
MEMORANDUM 

To: The Honorable Chair and Members 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 

Re: Property Tax Comparison; Maricopa versus Pima County 

Date: June 12, 2015 

From: C.H. Huckelbe~y~ _ 
County Admin~ ~ 

In January 2015, I transmitted to you a copy of the Arizona Tax Research Association 
newsletter wherein the headline proclaimed "Pima County Hammers Taxpayers- Shocking 
63-cent Tax Rate Increase" (Attachment 1 ). At that time, I also compared our 11.86 
percent increase to Maricopa County's 9.1 percent tax levy increase. 

Of more interest are Pages 7 and 8 of the Arizona Department of Revenue's 2014 Average 
Statewide Property Tax Rates (Attachment 2). In examining the year-to-year dollar change 
in tax levies, both primary and secondary, from 2013 to 2014, it is apparent property 
taxes in Maricopa County increased nearly four times more than in Pima County and the 
total tax levy by all jurisdictions. Maricopa County property taxes increased by $228 
million from 2013 to 2014; Pima County property taxes increased by $60 million during 
the same period. This information refutes misleading headlines and information about 
property tax increases. The comparison is not in rates or assessed values but simply total 
property taxes and their annual increase from 2013 to 2014. 

In addition, according to Bankrate Inc., as reported in a recent Cronkite news article 
(Attachment 3), Mesa, Prescott and Tucson were ranked 1, 2 and 4, respectively as best 
places to retire based on crime, weather, taxes and other factors. The Tax Foundation 
indicated the Arizona tax burden is well below the national average. 

CHH/anc 

Attachments 

c: Tom Burke, Deputy County Administrator for Administration 
Keith Dommer, Director, Finance and Risk Management 
Robert Johnson, Budget Manager, Finance and Risk Management 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: The Honorable Chair and Members 
Pima County Board of Supervisors 

Date: January 6, 2015 

From: C.H. Huckelber~LJ/W'i.-­
County Admlnls1Df'T ~ 

Re: Total Property Tax Levy In Pima County versus Maricopa County 

In the June 2014 issue of the Arizona Tax Research Association News!Btter (Attachment 
1 ), the headline article entitled •Pima County Hammers Taxpayers# references the property 
tax increase as a result of our adoption of Pima County's Fiscal Year 2014/16 budget. The 
headline could have also stated that total property taxes levied in Pima County increased 
by 11.86 percent - as compared to a 9.10 percent incre~sed levy in Maricopa County -
but such would be much less dramatic. 

For your information, Attachment 2 contains comparison tables between Pima and 
Maricopa Counties showing all of the indicators associated with property taxation, 
including as•essed value, growth in assessed value, various taxing levies and rates, and 
the combined total property tax levies in each county and the percent of growth of the tax 
levv. · 

Maricopa County's Primary Net Assessed Value (PNAV) grew by 4. 76 percent, whereas 
Pima County's PNAV declined by 0.64 percent. Examining only the tax rate differences 
between Maricopa and Pima Counties is very misleading. A more complete picture of 
taxation is shown by the combined total property tax levy. As the tables indicate, Pima 
County's levy increase of 11.86 percent, although larger, is not dissimilar to the combined 
9.10-percent property tax levy increase in Maricopa County. 

Flagging and concentrating on only one variable in a budget process can be very 
misleading. 

CHH/mjk 

Attachments 
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G~J ~ The taxpayer~ watchdog for over 70 years 

~ ARIZ<)NA TAX -RESEf\RC'JI ASS<)C~IATION 

NEWSLETIER ~~· JUNE 2014 
Pima County Hammers Taxpayers 

4 

Shocking 63-cent Tax Rate Increase 

Despite pleas from the business community, the Pima. County Boud of°Supenisors voted 3-2 to implement one 
of the largest primary tax rate increases in county history over the last 30 yeai:s. The business community, along 
with a long line of frustrated individual taxpayers, showed up to the fiiial budget adoption meeting to voice their 
strong opposition to the increase to no avail. 

The ovcrall 63-cent increase is a combina.tion of a 61-cent increase in the prima!y tax rate, plus a 6-cent increase 
in the libmry district t.u: rate, and a 7-cent decrease in the debt service tu i:a.te. 

Already butdened with one of the top tax rates in the state, Pima County businesses pushed back on the 63-<:ent 
increase that piles on top of last yea.ts 25-cent rate jump. 

Several letters from the business community were sent to the Board urging them to tcconsider such a dramatic 
tu increase. The Tucson Metro Chamber noted that the tu increase "sends the wrong message to Pima County 

ColllID Colleges Per 
Student Costs Soar 

See Pima Cou•ty, page 2 

SFF TNSIDE: S< Jl IT! I Tl 1CS< J\J S 
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Media headlines suggest Arizona community colleges arc struggling with budget cuts and fiscal constraints. 
However, their budgets and audits tell a familiar story: increasing general fund (GF) c:&penditw:cs regardless of 
matriculation. In Fiscal Year (FY) 2013, it cost local property taxpayers in Arizona on avenge $4,902 per full time 
student equivalent (FI'SE) per year. On average, community college districts levied local property taxes 26% inorc 
per F'I'SE in FY13 than five 
yean prior. FY13 is the most 
recent audit aVllilable for FI'SE Levy per FTSE 
counts. Decreases in state aid 
dw:ing that period didn't 
impact GF budget trends, 
which increased $200 million, 
or 20%. Monies came from a 
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22% increase ($121 million) in $4,000 
local property taxes as well as 
tuition and fees. 

As reported in the May 
Newsletter, Community 
College Districts (CCDs) ate 

able to continue to increase 
spending when student counts 

$3,000 . 
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ARIZONA TAX RESEARCH ASSOCIATION 

PIMA COUNTY, Continued from Page 1 

property owners and to prospective businesses looking to locate in our county.'' The same concC1'D was echoed by 
the Tucson HispaJJic Chamber of Commerce, adding that "such a tax increase may impact their (companies with 
multiple locations) to expand and to hire new positions in Pima County as they consider the financial burden 
compared to other counties in this State." 

Printed below is the text of ATRA's letter to the Pima County Board of Supervisors encouraging the Board to 
seriously weigh the needs of the county against the impact the tax increase will have on taxpayers and the Ion~ 
teml economic viability of the County. 

On beh11!f of /hi Ariz.o11a Tax "Rmanh Arlod"lion (A.1RA) Boord of Dindors, I 11111111 to e.xn11d 011r «Jne1ms nganii11g tlN 
propos4d 6J-mt i11ma.r1 i11 thl to111bi11NI jJro.P"1) ttJx rall.r far the Fis«1/ Year (FY) 2015 b11dget The pmposed to111bi111ti 111,x mlll 
(that an die mpoll.Iibili!J of the Pima Co11n!J Board of Stpel'lliJors) 1Vi/I na&h 11stasgeri11g15. 7167 - 91 e1111.I high,,. than lllo sbort 

years ago. 

As Jm1Pn1) taxptryers an painfal!J 11111fl1T, Pima Co1111'{y has far decades bien 41 or near tlN top in hight.rt tolttl!J pnpertJ tax rrm1. 
For llltl'!J.Jears, Pima Co1111!J ha.r solitf!y Ot:C11pieti the 1111ja110n1ble position of the highest tollll!J pmpert; tax mte!, lllith the FY 2014 
mmbmed tax rate a faO dollar higher than m:rJflfl plan fi11ishtr Pitta/ Cont;. 111 t1dtiition to being the highest otJtraD NII in the slate, 
Pima CotmtJ's .FY 2014 rate 1llfl.r 12. 71 higher than the Qlllf'(lge rote for all Ariz.ona Co1111tils. Most 11otab!J, dl.rpite being 
Ariz.omt'.r stGOttd most pop11lo11.r co1111!J, Pima 1111be!ie1J1Jbfy .rtiU hold.I the disti11dio11 of the hight.rt pmpertJ /etJi11 per capita al IJ86 
j()f' FY 2014. By comparison, tht most puj>Nlom Maricopa Coa11ty llflitd 1118 per capita t1nrJ the third lmge.rt Pinal Co1111ty levied 
1208 per capita. 

Tax bmleN rm °"' of 111fll!Y criteria that b1111iusst.r 1111 in deter111illi11g .rite location.r. It ha.r b,,,, 1111U ts/Qb/Uhed that Ariz.ona's 
/atge.rt tax barrier to nmnti11g 111111 8111/Jloyers is 0#1' high b11sinm prop1tty taxer. For 2013, AriZ!J11t1 rrmktd 9111 nation~ in 
indtl.rtrial propertJ lrlxes. 

C'6ar!J, in the high!J mmpetiti111 111ttrketplact for bll.rines.r r1ll11tion and nmlitment, Pima i.r alrea4J "ta sigttifoalll di.rad:Janta1,e 
both national!J and ngio11al!J. This proposed lax i1tmQse not 011/y moues Pima Co1111ty in the apposite tlirrt:lio11 of 111hm it 11eed.t to go, 
ii is rJ dedsiot1 that tviD lile1!J handatjf eco11olltic deflllopmmt efforts far years to come. 

LJ/e1 Ariz.o11a bllsin1.rm, A~na stale and local go11tmlll8ttt.r ja&ed signiftcattt &haU111ges dllting the rat recmion. Cettain!J 1M.J 
AriZfllla gowmmmt hm needs thfll maain 1m1111t from that di.fftGtdt periad. At yo11 debate the needs of Pima Co1111!J, ATRA. 
stro11gfy 111m1lf'flges yo" to balance those "!,ain.rt not on!J the impact 011 Pima Co#n!f ta:xjJ'!Y"s and b111inmer b11t also again.rt the 
long-krlll tliabi/ity of etonomic d1Velop1111nt in Pima Co11nfy. 

-Jennifer Stielow 

South Tucson Illegally Levies $1.8 Million in Property Taxes 
In 2011, the South Tucson City council was struggling to meet its debt service obligations on its existing non 

voter-approved debt. At that time and upon the recommendation by the city manager Enrique Serna, the city 
council voted to levy a secondary property tax to fund the debt service, without the approval of voters. As a result, 
the council adopted a secondary property tax rate of $2.4338 to fund the debt service payments, which was neatly 
11 times higher than the $0.2265 primary tax rate levied to fund the city's geneml operations. 

Primary property taxes ate levied to fund the operations of local govetnment budgets. Secondary taxes are levied 
to pay for the debt service on voter-appmHd general obligation bonds, South Tucson's actions to levy of a secondary 
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AR17DNA TAX RBSBARCHASSOCIATION JUNE2014 

t.ax without voter approval might be unprecedented. 

Based on a notice provided by the City of Tucson to its taxpayers, the city incurted debt in 2007 and dedicated 
the sales t.ax as payment for the annual debt service. In 2011, the administration recommended that the city levy 
a secondary property t.ax to fund the annual debt service in lieu of the sales tax and levied a secondary tax rate 
for the next three years, without the approval of voters. The secondaty tax rate levied in those three years 
ranged from a low of$2.4338 in 2011 to a high of $2.7248 in 2013 and generated apptmimately $600,000 each 
year. 

The notice stated the cw:rcnt council reali2cd during this year's budget process that the previous council had 
improperly and perhaps illegally levied the tax. As a result, the council noted its intention to eliminate the 
secondary property tax but made no mention as to how the city plans to repay the taxpayeis of South Tucson. 
In fact, the city considered the elimination of the secondary property tax as providing its taxpayers with "much 
needed tax relief' and that taxpayer's will save approximately $242 per year as a result. 

The City claimed it is prepared to "seek every legal remedy available in otdet to resolve this situation." The 
question that some taxpayers of South Tucson are asking is will the remedy include a refund of the ft .8 million 
in illegal taxes levied? State policymakcrs should consider a mechanism to ensure proper oversight of levies for 
secondary taxes similar to the oversight of primary taxes. 

-Jennifer Stielow 

COMMUNITY COLLEGES , Continued.from Page 1 

drop because, for all intents and purposes, they have no expenditure limits. 

In FY1.3, FI'SE exaggerations led to a 20.5% increase in the per student cost. Combining local property tax 
levies with state aid brings the total taxpayer cost to $5,381 per FI'SE. As budgeted, it should have been just 
$4,465 per FI'SE. 

Student tuition and fees 
have also steadily increased 
in recent years. Adding them 
to taxpayer contributions 
brings the total cost in FY13 
to $7 ,831 per FI'SE on 
avcmge statewide (assuming 1J 
30 credit hours in a year). a 
Rural districts are far more 

expensive than their urban 
countctparts. Gmham, 
Navajo. Pinal and Yavapai 
CCD each cost more than 
$10,000 per FfSE per year 
in the aggregate. 

Following concerns 
expressed by A TRA in 
recent years, CCDs are 
ma.king small adjustments to 
their budgeted FfSE for 
FY15. However, budgeted 

J 

AZ Comm College Budgets vs FfSE counts 
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ARIZONA TAX RESBAR.CHASSOCIATION JUNE2014 

GF expenditures are up 5.3%, property tax levies a.te up 3.1%, and salaries and benefits ue up 1.2%. All this 
despite a 6.5% deaease to constitutional expenditure limits based on estimated FTSE counts. The reason fot the 
discrepancy is CCDs have significant latitude in what qualifies as spending under the expenditure limit 
Furthemiore, which spending qualifies for the limit is not determined until the audit, published nea.rly two years 
later. 

While decreased, the estimated FI'SE count of 146, 734 is still likely high by several thousand considering negative 
trends statewide. The decreases are likely nonnalliing from recession years; however, the taxpayer would expect 
theit costs to nottnalize a.s well. Despite decreased FTSE, taxpayers won"t see any relief because districts swdled in 
size during the recession and are resistant to contraction. In fact, all districts which reported fewer students next 
year still increased their GF expenditures except Mohave CCD. Mohave CCD reported a 26% decrease in FfSE 
for FY15 but still .raised property taxes to their maximum levy and only shrank employee compensation by .5% 
which comprises the vast majority of the GF. Graham CCD reported a 10% decrease in FI'SE for FY15, raised 
property taxes, and increased their GF budget 5% and employee compensation 4.4%. Cochise CCD reported a 
12% decrease in FI'SE, raised property taxes, and increased their GF budget 8% and salaries and benefits 2.5%. 

Maricopa CCD decreased its budgeted FTSE 6.2%, raised property taxes, and increased their GP expenditutes 
8.3%. 

All told, Arizona taxpayers will foot a $773 million bill for CCDs in FY15 which equates to $5,271 pet budgeted 
FI'SE, 17 .4% more than was budgeted just 2 years prior. 

ATRA plans to pursue legislation in the 2015 session to require CCD expenditure llinits be based on audited 
versus estimated FfSE (as is the case with K-12 districts). The knowledge that the expenditure limit audit will be 
based on actual FTSE will eliminate the incentive to knowingly exaggerate budgeted FI'SE. 

-Bean McCarthy 

FY2013 Levv+Aid FTSE $$/FTSE Per-Credit Rate Full Tllt'.e TotalFTSE 
COCHISE $29 392.500 7,766 $3785 Residents Rate Cost 
COCONINO $8,620.695 1.837 $4693 Cochise $70 $2.100 $5885 
GILA $4 064.828 703 $5782 Coconino $85 $2.550 $7243 
GRAHAM $24.280550 3.107 S7,815 Gila $80 $2.400 $8182 
MARICOPA $404 508,508 81.218 $4,981 Graham $80 $2,400 $10,215 
MOHAVE 521.407.221 2.987 $7167 Maricooa $76 $2,280 $7,261 
NAVAJO $20.224,362 1720 $11,758 Mohave $76 $2.280 $9,447 
PIMA $100.075.000 19.514 $5,128 Navaio $62 $1,860 $13,618 
PINAL $36,821.431 4.822 $7.636 Pima $68 $2,040 $7,168 
SANTACRUZ $321.679 258 $1247 Pinal $72 $2,160 $9,796 
YAVAPAI ·$41189 200 3.984 $10339 Santa Cruz $70 $2,100 $3,347 
YUMA/LA PAZ. $26672,098 5.537 $4817 Yavaoal $70 $2100 $12,439 
ITOTAUAVO $717,178.072 133A&3 $5.377 Yuma/La Paz $72 S2,160 58,Sn 

Budaeted Amount 160 832 $4,462 TotaUAveraae $73 12.203 $7,831 

4i. 
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PlmaCountr 
FY 2013114 AdopbKI Budget versus FY 2014115 Adopbtd Budget 

FY2014'15 lncnaae/ Peroent 
FY 2013114 Adop1lad Adof!!!!! (Decraase2 Change 

PrapertyTuaa 
Primary Net Alaeued Value 7,559,129,087 7,518,..a1,988 (40,647,109) ..0.54% 
Primary Property Tax Rate 3.6665 4.2779 0.8114 18.88% 
Pdmary Property Tax Levy 277,155,488 321,833,141 44.477,873 18.05% 

Lilrary Dlatr1ct Secandary Net .Assessed Value 7,590,546,276 7,579,898,888 (10,647,407) ..0.14% 
Lllrary Property Tax Rate 0.3753 0.4353 0.0800 15.99% 
Lb'ary Property Tax Levy 28,..a7,320 32,995,300 4,507,980 15.82% 

Rood Control SllCOlldary Net Assessed Value 6,768,458,641 8,808,507,653 40,051,012 0.59% 
Rood Control Propet1¥ Tax Raia 0.2636 0.3035 0.0400 15.18% 
Flood Control Property Tax Levy 17,834,883 20,683,821 2,828,938 16.86% 

Debt SeMce Secondary NetAase11ed Value 7,823,891,280 7 ,579,888,888 (43, 792,412) ..0.57% 
Debt Service Property Tax Rata 0.7800 0.7000 -0.0800 -10.28% 
Debt Selvlce Property Tax Levy 59,464,792 53,059,292 (6,406,500) -10.77% 

Combined Property Tax Rate 5.0853 6.7167 0.6314 12.42% 
Combined Property Tax Levy 382,942,483 428,351,554 45,409,091 11.88% 

Payment in Lieu of TUBI (Federal, etc.) 2,016,900 2,085,000 88,100 3.38% 

General Fund Reven .. (excluda Opandlng Transfers-In) 
Property Tax Revenue 285,500,195 325,729,243 40,229,048 14.09% 
stata SIHnd 5a1e1 Tax 99,300,000 106,640,000 7,340,000 7.39% 
Vehlcle License Tax 23,332,000 24,100,000 768,000 3.29% 
other General Fini Rav9nuea 59~881511 85,!!!.850 6,215,339 10.48% 
Tobll General FLnf Rew~ 467,420.708 521,173,083 M,612,387 11.87% 

Excise Tax 0 0 0 0.00% 

General Fund Expendltlft8 (ucludea 
Operating TranefMt-0.-) 503,524,831 521,401,9'0 17,Bn,096 3.55% 

Expandlturae-M Funds (m:luda Nat 
Openang Tranafers) 1,266,899,617 1, 188,464,252 (78,435,365) -6.19% 



Maricopa County 
FY 2013/14 Adopted Budget versus FY 2014115 Adopted Budget 

FY 2013114 FY2014/15 Increase/ Percent 
Adopted Adopted (Decrease) Change 

Property Taxes 
Primary Net Assessed Value 31,996,204,979 33,519,795,354 1,523,590,375 4.76% 
Primary Property Tax Rate 1.2807 1.3209 0.0402 3.14% 
Primary Property Tax Levy 40e,n5,397 442, 762,977 32,987,580 8.05% 

Library District Secondary Net Assessed Value 32,229,006,810 35,079,646,593 2,850,639,783 8.84% 
Ubrary Property Tax Rate 0.0438 0.0556 0.0118 28.94% 
Library Property Tax Levy 14,116,305 19,504,284 5,387,979 38.17% 

Flood Control Secondary Net Assessed Value 28,622,833,869 31,365, 181, 149 2,742,347,280 9.58% 
Flood Control Property Tax Rate 0.1392 0.1392 0.0000 0.00% 
Flood Control Property Tax Levy 39,842,985 43,660,332 3,817,347 9.58% 

Combined Property Tax Rate 1.4637 1.5157 0.0520 3.55% 
Combined Property Tax Levy 463, 734,687 505,927 ,593 42,192,908 9.10% 

Payment in Lieu of Taxes (SRP, Federal, etc.) 11,972,067 12,340,468 368,401 3.08% 

General Fund Revenue (excludes Operating Transfe~n) 
Property Tax Revenue 423,402,095 450,442,622 27,040,527 6.39% 
State Shared Sales Tax 437,402,846 485,300,725 27,897,879 6.38% 
Vehicle License Tax 119,748,223 132,858, 100 13,109,Bn 10.95% 
other General Fund Revenues 75i7891977 76.507,093 717.118 0.95% 
Total General Fund Revenuea 1,0H,343, 141 1,12&,108,640 18,785,399 8.51% 

Detention Excise Tax 131,108,321 141,295,781 10,189,460 7.Tl'Yo 

GeneNI Fund Expenditur'811 (excludes 
Operating Transfers.Out) 942,766,416 1,015,901,116 73,134,700 7.76% 

Expenditures-All Funds (excludee Net 
Operating Transfers) 2,333,968,295 2,309,530,514 (24,437,781) -1.05% 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE 

AVERAGE STATEWIDE 

PROPERTY TAX RA TES 

2014 TAX YEAR 

PROPERTY TAX DIVISION 

CENTRALLY VALUED PROPERTY UNIT 



...... 

TAX 
AUTHORITY 

NET ASSESSED 
VALUATION 

APACHE -- - -- -2.30 
COCHISE -5.04 
COCONINO --0.41 
GILA -6.14 
GRAHAM 10.00 
GREENLEE 36.55 
LA PAZ -5.08 
MARICOPA 4.78 
MOHAVE -2.46 
NAVAJO -6.46 
PIMA --0.64 
PINAL 0.82 
SANTACRUZ -5.13 
YAVAPAI --0.69 
YUMA 0.03 

STATE 

-2.94 
-2.64 
-1.29 
-5.76 
11.07 

163.26 
-5.71 
11.79 
-3.11 
0.76 
4.33 
0.15 

-5.76 
--0.99 
-0.63 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE 2013 TO 2014 
PRIMARY TAX LEVIES 

COUNTY 

2.32 
-5.04 
2.87 

-5.14 
1.11 
2.18 

10.67 
8.04 

-2.46 
9.46 

16.04 
0.79 
1.13 
0.00 
4.86 

CITIES AND 
TOWNS 

0.00 
0.90 
0.73 

-13.74 
0.08 
1.14 
o.oo 

--0.46 
1.30 

-11.19 
-8.31 
1.77 
0.00 
2.84 
1.16 

COMMUNITY 
COLLEGES 

0.00 
4.31 
2.86 
4.66 
7.30 
o.oo 
0.74 
4.18 
3.39 
5.20 
4.13 
1.80 
0.00 
1.30 
6.17 

SCHOOLS 

15.17 
18.45 
--0.11 
0.37 

22.72 
0.26 
8.44 
8.19 
3.62 

-12.88 
6.12 
2.80 

-7.37 
-1.64 
-6.03 

ALL 
OTHER 

o.oo 
0.00 
o.oo 
o.oo 
0.00 
o.oo 
0.00 
o.oo 
o.oo 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

TOTAL 

9.68 
7.64 
0.34 

-2.37 
12.71 
24.79 

5.90 
5.96 
1.66 

-4.93 
8.97 
1.78 

-3.78 
-0.46 
-0.45 

PRIMARY 
RATE 

12.26 
13.35 
0.76 
2.91 
2.46 

-8.61 
11.57 

1.15 
4.22 
1.63 
9.56 
0.95 
1.43 
0.21 

--0.48 

TOTAL ST~- - -- - ---ur - 8.67 - --- 8:21 o0.74 3.91 5.16 0.00 US 2.70 

NOTE: 

PERCENTAGE FIGURES MAY DIFFER DUE TO ROUNDING • 

DOLLAR CHANGE 2013 TO 2014 
PRIMARY TAX LEVIES 

TAX NET ASSESSED STATE COUNTY CITIES AND COMMUNITY SCHOOLS ALL TOTAL PRIMARY 

AUTHORITY VALUATION TOWNS COLLEGES OTHER RATE 

APACHE ($12,067 ,656) ($79;287) $56,037 $0 $0 $1,429,884 $0 $1,406,634 o.34 
COCHISE ($50,691,881) ($131,571) ($1,331,980) $21,319 $802,276 $7,953,030 $0 $7,313,074 1.27 
COCONINO ($6,292,069) ($121,752) $237,911 $44,684 $200,775 ($59,802) $0 $301,816 0.04 
GILA ($22,525, 128) ($129,544) ($943,803) ($259,177) $177,779 $71,083 $0 ($1,083,661) 0.30 
GRAHAM $19,228,958 $109,055 $50,551 $195 $384,574 $1,952,199 $0 $2,496,573 0.25 
GREENLEE $122,710,659 $2,915,423 $53,836 $3,114 $0 $19,379 $0 $2,991,752 --0.31 
LA PAZ ($11,020,977} ($63,458) $453,827 $0 $30,415 $456,057 $0 $876,840 0.79 
MARICOPA $1,523,590,375 $21,023,499 $32,981,228 ($1,057,029) $17,234,796 $85,860,741 $0 $156,043,235 0.09 
MOHAVE ($43,678,503} ($281,998} ($792,954) $64,485 $691,707 $2,626,976 $0 $2,298,215 0.33 
NAVAJO ($58,333,618) $40,852 $597,528 ($44,145} $694,149 ($4,120,222} $0 ($2,831,838} 0.10 
PIMA ($40,647, 109) $1,703,605 $44,477,673 ($1,361,475} $3,977,964 $22,054,012 $0 $70,851,779 1.00 
PINAL $16,269,393 $15,051 $596,265 $295,553 $678,737 $2,470,850 $0 $4,056,456 0.11 
SANTACRUZ ($17,356,999} ($100,003) $130,306 $0 $18,017 ($1,238,390} $0 ($1,190,070} 0.13 
YAVAPAI ($15,368,788) ($150,790} $606 $57,074 $529,181 ($1,301,968} $0 ($885,896) 0.02 
YUMA $332,248 ($36,121) $1,115,891 $116,583 $1,293,364 ($2,978,915) $0 ($489,199} --0.06 

TOTAL STATE $1,404,260,906 $24,712,961 $77,682,918 ($2,128,820) $26,711,735 $115,196,912 $0 $242,175,707 0.23 

NOTE: SOME INCREASE/DECREASE DUE TO REPORTING TAX LEVIES IN DFFERENT AUTHORmES 11-IAN IN PREVIOUS YEARS. 
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DOLLAR CHANGE 2013 TO 2014 
SECONDARY TAX LEVIES 

TAX NET ASSESSED STATE COUNTY CITIES AND COMMUNITY SCHOOLS ALL TOTAL SECONDARY 

AUTHORITY VALUATION TOWNS COUEGES OTHER RATE 

APACRE ($13,987,362) $0 $441,878 $0 ($141,110) ($323,331) ($59,557) ($82,121) o.06 
COCHISE ($51,596,718) $0 ($175,592) $139,443 $0 ($123,726) $20,036 ($139,839) 0.09 
COCONINO $1,418,656 $0 ($36,607) $80,592 $40,386 $563,991 $59,472 $707,834 0.04 
GILA ($20,930,006) $0 ($62,790) $0 $0 $278,431 ($240,688) ($24,947) 0.16 
GRAHAM $19,483,493 $0 $17,214 $0 $0 ($97,420) $27,109 ($53,097) -0.19 
GREENLEE $126,291,130 $0 $383,095 so $0 $202,550 $2,364 $688,009 -0.07 
LAPAZ ($13,831,479) $0 ($13,831) $0 $41,766 ($349,370) ($54,313) ($375,748) 0.03 
MARICOPA $2,860,639,783 $0 $9,269,816 $29,311,204 $4,126,612 $14,983,613 $14, 182,679 $71,852,625 -0.14 
MOHAVE ($52,593,862) $0 ($788,742) $0 $0 $782,570 ($683,649) ($689,821) 0.05 
NAVAJO ($58,529,350) $0 $89,371 $0 $0 ($538,734) ($464,749) ($914,112) 0.14 
PIMA ($43,792,412) $0 $783,747 $1,472,924 ($1,425,830) ($15,716,163) $3,557,853 ($11,327,269) -0.12 
PINAL $35,406,307 $0 $151,634 $1,443,146 $6,669 ($4,291,406) $1,348,361 ($1,341,806) -0.14 
SANTACRUZ ($16,034,362) $0 ($882) $0 $0 ($143) ($157,160) ($158,185) 0.13 
YAVAPAI ($12,287,037) $0 $35,094 ($112,447) ($18,294) $425,660 $1,358,803 $1,686,716 0.09 
YUMA $8,016,770 $0 ($27,761) $0 $505,720 ($1,445,235) $20,188 ($947,088) -0.10 

TOTALSTATE $2,757,m,672 $0 $10,065,443 $32,334,862 $3,135,019 ($5,688,811) $18,914,Uo $58,781,353 ::0.10 
NOTE: SOME INCREASE/DECREASE DUE TO REPORTING TAX LEVIES IN DIFFERENT AUlliORITlES THEN IN PREVIOUS YEARS. 
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Arizona towns claim top spots in ranking of best 
cities for retirees 
Soyenixe Lopez, Cronkite News I Posted: Tuesday, June 9, 2015 8:49 am 

Arizona grabbed three of the top four spots in a new 
national ranking of the best cities for retirees, based on 
a town's crime, weather, taxes and other factors. 

The ranking by Bankrate Inc. looked at 196 cities in 
seven livability categories and ranked Mesa, Prescott 
and Tucson in first, third and fourth places. 

Arlington, Virginia, was in second place in the 
rankings released Monday. No other Arizona cities 
were ranked. 

The Arizona cities are rich in outdoor activities such 
as parks, golf courses and cultural attractions, which 
seem to play a significant role in senior living, said 
Chris Kahn, a Bankrate spokesman. 

Kahn said Mesa and Prescott got very high marks for 
senior well-being in surveys by the Healthways Well­
Being Index. 

"If you look at surveys from people of retirement age 
in Prescott and Mesa you can see that they really 

Retiree Rankings 

Arizona cities grabbed three of the top four 
spots in a new national ranking of the best 
cities to retire. Mesa, Prescott andTucson 
were first, third and fourth in the Bankrate 
rankings. 

enjoy living their lives there," Kahn said. "And it serves as a really good recommendation for people 
who want to retire." 

For retiree Roman Ulman, cost of living was also a factor in the decision to move from Detroit to 
Mesa. 

Ulman, a board member with the Arizona Alliance for Retired Americans, said he and his wife were 
able to get 2.5 acres of land for less than $80,000 in Mesa when they retired. They were happy to 
retire to a place where cost of living is low and there are lots of nearby attractions, he said. 

"There's a lot of things to enjoy in Mesa, stores and restaurants and all kinds of shopping," Ulman 
said. "Whether you want to go the mountains or going to the parks, if you like going to a lake, it's 
really nearby." 

http:/JIUcsonlocalmedia.com/foothlllsnews/article_Oda91408-0ebf-11e5-bcf6-23549913fc38.hbnl?mode=print 1/2 
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Aside from great weather and the state's natural beauty, Arizona also has one of the lowest tax rates 

in the nation. The Tax Foundation said Arizona had a tax burden of 8. 9 percent in 2011, well below 

the national average of 9.8 percent and 17th-lowest of the 50 states. 

Robert Medler, a spokesman for the Tucson Metro Chamber says Tucson and other areas in Arizona 

are great for retirees because of the cost of living and its affordability. 

Prescott Chamber of Commerce CEO David Maurer said he is not surprised that his town is on the 

list. 

"Prescott always seems to make these top 10 polls and it's always for the same reasons - small-town 

atmosphere, four-season climate and quality of life," Maurer said. 

In an emailed statement, Mesa Mayor John Giles made a pitch for his city as a place "for raising 

families and launching high-tech careers." But he also welcomed the retiree ranking. 

"It is well known that the Valley of the Sun is a great place to retire, and it is nice to be recognized 

for that," Giles' statement said. 

Ulman offered a piece of advice for those who are thinking about retirement. 

"If you really want to enjoy the so-called golden years, and have limited resources, come to 

Arizona," Ulman said. "The climate is fantastic, it's not humid and even when you're sick you can 

still enjoy the day by being outside." 

hllp://lucsonlocalmedla.com/foolhlllsnews/article_Oda91408-0ebf-116bcf6..23549913fc38.html?mode=print 212 


