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Municipalities for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2009 

 

DATE: April 30, 2010 

 
This publication provides comparative cash and investment, fund balance, and tax levy 

information of municipal governments for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2009. As in the past, we 

have added the county assessment-to-sales ratios and have calculated effective tax rates for each 

municipality.  (Note: the effective tax rate is calculated by multiplying the unit-wide tax rate by 

the assessment-to-sales ratio.)  Providing the effective tax rates should result in a better 

comparison of tax rates between municipalities, given those municipalities are at different points 

on their revaluation cycles.  The average tax rates are calculated on a dollar-weighted basis.  In 

addition, the dollar-weighted average unit-wide effective tax rates for the last five fiscal years are 

presented.  The statistics provide a range of highest and lowest items within a grouping and the 

mathematical average.  Tax collection percentages and average tax collection percentages are 

presented for all property, all property other than motor vehicles, and motor vehicles only.     

 

The municipalities in this report have been segregated into one of two groups: municipalities with 

electrical systems or municipalities without electrical systems.  Both groups are further 

segregated into the population groups noted below.  The statistics provide the detail of the highest 

and the lowest items within a grouping and the mathematical average.  The Average Tax 

Collection percentages are based upon an average weighted by the total tax levy.  This analysis 

presents statistical information for the State as a whole and the following population groupings: 

50,000 and above; 10,000 to 49,999; 2,500 to 9,999; 1,000 to 2,499; 500 to 999; and 499 and below.   

 

Municipal officials are encouraged to compare their own performances to similar municipalities 

and to statewide averages.  Such comparisons may identify opportunities for improvement or may 

indicate improved performances from previous fiscal years.  For those municipalities with below 

average tax collection percentages, collection procedures should be reviewed to determine if more 

effective means of collection are available.  An improvement in tax collection percentages provides 

numerous benefits to municipalities.  It provides more revenues to finance programs, generates 

additional funds for the investment program, and allows the property tax rate to be lower than it 

otherwise would have to be.  Section 50, “Tax Assessment, Billing, and Collection” in the North
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Carolina Department of State Treasurer Policies Manual, provides information on collection 

procedures.  This section is available on our Web site at www.nctreasurer.com, under the state 

and local government link, then the auditing and reporting line.  Please contact our staff at 919-

807-2381 if you need to order a hard copy of this section.  Also, the Institute of Government at the 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill offers courses in tax collection that may benefit tax 

collectors in carrying out their statutory responsibilities.   
 

Given the role assumed by the counties in billing and collecting motor vehicle taxes, local officials 

should strongly consider consolidating the property tax functions of counties and municipalities.  

Again Section 50, “Tax Assessment, Billing, and Collection,” contains a discussion on consolidated 

property tax functions.  In addition, Memorandum #692, Consolidating County and Municipal 

Property Tax Functions and Memorandum #929, Results of Municipal and County Survey on 

Consolidating and Billing of Tax Functions, which discuss joint arrangements utilized by many 

counties and municipalities, are available from our office.  Consolidating the property tax 

functions should provide more economical use of equipment, office personnel, supplies, and 

postage.  A single tax billing and collection office would simplify taxpayers’ efforts to pay and 

inquire about the status of their taxes.  Also, especially for smaller units, a consolidated office 

should be able to enforce tax collections (attachment and garnishment, levy and foreclosure) at a 

lower cost.  Of course, the most effective arrangement assumes that the municipal and county 

officials will have a cooperative arrangement.  
 

Average Tax Collection Percentages 

 

Population Grouping   2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 

       

Statewide - All Units  97.41% 97.51% 97.59% 97.49% 97.42% 

       

Units With Electrical        

Systems:        

 All with electric 96.95 96.77 96.78 96.90 96.70 

 50,000 and Above 97.12 97.16 97.21 97.20 96.97 

 10,000 to 49,999 97.05 96.63 96.32 96.77 96.55 

 2,500 to 9,999 95.85 95.48 96.44 95.93 95.76 

 1,000 to 2,499 92.66 93.16 93.80 92.19 92.97 

 500 to 999 96.55 96.64 97.89 97.69 96.92 

 499 and Below 92.79 90.53 90.55 91.36 91.77 

       

Units Without Electrical       

Systems:       

 All without electric 97.53 97.71 97.80 97.64 97.62 

 50,000 and Above 97.83 98.14 98.23 98.25 98.16 

 10,000 to 49,999 97.36 97.50 97.26 97.33 97.10 

 2,500 to 9,999 97.00 97.01 96.99 96.92 96.99 

 1,000 to 2,499 96.85 96.61 96.79 96.38 95.54 

 500 to 999 96.08 95.97 96.20 96.66 94.66 

 499 and Below 93.30 89.11 96.62 96.04 92.59 

http://www.nctreasurer.com/
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For municipalities, the statewide tax collection percentage declined slightly in 2008-09 but 

remained high at over 97%.  The high tax collection percentages over the last five fiscal years are 

a good indicator of the quality of municipal financial management; however in some individual 

cases there is still room for improvement.  

 

A factor which might adversely affect a municipality’s collection rate is the treatment of taxes 

collected by the county by June 30th, but not remitted to the municipality until after June 30th.  

Since these taxes have been received by the municipality’s agent for collecting taxes, the county, 

these funds can be counted as collected during the fiscal year.  These collections should be 

reclassified from taxes receivable to an amount due from other governments.  Any current 

collections would be included in the calculation of the current year's tax collection rate. 

 

Average 2008-2009 Tax Collection Percentages 

   

Population Grouping   Excluding Motor Vehicles Motor Vehicles 

    

Statewide - All Units  98.27 87.63 

    

Units With Electrical     

Systems:     

 All with electric 97.86 84.01 

 50,000 and Above 98.25 83.77 

 10,000 to 49,999 97.57 84.72 

 2,500 to 9,999 96.84 82.55 

 1,000 to 2,499 94.38 80.94 

 500 to 999 97.45 84.47 

 499 and Below 94.08 79.61 

    

Units Without Electrical    

Systems:    

 All without electric 98.27 87.63 

 50,000 and Above 98.89 88.13 

 10,000 to 49,999 97.92 87.20 

 2,500 to 9,999 97.58 93.16 

 1,000 to 2,499 96.52 79.65 

 500 to 999 95.87 88.15 

 499 and Below 94.78 66.42 
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For the 2008-2009 fiscal year we continue to report collection rates for motor vehicles and 

property other than motor vehicles separately.  These figures are included in the report because 

the methods of billing and collecting taxes differ between motor vehicles and other classes of 

property. The same trend noted for all property is noted for all property other than motor vehicles.  

Tax collection percentages for municipalities vary according to population, with the largest 

municipalities having the highest tax collection percentages.  This trend is generally true for 

motor vehicle taxes, but the trend is not as strong.  A strong correlation between population and 

motor vehicle tax collection rates was noted among counties.   

 

For the 2008-2009 fiscal year collections for titled vehicles are collected under the staggered 

system. Taxes are due upon a titled vehicle on the first day of the fourth month after the vehicle is 
registered.  Therefore, taxes levied on vehicles registered during April, May and June of a fiscal 

year are not due until the subsequent fiscal year.  These taxes should not be included in the 

current year’s levy or in calculating the percentage of that levy collected for financial reporting 

purposes.  

 

In the past, tax collectors from those municipalities and counties that had the higher collection 

percentages for motor vehicles have indicated that they send out multiple late notices for vehicle 

taxes.  Some of those local governments also aggressively attached the assets and garnished the 

wages of a delinquent taxpayer.  Units that rely solely upon the block upon subsequent year 

registrations placed with the Division of Motor Vehicles should eventually collect a high 

percentage of motor vehicle taxes, but their current year collection percentages of motor vehicle 

taxes will probably be lower. 

 

The report on the next page provides dollar weighted tax rate averages for all five fiscal years 

presented.  The statewide and population grouping statistics on the unit-wide property tax rates 

over the last five fiscal years are as follows:  
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Average Dollar-Weighted Tax Rates 

 
Population Grouping  2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 

       Statewide – All 

Units 
 $0.4448 $0.4321 $0.4445 $0.4238 $0.4262 

Units With 

Electrical  Systems 
     

 

              
 All with electric 0.4658 0.4713 0.4679 0.4779 0.4728 

 50,000 and Above 

Above 

0.5135 0.5264 0.5144 0.5409 0.5294 

 10,000 to 49,999 0.4388 0.4374 0.4400 0.4498 0.4411 

 2,500 to 9,999 0.4079 0.4094 0.4066 0.3834 0.3781 

 1,000 to 2,499 0.4693 0.4667 0.4726 0.5299 0.4949 

 500 to 999 0.1978 0.1969 0.2236 0.1615 0.1664 

 499 and Below 0.4526 0.4508 0.4488 0.4521 0.4597 

Units Without 

Electrical Systems 
     

 

       
       
 All without 

eleleelectric 

0.4395 0.4228 0.4390 0.4113 0.4156 
 50,000 and Above 0.4681 0.4576 0.4849 0.4782 0.4817 
 10,000 to 49,999 0.4680 0.4686 0.4796 0.4637 0.4335 
 2,500 to 9,999 0.3626 0.3191 0.3116 0.2669 0.2697 
 1,000 to 2,499 0.3306 0.3297 0.3424 0.2860 0.2983 
 500 to 999 0.3263 0.2737 0.2310 0.1929 0.1910 
 499 and Below 0.3181 0.3049 0.3655 0.2676 0.2821      

 

The table on the next page shows the effective tax rates.  The effective tax rate equals the 

property tax levy divided by the estimated market value of assessed property.  The averages in 

the following table also are dollar weighted.   
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Average Dollar-Weighted Effective Tax Rates 

 

 

Population Grouping   2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 

       Statewide – All Units  0.4108 0.3987 0.3930 0.3752 0.3870 

Units With Electrical  

Systems 

 
    

 

 All with electric 0.4451 0.4419 0.4265 0.4228 0.4272 

 50,000 and  

Above 

0.5027 0.5058 0.4778 0.4837 0.4855 

 10,000 to 49,999 0.4127 0.4040 0.3981 0.3938 0.3911 

 2,500 to 9,999 0.3767 0.3719 0.3633 0.3323 0.3425 

 1,000 to 2,499 0.4252 0.4060 0.3821 0.4301 0.4184 

 500 to 999 0.1898 0.1775 0.1761 0.1599 0.1595 

 499 and Below 0.3849 0.4048 0.3820 0.3989 0.3778 

Units Without Electrical 

Systems 

      

 All without 

electric 

0.4025 0.3888 0.3854 0.3642 0.3778 
 50,000 and Above 0.4385 0.4246 0.4365 0.4177 0.4373 
 10,000 to 49,999 0.4419 0.4368 0.4336 0.4173 0.4007 
 2,500 to 9,999 0.3093 0.2921 0.2602 0.2427 0.2486 
 1,000 to 2,499 0.2870 0.2826 0.2737 0.2544 0.2589 
 500 to 999 0.2540 0.2410 0.1794 0.1693 0.1671 
 499 and Below 0.2788 0.2490 0.2765 0.2348 

 

0.2430  
 

 

With the exception of the smallest units, a trend can be found between population and both actual 

tax rates and effective tax rates for the past five fiscal years.  Groups with higher populations 

generally have higher tax rates.  The comparatively small number of municipalities making up 

some of the population groups with electric systems may make those population groups more 

susceptible to statistical variations. While the averages provide general trend data, there may be 

substantial variation among individual units within population groups.  A consistent trend for tax 

rates is that for most municipalities the tax rate is lower in the fiscal years immediately following 

revaluation.  Tax rates usually increase as a municipality moves through the revaluation cycle, 

reaching a peak immediately before revaluation.  The effective tax rate is more stable as it is 

adjusted for actual real estate sales compared to assessed values. 

 

Each year the staff of the Local Government Commission analyzes the financial statements of 

cities and counties to determine the amount of fund balance available for appropriation in the 

General Fund, and the amount of fund balance available for appropriation as a percentage of prior 

year expenditures.  These numbers are significant because the property tax is a major source of 

revenue in the General Fund.  The majority of property tax revenues are received in the latter 

months of the calendar year.  Therefore, there should be reserves on hand in the form of fund 

balance available for appropriation at June 30th to prevent the unit from experiencing cash flow 

difficulties during the first two quarters of the next fiscal year.  The minimum level of fund 

balance available for appropriation that should be on hand to enable the unit to meet current 

obligations and to prevent the unit from experiencing cash flow difficulties is 8% of the prior 

year's expenditures.  
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In addition to the 8% needed to prevent cash flow difficulties, units also maintain fund balance 

available for appropriation in the General Fund in case unforeseen needs or opportunities should 

arise.  Fund balance available for appropriation at June 30th is a source that may be budgeted in 

the following year to address these situations.  There is not an established minimum amount that 

should be in reserve for these purposes.  The officials of the individual units should make that 

determination.  The amount of fund balance available for appropriation maintained by a 

particular unit would be influenced by such factors as the size of the unit, economic conditions 

within the unit, future capital outlay needs, stability of revenue sources, and susceptibility of the 

unit to natural disasters. 

 

The staff sends letters to units if the amount of fund balance available for appropriation as a 

percentage of prior year expenditures in the General Fund falls below 8%.  The staff also 

compares the percentage of fund balance available for appropriation to the prior year percentages 

for similar units.  If that percentage is materially below the average of similar units, the staff will 

send a letter to alert the unit of this fact.  Units will be encouraged to evaluate the amounts in 

reserves and determine if the level is adequate. 

 

The chart on the next page shows the average percentage of fund balance available for 

appropriation for similarly grouped counties and cities for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2009.  

Officials should use these figures to compare their unit to similar units and evaluate the adequacy 

of their unit's current reserves. 
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Fund Balance Available – All Units June 30, 2009 

 

The statistics presented in this report were gathered from various sources.  The investment 

earnings, cash and investments, tax collection rates, and uncollected tax amounts were compiled 

from the 2009 Annual Financial Information Reports (LGC-37 or AFIR) submitted to the 

Department of State Treasurer.  In some cases this information was obtained from the 

municipality’s audited financial statements.  The fund balance available data was taken from the 

audited financial statements.  The assessed valuation, tax rate, and last year of revaluation for 

each municipality were compiled from data obtained from the Department of Revenue.  The NC 

Department of Revenue calculates the assessment-to-sales ratios annually for each county.  This 

ratio is based on a sample of selected real estate transactions within a municipality and equals 

the assessed valuation divided by the actual sales price. The ratio of the dominant county of the 

municipality is used as the municipality’s ratio.  The municipality populations were provided by 

the Office of State Budget and Management and are estimates as of July 1, 2008 adjusted for end-

of-the-year boundary changes.  The tax rate equivalents and effective tax rates were calculated by 

the staff of the Department of State Treasurer.  All data included in this report are the most 

recently available information.  If you have any questions concerning this memorandum, please 

contact George Harris at (919) 807-2387. 

    Average FBA 

 Average   As a Percentage  

Municipalities 2008-2009  of Average  

by Size Fund Balance Available   Expenditures  

Statewide – All Municipalities $2,902,909  37.00% 

    

Units With Electrical Systems    

 

     All $5,034,513 

 

34.53% 

     50,000 or more 20,618,677  27.69 

     10,000 to 49,999 6,909,447  39.96 

     2,500 to 9,999 1,778,684  41.37 

     1,000 to 2,499 1,158,933  84.30 

     500 to 999 907,000  75.92 

     Under 500 273,514  127.16 

    

Units Without Electrical Systems 

 

   

     All $2,583,862  37.76% 

     50,000 or more 40,770,352  23.80 

     10,000 to 49,999 6,260,975  41.06 

     2,500 to 9,999 2,585,258  71.18 

     1,000 to 2,499 973,554  65.82 

     500 to 999 641,956  102.53 

     Under 500 307,625  133.49 



Municipal Governments in North Carolina

Cash and Investments, Property Tax Collections and Fund Balance Available for Municipalities With Electric Systems

                             For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2009

Tax Rate Percent Tax Rate

FBA Equiv -  Collected Equiv -

Fund As % Invest Invest Latest Yr/ January 1, 2008 Assess 2008-09 2008-09 Excluding Motor 2008-09 2008-09

Balance Percent Cash and Earnings Earnings Next Yr Of Assessed Tax -to-Sales Tax Rate Percent Motor Vehicles Amount Amount

Pop Available GF Exp Invest (1) Amt (1) Amt Reval (2) Valuation (3) Rate Ratio Adjusted Collected Vehicles Only Uncoll Uncoll

50,000 and Above

Concord 79,264      40,400,386$       63.93 99,223,443$           3,618,547$       .0346 2008 / 2012 10,469,697,784$       .4200 100.00 .4200 97.32 97.73 90.90 1,179,742$        .0113

Fayetteville 181,481    30,359,985         23.10 228,771,049           6,822,997         .0650 2003 / 2009 10,490,633,216         .5300 81.72 .4331 97.38 99.46 80.63 1,448,778           .0138

Gastonia 74,518      9,637,414           16.52 36,627,310             915,058            .0179 2007 / 2011 5,115,214,978           .5300 93.27 .4943 95.70 96.72 84.42 1,165,617           .0228

Greenville 81,092      20,448,873         29.49 135,388,159           3,511,213         .0629 2008 / 2012 5,580,818,072           .5600 99.44 .5569 97.08 98.67 83.76 881,083              .0158

High Point 100,645    14,706,982         14.10 156,938,895           2,209,450         .0241 2004 / 2012 9,152,601,811           .6330 91.60 .5798 97.78 98.57 89.38 1,304,500           .0143

Rocky Mount 59,228      17,690,379         34.17 54,835,100             1,372,956         .0405 2001 / 2009 3,386,122,659           .5500 81.92 .4506 94.51 96.40 73.56 1,052,729           .0311

Wilson 50,643      11,086,719         25.81 80,298,903             3,659,963         .0966 2008 / 2016 3,789,180,508           .5150 100.00 .5150 96.61 98.54 75.87 666,702              .0176

Total 144,330,738$     792,082,859$         22,110,184$     47,984,269,028$       7,699,151$        

Group Statistics: 

50,000 and Above

Range:

          Lowest 9,637,414$         14.10  .0179 .4200 81.72 .4200 94.51 96.40 73.56

          Highest 40,400,386$       63.93  .0966 .6330 100.00 .5798 97.78 99.46 90.90

          Average 20,618,677$       27.69  .0461 .5294 91.72 .4855 96.97 98.25 83.77

Unit-Wide

Municipality

General Fund

Page 9



Municipal Governments in North Carolina

Cash and Investments, Property Tax Collections and Fund Balance Available for Municipalities With Electric Systems

                             For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2009

Tax Rate Percent Tax Rate

FBA Equiv -  Collected Equiv -

Fund As % Invest Invest Latest Yr/ January 1, 2008 Assess 2008-09 2008-09 Excluding Motor 2008-09 2008-09

Balance Percent Cash and Earnings Earnings Next Yr Of Assessed Tax -to-Sales Tax Rate Percent Motor Vehicles Amount Amount

Pop Available GF Exp Invest (1) Amt (1) Amt Reval (2) Valuation (3) Rate Ratio Adjusted Collected Vehicles Only Uncoll Uncoll

Unit-Wide

Municipality

General Fund

10,000-49,999

Albemarle 16,197      3,832,359$         28.48 19,386,760$           375,751$          .0373 2005 / 2009 1,006,759,361$         .5600 81.91 .4587 95.76 96.54 87.82 241,747$            .0240

Apex 31,250      15,663,806         65.36 58,324,862             1,314,676         .0312 2008 / 2016 4,208,956,027           .3400 99.91 .3397 98.95 99.52 92.28 149,666              .0036

Clayton 13,700      6,592,808           44.31 16,146,162             227,089            .0169 2003 / 2011 1,340,809,887           .5400 85.55 .4620 98.96 99.72 90.47 74,455                .0056

Cornelius 23,929      8,970,029           49.30 19,029,139             281,657            .0075 2003 / 2009 3,753,766,045           .2750 82.90 .2280 97.40 98.10 90.76 274,722              .0073

Elizabeth City 20,121      5,507,659           34.00 13,012,693             304,933            .0230 2006 / 2014 1,327,701,364           .4100 85.78 .3517 92.34 93.35 78.78 434,178              .0327

Huntersville 40,167      22,287,181         99.19 30,346,773             368,447            .0078 2003 / 2009 4,704,953,552           .2900 82.90 .2404 95.18 96.78 80.48 666,832              .0142

Kings Mountain 10,757      1,809,855           19.38 5,545,503               87,871              .0123 2008 / 2012 715,773,027              .4000 97.85 .3914 95.38 96.61 83.24 133,806              .0187

Kinston 22,675      3,272,076           19.16 10,029,622             215,633            .0168 2001 / 2009 1,280,983,260           .6600 91.05 .6009 94.70 96.35 78.38 449,108              .0351

Laurinburg 15,911      1,020,504           14.16 7,945,473               152,221            .0207 2003 / 2011 734,769,113              .4200 88.20 .3704 93.63 95.79 75.08 199,749              .0272

Lexington 21,378      5,091,351           27.46 25,015,609             553,621            .0367 2007 / 2011 1,508,387,273           .5600 99.98 .5599 94.70 95.91 74.71 439,838              .0292

Lincolnton 11,316      5,009,920           52.75 15,300,118             289,612            .0340 2008 / 2012 852,819,846              .5600 99.19 .5555 97.06 98.05 82.81 138,631              .0163

Lumberton 23,026      3,900,636           20.57 16,345,825             210,255            .0155 2005 / 2010 1,354,768,039           .6300 84.40 .5317 92.88 94.06 81.17 605,287              .0447

Monroe 37,280      13,335,038         42.95 105,565,252           3,481,748         .1063 2008 / 2012 3,276,916,011           .4950 96.45 .4774 96.54 97.55 82.20 562,074              .0172

Morganton 17,120      8,000,945           41.27 29,250,927             903,771            .0534 2007 / 2011 1,690,890,789           .4600 96.41 .4435 98.52 99.18 87.70 117,049              .0069

New Bern 26,153      3,046,013           11.29 8,706,988               73,610              .0031 2002 / 2010 2,343,275,112           .5050 66.15 .3341 97.83 98.60 90.25 256,023              .0109

Newton 13,670      3,071,265           28.15 8,618,539               64,562              .0068 2007 / 2011 953,641,894              .4800 97.94 .4701 96.11 97.52 76.83 183,738              .0193

Shelby 20,808      4,660,532           27.01 22,262,051             609,981            .0357 2008 / 2012 1,710,432,062           .4350 97.85 .4256 95.83 96.91 83.69 311,030              .0182

Smithfield 13,088      2,658,596           20.66 9,658,470               384,683            .0423 2003 / 2011 908,498,589              .5700 85.55 .4876 98.93 99.69 90.01 55,867                .0061

Statesville 27,039      17,389,010         72.65 64,853,727             2,016,277         .0676 2007 / 2011 2,984,568,398           .3800 92.10 .3500 96.79 97.52 84.11 366,615              .0123

Tarboro 10,383      2,869,097           29.89 6,225,387               129,423            .0185 2001 / 2009 698,848,845              .4200 75.97 .3191 96.78 99.04 77.81 97,356                .0139

Wake Forest 27,496      6,959,755           25.75 11,085,859             271,191            .0080 2008 / 2016 3,394,672,183           .5500 99.91 .5495 98.17 98.83 89.58 313,603              .0092

Washington 10,216      7,059,397           60.94 18,247,929             244,970            .0384 2002 / 2010 637,763,433              .6000 68.02 .4081 94.50 96.10 78.91 207,223              .0325

Total 152,007,832$     520,903,668$         12,561,982$     41,389,954,110$       6,278,597$        

Group Statistics: 

10,000-49,999

Range:

          Lowest 1,020,504$         11.29  .0031 .2750 66.15 .2280 92.34 93.35 74.71

          Highest 22,287,181$       99.19  .1063 .6600 99.98 .6009 98.96 99.72 92.28

          Average 6,909,447$         39.96  .0304 .4411 88.67 .3911 96.55 97.57 84.72
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