 62 -0.31 52 -0.18 
Tennessee Memphis 10 2.78 41 -0.08 69 0.84 16 0.17 28 0.02 
Tennessee Nashville 58 1.21 23 0.18 27 -0.11 30 0.04 29 0.02 
Texas Arlington 23 2.36 12 0.35 52 0.29 60 -0.30 44 -0.16 
Texas Austin 28 2.11 10 0.44 16 -0.42 24 0.08 43 -0.15 
Texas Dallas 15 2.67 27 0.10 44 0.16 31 0.03 35 -0.12 
Texas El Paso 7 3.00 18 0.23 66 0.58 53 -0.25 42 -0.15 
Texas Fort Worth 18 2.56 14 0.34 51 0.28 50 -0.20 40 -0.14 
Texas Houston 22 2.39 16 0.29 49 0.26 42 -0.11 32 -0.07 
Texas San Antonio 9 2.84 22 0.18 61 0.42 23 0.09 39 -0.14 
Utah Salt Lake City 53 1.29 35 -0.02 19 -0.34 54 -0.25 24 0.07 
Vermont Burlington 21 2.42 65 -0.46 21 -0.29 20 0.16 41 -0.14 
Virginia Virginia Beach 71 0.96 20 0.22 23 -0.25 55 -0.26 73 -0.23 
Washington Seattle 72 0.90 63 -0.44 5 -1.15 8 0.46 62 -0.20 
West Virginia Charleston 39 1.67 61 -0.40 68 0.71 51 -0.22 12 0.24 
Wisconsin Milwaukee 12 2.73 21 0.19 67 0.62 38 -0.02 50 -0.17 
Wyoming Cheyenne 73 0.63 73 -0.83 38 0.02 7 0.47 72 -0.21 

*Table shows impact of the commercial-homestead classification ratio 
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Appendix Table 3b: Commercial Property Taxes for the Largest Fifty U.S. Cities 
  Land and Building Value: 

$100,000 
Land and Building Value: 

$1 Million 
Land and Building Value: 

$25 Million 
Tax Rate 

Varies with 
Property 

Value 

Lower Tax 
Rate on 
Personal 
Property State City Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank 

Arizona Mesa 1.554% 1,865 26 (3 ↑) 1.614% 19,370 29 (1 ↑) 1.908% 572,450 27 (1 ↑) X X 
Arizona Phoenix 2.201% 2,641 16 (6 ↑) 2.287% 27,443 17 (3 ↑) 2.708% 812,471 10 (4 ↑) X X 
Arizona Tucson 2.018% 2,421 21 (2 ↓) 2.096% 25,146 21 (3 ↓) 2.475% 742,388 15 (3 ↓) X X 
California Fresno 1.244% 1,493 37 (1 ↑) 1.244% 14,931 38 (1 ↑) 1.244% 373,280 38 (1 ↑)     
California Long Beach 1.207% 1,449 39 ( - ) 1.207% 14,487 40 ( - ) 1.207% 362,168 40 ( - )     
California Los Angeles 1.196% 1,435 40 (1 ↑) 1.196% 14,353 41 (1 ↑) 1.196% 358,814 41 (1 ↑)     
California Oakland 1.367% 1,640 32 (1 ↑) 1.367% 16,399 33 (1 ↑) 1.367% 409,980 34 (1 ↑)     
California Sacramento 1.130% 1,355 46 ( - ) 1.130% 13,554 46 ( - ) 1.130% 338,850 46 ( - )     
California San Diego 1.175% 1,410 41 (2 ↑) 1.175% 14,095 42 (2 ↑) 1.175% 352,383 42 (2 ↑)     
California San Francisco 1.163% 1,396 42 ( - ) 1.163% 13,956 43 ( - ) 1.163% 348,900 43 ( - )     
California San Jose 1.281% 1,537 36 (2 ↓) 1.281% 15,370 37 (2 ↓) 1.281% 384,240 37 (1 ↓)     
Colorado Colorado Springs 1.930% 2,316 22 (4 ↑) 1.930% 23,156 25 (4 ↑) 1.930% 578,902 26 (5 ↑)     
Colorado Denver 2.198% 2,637 17 ( - ) 2.198% 26,373 18 (1 ↑) 2.198% 659,322 19 (1 ↑)     
DC Washington 1.286% 1,543 35 (1 ↑) 1.286% 15,428 36 (1 ↑) 1.963% 588,788 25 (1 ↑) X X 
Florida Jacksonville 1.391% 1,670 31 (1 ↑) 1.644% 19,724 28 ( - ) 1.678% 503,493 30 ( - ) X X 
Florida Miami 1.553% 1,864 27 (1 ↑) 1.847% 22,159 26 ( - ) 1.887% 566,028 28 (1 ↓) X X 
Georgia Atlanta 1.520% 1,824 28 (1 ↓) 1.520% 18,237 30 (1 ↑) 1.520% 455,918 31 (1 ↑)     
Illinois Chicago 3.552% 4,262 2 (1 ↑) 3.552% 42,623 2 (1 ↑) 3.552% 1,065,585 2 (1 ↑)   X 
Indiana Indianapolis 2.576% 3,091 11 (3 ↑) 2.576% 30,908 12 (3 ↑) 2.576% 772,693 13 (4 ↑)     
Kansas Wichita 2.708% 3,250 8 (3 ↑) 2.708% 32,497 9 (3 ↑) 2.708% 812,433 11 (2 ↑)     
Kentucky Louisville 1.287% 1,544 34 (3 ↑) 1.287% 15,439 35 (3 ↑) 1.287% 385,968 36 (2 ↑)     
Louisiana New Orleans 2.063% 2,475 20 (3 ↑) 2.063% 24,751 22 (2 ↑) 2.063% 618,783 23 (2 ↑)     
Maryland Baltimore 2.717% 3,260 7 ( - ) 2.717% 32,604 8 ( - ) 2.717% 815,112 9 (1 ↓)     
Massachusetts Boston 1.785% 2,142 24 (1 ↑) 1.785% 21,420 27 ( - ) 1.785% 535,500 29 ( - )   X 
Michigan Detroit 3.829% 4,594 1 ( - ) 3.829% 45,943 1 ( - ) 3.829% 1,148,575 1 ( - )   X 
Minnesota Minneapolis 1.622% 1,947 25 (7 ↓) 2.606% 31,273 11 (6 ↓) 2.753% 826,023 7 (2 ↓) X X 
Missouri Kansas City 2.872% 3,447 4 (4 ↑) 2.872% 34,465 4 (5 ↑) 2.872% 861,635 4 (5 ↑)   X 
Nebraska Omaha 1.853% 2,223 23 (1 ↑) 2.021% 24,246 23 ( - ) 2.038% 611,524 24 ( - ) X X 
Nevada Las Vegas 1.139% 1,367 44 (1 ↑) 1.139% 13,670 44 (1 ↑) 1.139% 341,752 44 (1 ↑)     
New Mexico Albuquerque 1.484% 1,781 30 ( - ) 1.484% 17,807 32 ( - ) 1.484% 445,187 33 ( - )     
New York New York City* 1.139% 1,367 45 (43 ↓) 1.139% 13,668 45 (43 ↓) 1.139% 341,705 45 (43 ↓)   X 
North Carolina Charlotte 1.036% 1,243 47 ( - ) 1.036% 12,426 47 ( - ) 1.036% 310,658 47 ( - )     
North Carolina Raleigh 0.992% 1,191 48 ( - ) 0.992% 11,909 48 ( - ) 0.992% 297,734 48 ( - )     
Ohio Columbus 2.162% 2,594 18 (2 ↑) 2.162% 25,943 19 (2 ↑) 2.162% 648,565 20 (1 ↑)   X 
Oklahoma Oklahoma City 1.300% 1,560 33 (2 ↑) 1.300% 15,598 34 (2 ↑) 1.300% 389,950 35 (2 ↑)     
AVERAGE  1.861% 2,233   1.917% 23,003   1.960% 588,126   N = 10 N = 18 
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  Land and Building Value: 
$100,000 

Land and Building Value: 
$1 Million 

Land and Building Value: 
$25 Million 

Tax Rate 
Varies with 

Property 
Value 

Lower Tax 
Rate on 
Personal 
Property State City Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank 

Oklahoma Tulsa 1.488% 1,785 29 (2 ↑) 1.488% 17,854 31 (2 ↑) 1.488% 446,355 32 (2 ↑)   X 
Oregon Portland 2.455% 2,946 13 (2 ↑) 2.455% 29,465 14 (2 ↑) 2.455% 736,614 16 (2 ↑)     
Pennsylvania Philadelphia 1.140% 1,368 43 (1 ↑) 1.960% 23,521 24 (1 ↑) 2.118% 635,548 21 (2 ↑) X X 
Tennessee Memphis 2.778% 3,333 6 (1 ↓) 2.778% 33,331 6 ( - ) 2.778% 833,279 6 ( - )   X 
Tennessee Nashville 1.209% 1,451 38 (2 ↑) 1.209% 14,513 39 (2 ↑) 1.209% 362,825 39 (2 ↑)   X 
Texas Arlington 2.360% 2,832 15 (3 ↓) 2.360% 28,315 16 (3 ↓) 2.360% 707,882 18 (3 ↓)     
Texas Austin 2.112% 2,535 19 (2 ↑) 2.112% 25,347 20 (2 ↑) 2.112% 633,685 22 ( - )     
Texas Dallas 2.668% 3,201 10 (3 ↑) 2.668% 32,014 10 (4 ↑) 2.668% 800,350 12 (4 ↑)     
Texas El Paso 2.997% 3,597 3 (1 ↑) 2.997% 35,967 3 (1 ↑) 2.997% 899,163 3 (1 ↑)     
Texas Fort Worth 2.562% 3,074 12 (3 ↓) 2.562% 30,744 13 (2 ↓) 2.562% 768,589 14 (3 ↓)     
Texas Houston 2.388% 2,866 14 (2 ↑) 2.388% 28,660 15 (2 ↑) 2.388% 716,508 17 (2 ↑)     
Texas San Antonio 2.839% 3,407 5 (1 ↑) 2.839% 34,072 5 (2 ↑) 2.839% 851,812 5 (2 ↑)     
Virginia Virginia Beach 0.956% 1,147 49 ( - ) 0.956% 11,474 49 ( - ) 0.956% 286,841 49 ( - )     
Washington Seattle 0.896% 1,076 50 ( - ) 0.896% 10,757 50 ( - ) 0.896% 268,933 50 ( - )     
Wisconsin Milwaukee 2.672% 3,207 9 (1 ↑) 2.728% 32,735 7 (3 ↑) 2.734% 820,144 8 (2 ↑) X   
AVERAGE  1.861% 2,233   1.917% 23,003   1.960% 588,126   N = 10 N = 18 

 
* Estimates of effective tax rates in New York City declined sharply due to new data on sales ratios, not a change in tax policy. See the box on page 23 for details.  
 
Note: $100,000-valued property has an additional $20,000 worth of fixtures; $1 million-valued property has an additional $200,000 worth of fixtures; $25 million-valued property 
has an additional $5 million worth of fixtures. 
  



86 
 

Appendix Table 4c: Industrial Property Taxes for the Largest Fifty U.S. Cities (Personal Property = 50% of Total Parcel Value) 
  Land and Building Value: 

$100,000 
Land and Building Value: 

$1 Million 
Land and Building Value: 

$25 Million 
Tax Rate 

Varies with 
Property 

Value State City Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank 

Arizona Mesa 0.932% 1,865 39 (2 ↑) 1.408% 28,166 27 (1 ↓) 1.585% 792,346 21 (1 ↑) X 
Arizona Phoenix 1.320% 2,641 24 (5 ↑) 2.002% 40,048 14 (2 ↑) 2.255% 1,127,592 10 (3 ↑) X 
Arizona Tucson 1.211% 2,421 27 (2 ↓) 1.824% 36,488 16 (1 ↓) 2.052% 1,025,928 15 (4 ↓) X 
California Fresno 0.995% 1,991 34 (2 ↑) 0.995% 19,908 38 (1 ↑) 0.995% 497,707 38 (1 ↑)   
California Long Beach 0.966% 1,932 35 (2 ↑) 0.966% 19,316 39 (1 ↑) 0.966% 482,890 39 (1 ↑)   
California Los Angeles 0.957% 1,914 37 (1 ↑) 0.957% 19,137 40 (1 ↑) 0.957% 478,418 40 (1 ↑)   
California Oakland 1.093% 2,187 31 (3 ↑) 1.093% 21,866 35 (2 ↑) 1.093% 546,640 35 (2 ↑)   
California Sacramento 0.904% 1,807 42 (1 ↑) 0.904% 18,072 44 (1 ↑) 0.904% 451,800 44 (1 ↑)   
California San Diego 0.940% 1,879 38 (2 ↑) 0.940% 18,794 41 (2 ↑) 0.940% 469,844 41 (2 ↑)   
California San Francisco 0.930% 1,861 40 (1 ↓) 0.930% 18,608 42 ( - ) 0.930% 465,200 42 ( - )   
California San Jose 1.025% 2,049 33 (2 ↑) 1.025% 20,493 37 (1 ↑) 1.025% 512,320 37 (1 ↑)   
Colorado Colorado Springs 1.561% 3,122 16 (10 ↑) 1.561% 31,217 19 (12 ↑) 1.561% 780,435 22 (9 ↑)   
Colorado Denver 1.766% 3,532 15 (1 ↑) 1.766% 35,320 17 (1 ↑) 1.766% 883,011 18 (1 ↑)   
DC Washington 0.771% 1,543 45 (1 ↑) 1.409% 28,178 26 (1 ↑) 1.858% 928,788 17 (1 ↑) X 
Florida Jacksonville 1.138% 2,275 29 (2 ↑) 1.332% 26,645 30 ( - ) 1.353% 676,515 29 (1 ↑) X 
Florida Miami 1.284% 2,568 25 (2 ↑) 1.510% 30,202 21 ( - ) 1.534% 767,104 23 ( - ) X 
Georgia Atlanta 1.409% 2,818 21 (2 ↓) 1.409% 28,179 25 (2 ↓) 1.409% 704,478 27 (2 ↓)   
Illinois Chicago 2.056% 4,112 13 (4 ↓) 2.056% 41,117 13 (3 ↓) 2.056% 1,027,913 14 (4 ↓)   
Indiana Indianapolis 2.102% 4,204 12 (2 ↑) 2.102% 42,037 12 (2 ↑) 2.102% 1,050,918 13 (3 ↑)   
Kansas Wichita 1.478% 2,957 18 (2 ↑) 1.478% 29,567 23 (1 ↑) 1.478% 739,174 25 (1 ↑)   
Kentucky Louisville 0.724% 1,448 47 ( - ) 0.724% 14,482 48 ( - ) 0.724% 362,043 48 ( - )   
Louisiana New Orleans 2.111% 4,223 11 (2 ↑) 2.111% 42,226 11 (2 ↑) 2.111% 1,055,643 12 (3 ↑)   
Maryland Baltimore 1.351% 2,701 23 (1 ↑) 1.351% 27,013 29 ( - ) 1.351% 675,315 30 (1 ↓)   
Massachusetts Boston 1.071% 2,142 32 (1 ↑) 1.071% 21,420 36 ( - ) 1.071% 535,500 36 ( - )   
Michigan Detroit 2.330% 4,659 8 (2 ↑) 2.723% 54,453 3 (1 ↑) 2.723% 1,361,323 3 (1 ↑) X 
Minnesota Minneapolis 0.958% 1,915 36 (14 ↓) 1.538% 30,762 20 (1 ↓) 1.626% 812,796 20 ( - ) X 
Missouri Kansas City 2.276% 4,553 9 (3 ↑) 2.276% 45,526 9 (3 ↑) 2.276% 1,138,155 9 (5 ↑)   
Nebraska Omaha 1.559% 3,118 17 ( - ) 1.660% 33,193 18 (2 ↑) 1.670% 835,191 19 (2 ↑) X 
Nevada Las Vegas 0.913% 1,826 41 (1 ↑) 0.913% 18,260 43 (1 ↑) 0.913% 456,489 43 (1 ↑)   
New Mexico Albuquerque 1.203% 2,405 28 (2 ↑) 1.203% 24,052 32 (1 ↑) 1.203% 601,297 33 (1 ↑)   
New York New York City* 0.578% 1,157 49 (41 ↓) 0.578% 11,565 49 (40 ↓) 0.578% 289,135 49 (40 ↓)   
North Carolina Charlotte 0.884% 1,767 43 (1 ↑) 0.884% 17,674 45 (1 ↑) 0.884% 441,848 45 (1 ↑)   
North Carolina Raleigh 0.814% 1,628 44 (1 ↑) 0.814% 16,280 46 (1 ↑) 0.814% 406,994 46 (1 ↑)   
Ohio Columbus 1.275% 2,550 26 (2 ↑) 1.275% 25,499 31 (1 ↑) 1.275% 637,482 31 (1 ↑)   
Oklahoma Oklahoma City 1.404% 2,808 22 (1 ↑) 1.404% 28,076 28 ( - ) 1.404% 701,910 28 ( - )   
AVERAGE  1.460% 2,920   1.549% 30,974   1.576% 787,815   N = 11 
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  Land and Building Value: 
$100,000 

Land and Building Value: 
$1 Million 

Land and Building Value: 
$25 Million 

Tax Rate 
Varies with 

Property 
Value State City Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank 

Oklahoma Tulsa 1.442% 2,884 20 (1 ↑) 1.442% 28,841 24 (1 ↑) 1.442% 721,035 26 (1 ↑)   
Oregon Portland 1.964% 3,929 14 (1 ↑) 1.964% 39,286 15 (2 ↑) 1.964% 982,152 16 (1 ↑)   
Pennsylvania Philadelphia 0.684% 1,368 48 (1 ↑) 1.176% 23,521 33 (1 ↑) 1.271% 635,548 32 (1 ↑) X 
Tennessee Memphis 2.536% 5,072 5 (1 ↑) 2.536% 50,721 6 (1 ↑) 2.536% 1,268,033 6 (1 ↑)   
Tennessee Nashville 1.104% 2,209 30 (2 ↑) 1.104% 22,085 34 (1 ↑) 1.104% 552,125 34 (1 ↑)   
Texas Arlington 2.490% 4,980 6 (1 ↓) 2.490% 49,795 7 (1 ↓) 2.490% 1,244,882 7 (1 ↓)   
Texas Austin 2.125% 4,250 10 (1 ↑) 2.125% 42,496 10 (1 ↑) 2.125% 1,062,402 11 (1 ↑)   
Texas Dallas 2.720% 5,441 3 (1 ↑) 2.720% 54,409 4 (1 ↑) 2.720% 1,360,236 4 (1 ↑)   
Texas El Paso 3.003% 6,006 1 ( - ) 3.003% 60,062 1 ( - ) 3.003% 1,501,548 1 ( - )   
Texas Fort Worth 2.694% 5,388 4 (1 ↓) 2.694% 53,876 5 (2 ↓) 2.694% 1,346,902 5 (2 ↓)   
Texas Houston 2.393% 4,785 7 ( - ) 2.393% 47,853 8 ( - ) 2.393% 1,196,330 8 ( - )   
Texas San Antonio 2.873% 5,747 2 ( - ) 2.873% 57,468 2 ( - ) 2.873% 1,436,692 2 ( - )   
Virginia Virginia Beach 0.494% 987 50 ( - ) 0.494% 9,874 50 ( - ) 0.494% 246,841 50 ( - )   
Washington Seattle 0.728% 1,456 46 (2 ↑) 0.728% 14,563 47 (2 ↑) 0.728% 364,076 47 (2 ↑)   
Wisconsin Milwaukee 1.467% 2,933 19 (1 ↓) 1.500% 30,001 22 ( - ) 1.504% 751,792 24 ( - ) X 
AVERAGE  1.460% 2,920   1.549% 30,974   1.576% 787,815   N = 11 

 
* Estimates of effective tax rates in New York City declined sharply due to new data on sales ratios, not a change in tax policy. See the box on page 23 for details. 
 
Note: 
$100,000-valued property has an additional $50,000 worth of machinery and equipment, an additional $40,000 worth of inventories, and an additional $10,000 worth of fixtures. 
$1 million-valued property has an additional $500,000 worth of machinery and equipment, an additional $400,000 worth of inventories, and an additional $100,000 worth of 
fixtures. 
$25 million-valued property has an additional $12.5 million worth of machinery and equipment, an additional $10 million worth of inventories, and an additional $2.5 million 
worth of fixtures. 
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Appendix Table 5b: Apartment Property Taxes for the Largest Fifty U.S. Cities 
  Land and Building Value: 

$600,000 
Lower Tax 

Rate on 
Personal 
Property State City Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank Change  

From ‘17 
Arizona Mesa 0.933% 5,879 44  - X 
Arizona Phoenix 1.356% 8,540 25  - X 
Arizona Tucson 1.256% 7,911 31 4 ↓ X 
California Fresno 1.244% 7,839 33 1 ↓   
California Long Beach 1.207% 7,606 34 1 ↑   
California Los Angeles 1.196% 7,535 36  -   
California Oakland 1.367% 8,610 24  -   
California Sacramento 1.130% 7,116 39  -   
California San Diego 1.175% 7,400 37 1 ↑   
California San Francisco 1.163% 7,327 38 1 ↓   
California San Jose 1.281% 8,069 29 1 ↓   
Colorado Colorado Springs 0.548% 3,454 50  -   
Colorado Denver 0.635% 4,003 49  -   
DC Washington 0.757% 4,769 48  - X 
Florida Jacksonville 1.604% 10,104 18 1 ↑ X 
Florida Miami 1.791% 11,284 16 1 ↑ X 
Georgia Atlanta 1.500% 9,452 22 2 ↓   
Illinois Chicago 1.544% 9,726 19 15 ↑ X 
Indiana Indianapolis 1.864% 11,746 15 1 ↑ X 
Kansas Wichita 1.289% 8,120 28 2 ↑   
Kentucky Louisville 1.107% 6,975 40 1 ↑ X 
Louisiana New Orleans 1.450% 9,132 23 1 ↓   
Maryland Baltimore 2.306% 14,530 12  -   
Massachusetts Boston 0.908% 5,722 45  - X 
Michigan Detroit 4.144% 26,107 1 1 ↑   
Minnesota Minneapolis 1.642% 10,346 17 1 ↑ X 
Missouri Kansas City 1.501% 9,457 21 2 ↑ X 
Nebraska Omaha 1.975% 12,445 14 1 ↑ X 
Nevada Las Vegas 1.104% 6,953 41 1 ↓   
New Mexico Albuquerque 1.321% 8,323 26  -   
New York New York City* 1.201% 7,567 35 34 ↓ X 
North Carolina Charlotte 0.996% 6,275 42  -   
North Carolina Raleigh 0.978% 6,162 43  -   
Ohio Columbus 2.471% 15,566 9 1 ↑ X 
Oklahoma Oklahoma City 1.263% 7,955 30 1 ↑   
AVERAGE  1.634% 10,297     N = 23 
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  Land and Building Value: 
$600,000 

Lower Tax 
Rate on 
Personal 
Property State City Tax Rate Tax Bill Rank Change  

From ‘17 
Oklahoma Tulsa 1.504% 9,476 20 1 ↑ X 
Oregon Portland 2.455% 15,469 10 1 ↑   
Pennsylvania Philadelphia 1.303% 8,207 27 2 ↑ X 
Tennessee Memphis 2.864% 18,042 4  - X 
Tennessee Nashville 1.247% 7,856 32 1 ↑ X 
Texas Arlington 2.724% 17,164 6 2 ↑ X 
Texas Austin 2.231% 14,054 13 1 ↑ X 
Texas Dallas 2.691% 16,955 8 1 ↑   
Texas El Paso 2.937% 18,503 2 3 ↑   
Texas Fort Worth 2.830% 17,831 5 2 ↓ X 
Texas Houston 2.417% 15,230 11 2 ↑   
Texas San Antonio 2.874% 18,104 3 3 ↑ X 
Virginia Virginia Beach 0.827% 5,208 47  -   
Washington Seattle 0.889% 5,598 46  -   
Wisconsin Milwaukee 2.722% 17,150 7  -   
AVERAGE  1.634% 10,297     N = 23 

 
* Estimates of effective tax rates in New York City declined sharply due to new data on sales ratios, not a change in tax policy. See the box on page 23 for details. 

 
Note: Property has an additional $30,000 worth of fixtures. 
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