TECHNICAL NOTE N° IDB-3331

Property Tax Performance in Mexico:
Asymmetric Assignment of Cadastral
Management and the Role of Local Capacity

Alejandro Beltran

Jorge Martinez-Vazquez
Andres Munoz

Enid Slack

Inter-American Development Bank
Institutions for Development Sector
Fiscal Management Division

April 2026




Property Tax Performance in Mexico:
Asymmetric Assignment of Cadastral
Management and the Role of Local Capacity

Alejandro Beltran

Jorge Martinez-Vazquez
Andres Munoz

Enid Slack

Inter-American Development Bank
Institutions for Development Sector
Fiscal Management Division

April 2026

OIDB



http://www.iadb.org

Copyright © 2026 Inter-American Development Bank (IDB). This work is subject to a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International Public License CC BY 4.0 (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/legalcode).
The terms and conditions indicated in the URL link must be met and the respective recognition must be granted
to the IDB.

Any and all disputes arising under this license that cannot be settled amicably shall be resolved in accordance
with the following procedure. Pursuant to a notice of mediation communicated by reasonable means by either
you or the licensor to the other, the dispute shall be submitted to non - binding mediation conducted in
accordance with the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) Mediation Rules. Any dispute that cannot
be settled amicably shall be submitted to arbitration pursuant to the United Nations Commission on International
Trade Law (UNCITRAL) rules. The use of the IDB name for any purpose other than the respective recognition
and the use of the IDB logo are not authorized by this license and require an additional license agreement.

Note that the URL link includes terms and conditions that are an integral part of this license.

The opinions expressed in the work are those of its authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the IDB,
its Board of Executive Directors, or the countries they represent

(0 ®



http://www.iadb.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/legalcode

Property Tax Performance in Mexico: Asymmetric Assignment
of Cadastral Management and the Role of Local Capacity

Alejandro Beltran," Jorge Martinez-Vazquez,? Andres Muioz® and Enid
Slack*

April 2026

Abstract

Despite the equity and efficiency advantages of property taxes, revenues
from this source are low for most local governments in Latin America and
around the world. Weak cadastral management is a well-known obstacle to
collecting these taxes. Countries’ cadaster systems—which are used to
identify, register, and value properties—are often outdated or poorly
maintained. While lack of political will and the unpopularity of property
taxes could explain this weak management, it could also be attributed to
low government capacity more generally, since effective property tax
collection hinges on a strong cadastral administration, which is complex
and costly. Data from 2016 to 2022 from thousands of Mexican
municipalities reveal that as the overall capacity of local governments
increases, they specifically become more capable of managing cadasters
and collecting more property taxes. Moreover, low-capacity governments
increase their property tax income when they delegate cadastral
management to the central government. These findings support an
asymmetric approach to cadastral management in which low-capacity local
governments delegate this responsibility while high-capacity ones retain it
to collect more property tax revenue.
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1. Introduction

In Mexico, property taxes account for a small share of local government revenue and have
increased little over the past 25 years. The reasons for this low revenue stem from both tax
policy and administration, and especially problems with cadastral management, including
a lack of interest and inability to implement and update cadasters. Federal and state policies
to incentivize tax collection and help maintain the cadaster have been inconsistent and
weak (Ahmad et al., 2019). Those problems are exacerbated by social and economic
differences among municipalities and regions, and are especially aggravated by political
considerations (Espinosa et al., 2018; Takahashi, 2021; Unda, 2021).

The key to managing property tax lies in well-performing basic administrative functions,
chiefly cadastral management, which entails identifying, registering, and appraising
parcels (land and buildings). Cadaster management is complex and expensive. It is
generally unpopular to implement, especially in the developing world, as demonstrated by
low rates of enforcement and compliance (Martinez-Vazquez and Sepulveda, 2012; Slack
and Bird, 2014).

Theoretical arguments for decentralizing versus centralizing property taxation and the
cadaster function focus on two dimensions: technical capacity and incentives (Dillinger,
1991; Bird, 2015). On the one hand, higher levels of government tend to have greater
technical and financial capacity, which favors centralized management of cadasters.
However, the revenues collected are usually assigned to decentralized governments,
which naturally have a stronger incentive to perform better. Thus, optimal assignment of
property tax responsibilities, particularly in cadastral management, is an empirical question
of whether technical capacity trumps incentives to perform.

In this paper, we study property taxation in Mexico to understand the determinants of
municipalities’ lackluster and heterogeneous property tax revenue performance. We focus
on the interplay between asymmetric assignment of cadastral administration and local
capacities and estimate how revenue performance differs between various configurations
of these variables. We use municipal-level data for 2016-2022 and multivariate regression
analysis with matching techniques to gain insight into the impact of centralized versus
decentralized cadaster governance on per capita property tax collected. Mexico offers a
suitable context for identifying these causal relationships because of its ad hoc, voluntary
cooperation agreements for managing property taxation between state and municipal
levels, agreements which cover both centralized and decentralized cadastral management.

Our findings indicate that local capacity is a key determinant of property tax collection
levels. Municipalities with low organizational capacity can increase their property tax
revenues by delegating their cadaster to the state government. In contrast, high-capacity
municipalities that fully manage their own cadasters can collect significantly more property
tax revenues than their peers that delegate this responsibility to the state.



These results suggest that, in some cases, the institutional coordination and support that
states provide municipalities is working well, particularly when local governments have
limited technical and financial capacities. In other cases, where local capacity is strong, it
is more beneficial for municipalities to manage their own cadaster. In light of these findings,
we argue that Mexico should formally adopt an asymmetric approach to cadastral
management—based on local capacities—to optimize property tax collection. Similar
countries considering further decentralizing their property taxation and cadastral
management or recentralizing the function and responsibilities could also benefit from
these findings.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The first section provides an overview of
municipal property taxation in Mexico, describing some elements of the property tax
system and presenting a brief analysis of property taxes across states and municipalities.
We then review previous research on the causes of heterogeneous performance, focusing
on the key role of local capacity in cadastral management. The next section presents an
empirical analysis of the role of different institutional arrangements in centralized versus
decentralized cadaster management, explaining differences in revenue performance in
terms of local capacity and other institutional features. The last section offers some
implications and recommendations for Mexico, and potentially for other countries in similar
situations, to devise asymmetric assignment schemes for property taxation that are based
on local capacities.

2. Context

Mexico's property tax has existed for a long time, but it has only been a municipal tax since
1983, when reforms to the Fiscal Coordination Law of 1982 transferred control of the tax
from states to municipalities. The Federal Constitution provides the legal basis for Mexico's
2,477 local governments and establishes provisions for municipal governance,
responsibilities, and capacities, including the authority to collect property taxes. In turn,
state and municipal legislation details the property tax policy, administration design, and
implementation features and mechanics, including the possibility that different
municipalities within the same state could have different tax policies and administrative
arrangements, including on matters such as tax rates, exemptions, and approaches to
collection.® Although municipalities enact property tax regulations in their annual revenue
laws (e.g., defining tax rates and bases), these regulations must be approved by their state
congress.

> Other federal laws that regulate municipal responsibilities and areas of authority on taxation and budgeting
include: The Fiscal Discipline Law for States and Municipalities, The General Governmental Accounting Law, The
Fiscal Coordination Law, The Federal Budget and Fiscal Responsibility Law, The Annual Federal Revenues Law
and The Annual Federal Budget Decree.



Municipalities assess property values in accordance with their state's cadastral law. The
cadastral value takes into account the values of both land and buildings, as well as the
property’s nature (urban/rural), use, dimensions, number of floors, and age. In most cases,
cadastral values are calculated once (when the property is registered for the first time) and
may be updated if there are changes (e.g., changes in ownership or applications for permits
to modify the property). Each local authority keeps a record of the properties within its
jurisdiction in the municipal cadaster. New properties or improvements to existing
properties are added to the cadaster following a visit by the authority to the owner or the
owner to the authority. Together, the properties in the city's cadastral register constitute
the tax base for that municipality.

Only 11 of Mexico's 31 states have specific regulations on updating cadasters.® Municipal
authorities are responsible for this task, but few actually do it. Of the 2,477 municipalities
surveyed in 2023, only 466 performed field inspections to update their register, and only
177 reported implementing a formal program for updating property values.

Some argue that, despite the municipal cadaster’s solid legal foundation, its shortcomings
are the primary cause of the lackluster performance of property taxes in Mexico
(Takahashi, 2021).” Keeping public inventories of property up to date is a complex, costly
task, especially when social dynamics lead to constant changes and high geographical
dispersion of communities (e.g., migration patterns affecting growth in certain cities and
states, violent acts impeding access to particular areas, etc.). Very few municipalities have
the financial and technical means to assemble accurate, comprehensive, and modernized
cadasters.®

To address these capacity problems and incentivize higher property tax collections,
municipal and state governments in many parts of the country have signed agreements
under which the state assumes responsibility for running the municipal cadaster and
provides technical, administrative, and legal support. Local authorities remain responsible
for collecting and administering the property tax and for communicating with taxpayers
(although in some instances, municipalities also transfer collection responsibilities to
states).

Currently, there are over 600 cooperation agreements in force in one-third of the states.
Under most agreements, the state retains a percentage of the revenue collected, and the
municipality receives the rest. The split depends on the agreement in each state. There is
also an incentive scheme in the intergovernmental fiscal transfer system, the Fondo de
Fomento Municipal, that gives additional resources to municipalities that sign those
agreements with their respective state. Some argue that the state government lacks the

¢ These are Chiapas, Chihuahua, Durango, Guerrero, Hidalgo, México, Michoacén, Nuevo Ledn, Puebla,

Tamaulipas, and Yucatan.

7Unda Gutiérrez (2021), and Septlveda and Martinez-Vazquez (2012), offer additional arguments on property tax
performance.

$INEGI, 2016.



same incentive to improve tax collection, since the revenues belong to municipalities
(Takahashi, 2021). Additionally, municipalities are unlikely to develop institutional
capacities to perform the task by themselves if they leave it to the state government,
especially if they can receive an incentive from the Fondo de Fomento Municipal for
transferring the responsibility to the state.

Federal transfers are the main source of revenue for local governments in Mexico (72%),
while the property tax is the second largest source of revenue, accounting for only 16
percent of total revenues. Property taxes are very low, and revenue levels from them have
remained almost unchanged for the past 25 years, accounting for only 0.25 percent of GDP
in 2024. This percentage is lower than the average for Latin American and Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Property tax collected, as a percentage of GDP, 2000-2021, Mexico, Latin
America and the Caribbean, and OECD (averages)
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As in many parts of the developing world, in Mexico property tax collection levels vary
widely across states and municipalities. Nuevo Ledn, for example, had a difference of
5,101.4 pesos with respect to San Pedro Garza Garcia, which collected 5,784.97 pesos per
capita, and Mier y Noriega, which collected 15.76 pesos per capita. The gap was 4,279.31
pesos per capita in Quintana Roo and 2,734.47 pesos in the State of Mexico. Jalisco,
Coahuila, and Querétaro also had significant differences, with 14 to 183 times more tax
collected in the highest municipalities compared to the lowest. As of 2021, the majority of
property taxes were levied in a few municipalities and states: 50 cities in 22 states collected
65 percent of property tax revenues. Half of those cities are in only five states: México,
Jalisco, Nuevo Ledn, Querétaro, and Chihuahua. The clear outlier is San Pedro Garza
Garcia, a rich industrial city in the northern state of Nuevo Leon, followed by Tulum, a rich



tourist enclave in Quintana Roo. However, the majority of the best-performing
municipalities collect less than 1,000 pesos per capita (about US$ 50).

Interestingly, property tax underperformance is not exclusive to small, rural municipalities;
some major cities also had disappointing results. For example, in 2021, only 29 of the 100
cities with the highest property tax per capita had more than 200,000 inhabitants.
Municipalities with populations between 50,000 and 100,000 had higher property taxes per
capita than most municipalities in the other population ranges. Thus, property taxes in
Mexico do not seem to be closely or exclusively tied to population size or household
income. Effective tax collection may depend on factors such as the capacity and
effectiveness of local authorities and the state of municipal cadasters.

3. Conceptual Framework

A large body of literature examines the determinants of property tax performance (Bird and
Slack, 2004; Bahl, Martinez-Vazquez and Youngman, 2010). This research identifies key
socioeconomic factors, such as the size, profile, and growth of the economic base, and
population (i.e. urbanization and economic growth and employment rates, coastal or
touristic versus rural location), which determine the demand for properties and property
values (IMF, 2016; Espinosa et al., 2018; Unda, 2021).

Certain features of the design of intergovernmental fiscal frameworks can also discourage
local tax efforts and lead to lower tax rates, undervalued properties, and less frequent
reassessments. For example, fiscal transfers from the central government can undermine
incentives to mobilize property tax revenue (Pineda et al, 2015; Unda and Moreno, 2015;
Canavire-Bacarreza and Zuniga, 2015), leading to lower revenues and reinforcing
dependence on higher levels of government. Furthermore, the availability of other local
taxes and debt instruments can make these revenue sources more palatable to decision-
makers than property taxes (Bonet et al., 2014). Finally, in some cases, national taxes that
also capture local immovable property in their base can create taxpayer resistance, since
property taxes are perceived as double taxation (Porto, 2014).

Property taxes also have intrinsic characteristics that make them hard to reform and affect
the will of local authorities to tax effectively, undermining tax morale (Bird and Slack, 2015).
One such characteristic is their visibility or salience. Unlike income or sales taxes, property
taxes generally have to be paid directly by taxpayers in periodic, large lump-sum payments
(Cabral and Hoxby, 2012), and citizens often see the rate as incommensurate with the
services provided by the taxing authority (Simonsen and Robbins, 2003). Also, property
taxes create liquidity challenges for some taxpayers because they reflect an imputed cash
flow that may not align with the owner’s current income and liquidity. This situation is
particularly problematic for older people on fixed incomes whose property taxes have
increased. This type of presumptive tax is also often perceived as regressive, unfair, and
arbitrary (Johannesson-Linden and Gayer 2012; Bird, Slack, and Tassonyi, 2012). Property
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taxes are also inelastic, since their revenues do not change as much or as fast with
economic growth as other taxes. In good economic times, this inelasticity discourages local
governments, as their revenues do not expand and they have to raise rates to maintain
revenues in real terms. Meanwhile, during recessions, local taxpayers may again be very
unhappy because their property taxes do not decline as quickly as their incomes or the
value of their properties.

Political factors also disincentivize property tax revenue mobilization (Ahmad et al., 2019).
Studies show that revenue collection is lower in electoral years or when electoral races are
closer (Unda, 2021), when there are conflicting views or party misalignment between the
executive and legislative branches (Aguilar, 2021), or when there is party affinity across
levels of government (Nelson, 2000).

Of all forms of taxation, the property tax is perhaps the most dependent on administrative
and technical capacity to manage the tax. Poor tax administration hinders property tax
implementation and is often considered a key reason for low revenue mobilization in less
developed countries. Ahmad et al. (2019) argue that the problem with property taxation in
Mexico is largely administrative, while Unda (2021) finds that greater institutional capacity
at treasuries and cadasters positively affects collection. Takahashi (2021) argues there is
both a lack of interest and insufficient capacity among municipalities, resulting in outdated
cadaster records and a high degree of tax evasion. Moreover, up-to-date property records,
including the extent of the property cadaster and institutional capacities for property
information management, are often unavailable. He argues that these factors translate into
generous exemptions and low tax rates, obsolete and infrequent property value
(re)assessments, incomplete registries and cadasters, and a lack of willingness and means
to enforce the tax. The result is low revenue mobilization.

An important policy question regarding property tax administration is who should be
responsible for it: the central government (or state governments in a federal system) or
local governments? As discussed above, the choice comes down to the capacity to
administer the tax versus the incentive to collect revenues (including the incentive to be
responsible and accountable for how tax revenues are spent) (Goodfellow, 2017; Dillinger,
1991).

An argument for local administration of property taxes is that local authorities have more
knowledge about where properties are located, who owns them, what renovations or
additions have been made, and so on. Another argument is that local governments have an
incentive to collect the taxes if they get to keep the funds. But this same proximity of local
governments to their residents makes them resistant to collecting taxes or more exposed
to local capture, as argued by Prud'Homme (1995). However, many local authorities simply
do not have the capacity to administer the tax. For example, they perform many
administrative functions manually rather than computerizing them. In some cases, the
revenue base does not include all taxable properties, collection rates are low, and



enforcement is almost non-existent. Many countries have difficulty regularly updating
property values, even where local administration is fairly good.

Recognizing some of these difficulties with local administration, many countries involve
higher-level governments in various aspects of property tax administration, particularly
assessment. National or state cadastral and tax agencies tend to have more resources and
technical capacity to assess properties and collect taxes than local governments. Central
tax agencies also hold substantial data on taxpayers that could support property taxation,
and they may be able to enforce payments more easily because of their greater political
and institutional strength. Some have argued that corruption and misuse of funds are easier
to identify and punish at the central level, but there is little evidence to support this claim
(Goodfellow, 2017). But even the results of central administration may leave much to be
desired, since higher-level administrations often have little incentive to respond to local
governments' needs for up-to-date, accurate tax base information, since they receive none
of the revenues.

The international practice of property tax administration is varied. At one end of the
spectrum in Latin America are countries that administer local property tax (with revenues
allocated to the local governments) in a completely centralized way: Chile and the
Dominican Republic—and Brazil and Uruguay for rural properties. In contrast, the
administration of urban property taxes in Brazil and Venezuela is almost completely
decentralized, an arrangement very similar to that in the United States. Between these two
extremes are intermediate approaches where cadaster and valuation are more centralized
and collection is more decentralized. Several countries with better property tax
performance have asymmetric centralization of cadaster management: the largest cities
retain their own cadaster and valuation, as well as the collection function, and smaller local
governments rely on a centralized cadaster function. For example, in Uruguay, the central
government (through the National Directorate of the Cadaster) is responsible for cadaster
and valuations outside of Montevideo. In Colombia, the capital city of Bogota and the other
large municipalities have their own cadaster, but the Agustin Codazzi Geographical Institute
(Instituto Geogrdfico Agustin Codazzi, IGAC) manages the cadaster for the rest of the
municipalities.

Notwithstanding the theoretical and practical debates about assigning property tax
administration, there is little to no empirical evidence on the relative merits of each
approach or, in particular, on how local capacity affects the type of cadastral management
that best improves property tax performance. This paper seeks to fill this gap by providing
evidence on whether centralized or decentralized cadastral management leads to higher
property tax revenue levels. The mix of central and local government cadastral
management systems across municipalities in Mexico provides a natural experimental
setting that makes it easier to identify how different cadastral management options within
the same country impact revenue mobilization.



Subnational governments in Mexico face a conundrum because managing the cadaster is
administratively complex and expensive, and, at the same time, incentives for collecting
property taxes are low for both states and municipalities. In this context, who should
manage the cadaster and how should this decision be made? Municipalities may benefit
from delegating their cadastral management to state governments, which can reap
economies of scale in managing the cadaster. State governments may also have more
resources to procure the technology required for effective cadastral management, and
they can also address the lack of incentives of neighboring municipalities to update
cadastral values (i.e. race to the bottom competition). Given that in this situation the state
government must recover the costs of managing the centralized cadaster, they may have
an incentive to pressure local governments into collecting more property tax. Thus, we
hypothesize that:

H1: Municipalities that delegate their cadaster to the state will collect more
property taxes than municipalities that manage their own cadasters.

Although from an electoral standpoint the incentives to enforce property taxes may be low,
decentralization and effective property taxation can improve all aspects of governance and
service delivery at the local level. Research shows that local governments that build and
maintain their own infrastructure have an incentive to collect additional resources, while
greater tax responsibilities can lead to more accountability from local politicians and
improve governance. In this context, local governments with greater administrative,
technical, and institutional capacity may benefit from managing their own cadaster:

H2: Municipalities with greater capacity that manage their own cadasters will
outperform equivalent municipalities that delegate cadaster management to the
state government.

4. Empirical Strategy
Data

Our empirical analysis uses subnational fiscal data for municipalities across Mexico. Each
year, the National Institute of Statistics and Geography (Instituto Nacional de Estadistica y
Geografia, INEGI) compiles and publishes the Public Finance Statistics for States and
Municipalities (Estadistica de Finanzas Publicas Estatales y Municipales, EFIPEM)
database. It contains data from over 2,400 municipalities, is consistently updated with
corrections, and standardizes line-items across municipalities and time periods, making it
easier to compare property tax collection within and across municipalities. Many



municipalities do not collect property taxes because they are too small or have different
arrangements based on indigenous practices (usos y costumbres).

To identify which municipalities have delegated their cadaster management to the state
government, we extract information from the INEGI's Census of State Governments (Censo
Nacional de Gobiernos Estatales, CNGE). The survey asks officials at each state
government to list the municipalities they manage the cadaster for. The survey also asks
state governments which municipalities they support in property tax collection, but this is
usually a shared arrangement and is thus difficult to precisely identify and evaluate. We
therefore focus on who manages the cadaster as our independent variable. The question
on cadaster management first appeared in the 2017 survey, which asked state
governments about their 2016 arrangements. Each subsequent annual survey asks this
question, providing data from 2016 through 2022.

Estimation model

We estimate the following regression model:

Ymt=ﬁ0+ﬁ‘lzmt+2pmt+ 3ZmtPmt +Wnid+K, ("‘Etm, (1)

where ym: is the dependent variable for municipality m in year t, for which we use two
alternative variables (the logged values of property tax collection and the logged values of
property tax per capita); Bo is the intercept, while the variable zy: is a binary variable where
one indicates that the municipality manages the cadaster and zero indicates that the
cadaster is delegated to the state, for each municipality m and year t. Variable p is an
administrative capacity proxy measured by the logged value of total per capita annual
expenditures for each municipality over time (discussed below). The Bs; reflects how
cadastral management responsibility interacts with municipal capacity to compare revenue
performance across varying degrees of capacity. Lastly, we include controls for each
municipality in vector W,, and year fixed effects in K.

Measuring administrative capacity is difficult. Data on municipal infrastructure, personnel,
or technology are rare and inconsistent between municipalities of varying capacity. Thus,
available proxies for capacity contain information on those most capable of reporting it. To
address this, we extract the line-item value for a municipality’s total annual expenditures
from EFIPEM data and transform it into a per capita value.

We then use expenditures per capita as a proxy for administrative capacity, based on the
assumption that municipalities that spend more per capita must have more qualified
personnel and general administrative capacity to manage that spending than those with
smaller budgets. There are, of course, particular nuances between municipalities with
similar expenditures, but we try to control for those outliers. On average, though, more
capacity should lead to more spending, and more spending demands more capacity.



We also control for potential confounders that may influence property tax collection.
Municipalities of varying sizes may simply have different tax bases. We thus restrict our
analysis to municipalities with more than 30,000 people for better comparability across
states. This restriction reduces our sample to roughly 30 percent of all municipalities in the
country, but the sample still covers over 85 percent of Mexico's population. We in turn
include the logged value of each municipality’s population size.

Economic development is also a predictor of property taxes: municipalities with higher
levels of development have a wealthier tax base from which to extract resources. Ideally,
we would include municipal GDP per capita or household income, but these data are not
available at the municipal level. In lieu of GDP or income measures, we use the
Marginalization Index published by the National Population Council (Consejo Nacional de
Poblacion, CONAPO), which serves as a proxy for a municipality's overall development
level and covers indicators such as local economic output, access to education, and the
quality of health services.

From CONAPO we also estimate the annual unemployment rate for each municipality to
account for regional variation in workforce participation. Cadasters in geographically larger
states may also cover large swaths of land, so we control for the number of municipalities
in each state. We also use data from Mexico's Central Bank to control for a state’s gross
regional product and distinguish between poorer and wealthier regions.

In addition to the above structural factors, we control for the value of unconditional
transfers from the central government. From the EFIPEM, we pull the total value of
participaciones federales, which is the revenue-sharing mechanism the central
government uses to fund municipalities. The revenue sharing is based on a formula that,
among other things, rewards municipalities for collecting more of their own taxes and, for
that reason, should also be correlated with property taxes; therefore, we use the per capita
values of this intergovernmental transfer. Table 1 presents summary statistics.



Table 1. Descriptive Statistics

# Variable Mean SD Min Max

1 Municipal property $21,334,428 $103,492,903 $34 $2,491,065,112
tax ($MXN)

2 Total municipal $744,220,468 $1,234,982,49 $62,141,219 $12,494,995,385
expenditures ($MXN) 5

3 Municipal capacity 0.66 1.58 -0.33 12.99
(PCA score)

4 Municipal population 150,807 237,358 30,017 1,922,523

5 Unconditional $273,430,955 $476,997,658  $18,625,037 $4,767,693,706
transfers ($MXN)

6 Unemployment rate 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.18

7 Marginalization index  54.35 5.1 22.22 65.27
score

8 Total municipalities 101.93 101.34 5.00 551.00
by state

9 State GDP ($MXN) $639,599 $463,363 $91,086 $1,608,137

Results

As shown in Figure 2, twice as many municipalities manage their own cadasters as delegate
this function to their state governments. Although there is variation over time, and
municipalities may enter or exit these cooperation agreements, we do not further exploit
that information. From the CNGE survey data, it is difficult to parse out when cadaster
arrangements are implemented or modified, hindering a temporal analysis that exploits
changes in responsibility.

Figure 2: Changes in cadaster management over time
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Table 2 presents the results of four different ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions,
where the dependent variable is the logged value of municipal property taxes collected
each year. Table 3 estimates the same OLS regressions, but with the logged values of
property tax per capita. To make it easier to interpret these tables, we present the marginal
effects of our independent variables of interest.

Figures 3 and 4 provide a visual representation of the results from column (1) of tables 2
and 3. Across both specifications, we observe that municipalities that manage their own
cadasters vastly outperform municipalities that delegate this function to the state. We
observe significant variation among the municipalities that delegate the cadaster to the
state, and the wide error margins imply an unobservable confounder. This simple model
may not fully capture the nuances across cases, particularly the differences in capacity
between municipalities.

Figure 3 Figure 4
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We estimate the interaction between the level of government that manages the cadaster
and our proxy for municipal capacity—the logged value of per capita expenditures. This
interaction allows us to compare the property tax revenues of municipalities with similar
levels of expenditure that are differentiated by whether they delegate or manage their
cadasters. As discussed above, we argue that low-capacity municipalities will have lower
levels of per capita expenditure and that high-capacity municipalities will have higher per
capita expenditures over time.

Figures 5 and 6 present the marginal effects from column (2) in tables 2 and 3. The red line
represents the estimated property tax performance of municipalities that delegate cadaster
management to the state, while the blue line represent the performance of municipalities
managing their own cadaster. We observe similar patterns for both specifications. In low-
capacity municipalities, as captured by the logged values of total expenditures per capita,



those that delegate their cadaster to the state outperform those that manage their own.
This result contrasts with the results shown in figures 2, 3, and 4. At the other extreme, the
marginal effects plots also suggest that municipalities with a high degree of capacity may
benefit more from managing their own cadastral systems because they largely outperform
their peers that delegate.

Figure 5 Figure 6
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While these results support our second hypothesis, this approach has some flaws that limit
potential inferences. In particular, there is a high degree of endogeneity: more property tax
collection may lead to greater expenditures, and when spending needs are greater, more
property tax needs to be collected. There is also the possibility of self-selection, where the
most capable municipalities choose to manage their own cadaster, thereby reducing the
pool of municipalities for comparison.

We attempt to correct for self-selection by matching municipalities with similar
characteristics that differ only in whether they manage their cadaster or delegate it to the
state. We use an optimal pair-matching algorithm that reduces the distance between
matched samples (Hansen & Klopfer, 2006), and we restrict our sample to the year 2018.°
In the first stage, the matching algorithm compares the distance between predictor
variables and the outcome of interest. In this case, we use all our control variables to predict
the likelihood that a municipality manages or delegates the cadaster, and we use the
distance between cases to build a subset of similar municipalities. This approach reduces
our observations from 646 across a single year to just 133 pairs, totaling 266 matched
cases. We use all control variables in the matching exercise and have our treatment
variable (specified as a municipally managed cadaster) interact with each control variable

° This was the most complete year in the sample prior to the Covid-19 pandemic.



in the full estimation to account for group-specific variation. Our control group includes
municipalities that delegate their cadaster to the state level. The results are presented in
column (3) of tables 2 and 3.

Figures 7 and 8 show marginal effect plots of the matched municipalities interacted by the
logged per capita expenditures across both dependent variables. The overall trends hold,
but the separation between cases is less pronounced given the reduction in observations.
Nonetheless, this approach allows us to discern that in cases with a high degree of local
capacity, matched municipalities that manage their own cadaster still outperform
municipalities that delegate management to the state.
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To make our analysis more robust, we construct an alternative variable for municipal
capacity, drawing from the 2022 Census of Municipal Governments focused on the 2021
fiscal year. Although the census has questions on water works, social programs, security,
and other government-related services, we focus on the organizational capacity section.
This section of the survey contains about 300 questions on topics such as the number of
government offices, types of fiscal management arrangements, employees per
department, educational degrees of employees, number of vehicles owned, number of
computers, and various other administrative items. Rather than focusing on a single
response item, we used machine learning to construct a combined score of the shared
variation across the 300 different measures of organizational capacity at the municipal
level. The municipalities with the highest administrative capacity will generally have higher
scores on these items, so we mean-center each item and then use a principal component



analysis (PCA) to combine the variation across all questions into a single index we call
“municipal capacity PCA." The raw scores vary widely between the lowest- and highest-
scoring municipalities, so we take the log of these values to reduce their exponential
differences.

The municipal capacity PCA variable is highly correlated with the per capita municipal
expenditures variable, upwards of 0.95. This result is to be expected, given that the cost
of managing more employees, vehicles, and infrastructure increases total expenditure. Still,
we rerun our analysis with the new capacity variable and again apply an optimal pairs
matching algorithm, reducing our sample to municipalities that are similar to each other.
Column (4) of tables 2 and 3 presents the results of our regression analysis with municipal
capacity PCA and matching. The marginal effects plots in figures 9 and 10 visually depict
the interaction between the level managing the cadaster and our new measure of capacity.
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As highlighted in the marginal effects plots, our municipal capacity PCA variable yields
similar results to the municipal expenditure variable. Municipalities with low organizational
capacity can benefit from delegating their cadaster to the state government. In contrast,
high-capacity municipalities that fully manage their own cadasters can collect significantly
more in property taxes than their peers that delegate this responsibility. The municipalities
furthest to the right obtain an estimated $160 million MXN more than municipalities that
delegate cadaster management. This implies that these municipalities are using that
additional capacity effectively to extract more resources for themselves. In contrast,
municipalities that delegate management to the state may simply not have the
infrastructure or motivation to recoup their administrative expenses, given that they can
rely on the state government to manage them.



Table 2

Dependent variable:

log(Property tax)
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Constant '1(%?% 15.547""  13.350™ '21“(‘)86%
) (0.943) (2.524) )

. 0.119™ -5.645™  -7.390 3.395
Municipal cadaster (ref: state) (0.034) (0.989) (4.531) (6.030)
log(Total expenditures per capita) ?(59(?50) ?6511;3) (161228)
log(Municipal capacity PCA) (60é192g)
log(Unconditional transfers per capita) (_00'00():'72) (-886375) (-8246279) (83::(8))
Mun. marginalization index 0.258™ 0.259™ 0.316™ 0.315™

) (0.012) (0.012) (0.034) (0.037)
Unemblovment 1.699 2.010 -9.549™ -9.647™

ploy (1.616) (1.600)  (3.644)  (3.561)
log(Population) 1.299™ 1.293™ 0.727™ 0.901™
gtFop (0.026)  (0.026)  (0.154)  (0.276)
# of municipalities in state -0.001™  -0.001™  -0.001 ~0.001
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.001) (0.001)
. 0.151™ 0.147™  -0.596™ -0.468™"
log(State GDP per capita) (0.020)  (0.020)  (0.151)  (0.160)
Mun. cadaster x log(Total exp. PC) 0((?17198) (gggi)
. 1.255™
Mun. cadaster x log(Mun. capacity PCA) (0.596)
Mun. cadaster x log(Uncond. transfers PC) (_8325053) (gggg)
Mun. cadaster x (Mun marginalization) 0 0(;884 (_8876;')
Mun. cadaster x Unemployment 1(85':;1033) 115%%?;)
Mun. cadaster x log(Population) (()(')6352) (_82218)
Mun. cadaster x Num. muns. (_88811) (_88811)
Mun. cadaster x log(State GDP PC) ?(')8,?958) (2(.)713878)
Year FE Yes Yes No No
Observations 4,354 4,354 266 266
Adjusted R? 0.797 0.8 0.825 0.806
Residual Std. Error 0.874 0.869 0.79 0.865

Note: OLS with robust SE.

ko dok koK

PP p<0.01



Table 3

Dependent variable:

log(Property tax per capita)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Constant 18.843™ '28'2;88) 23;‘1‘;) 10.936™"
(0.575) ) ) (3.936)
. o0.101™ -5.023™ -7.301 4.373
Municipal cadaster (ref: state) (0.031) (0.905) (4.473) (5.790)
log(Total expenditures per capita) 200(:)320) ?06,?068) (101?)?57)
log(Municipal capacity PCA) (_(?30:6%
. . -0.089 - -0.430 0.298
log(Unconditional transfers per capita) (0.060) 0.00649  (0.264) (0.215)
Mun. marginalization index 0.244° 0.244° 0.307™ 0.307°
) 9 (0.010) (0.010) (0.032) (0.035)
Unemplovment 2.420" 2.697" -9.008™ -9.115™
ploy (1.333)  (1.322)  (3.411)  (3.350)
. 0.294™ 0.288™ -0.105
log(Population) (0.024) (0.024) -0.0384 (0.271)
# of municipalities in state -0.001™  -0.001™  -0.001  -0.0005
(0.0001)  (0.00017) (0.001) (0.001)
. 0.139™ 0.135"*  -0.580™ -0.453™
log(State GDP per capita) (0.019)  (0.019)  (0.147)  (0.157)
Mun. cadaster x log(Total exp. PC) ?66‘?()‘18) (8228)
. 1.204™
Mun. cadaster x log(Mun. capacity PCA) (0.584)
Mun. cadaster x log(Uncond. transfers PC) (_0025981) (8233)
L -0.078
Mun. cadaster x (Mun. marginalization) -0.00818 (0.064)
Mun. cadaster x Unemployment 1(7542%62) (95%22)
Mun. cadaster x log(Population) ?(')6%937) (-829?1(;
Mun. cadaster x Num. muns. 288812) (-(())(())(())1‘;
Mun. cadaster x log(State GDP PC) (26718514) 367?804)
Year FE Yes Yes No No
Observations 4,354 4,354 266 266
Adjusted R? 0.618 0.623 0.587 0.579
Residual Std. Error 0.779 0.774 0.773 0.833

Note: OLS with robust SE.

ko dok koK

PP p<0.01



5. Conclusions

In this study, we examine the determinants of property tax collection in Mexico, with a focus
on comparing the revenue performance of centralized versus decentralized cadastral
management. We find that local capacity significantly affects the amount of tax revenue
collected and, more interestingly, the performance of each approach. Specifically, we find
that low-capacity municipalities raise more revenues when they delegate their cadaster
management to the state government. In contrast, high-capacity municipalities that fully
manage their own cadasters collect more property tax than their peers that delegate this
responsibility to the state.

Achieving more effective property taxes in Mexico will remain a complex, multifaceted
challenge, but our results suggest a promising trend toward a more formal, asymmetric
approach to cadastral management that is differentiated based on local capacities. Our
main recommendation is that municipalities that are more capable and perhaps larger and
richer should administer their own cadaster, while the state should assume this
responsibility for less capable, smaller, and relatively poorer municipalities. We recommend
modifying the Fondo de Fomento Municipal based on this approach to better target
incentives.

For other countries in similar situations that are debating whether to further decentralize
property taxation or fully re-centralize, our findings could help authorities avoid these
extremes that may undermine overall revenues from property tax They could also consider
an asymmetrical, flexible approach based on local capacity, assigning administrative
responsibility to municipalities that demonstrate capacity while centralizing management
at higher levels of government for municipalities with lower capacity.

Our study does have some limitations that future research should address. In particular,
there is a need to further disentangle endogeneity and self-selection bias. It is also
important to incorporate other factors that could shape property tax performance,
particularly different intergovernmental assignments of tax collection and enforcement. In
addition, our study does not explore the extent of cooperation agreements for cadastral
management between municipalities and states, and additional research is needed to
identify the type of support provided by states and the nuances that enable more effective
management.



References

Aguilar, José, and Silvana Leiva. 2022. “La Economia Politica del Impuesto Predial: El
Efecto del Capital Social en la Recaudacion Municipal de México." Nexos.
https://federalismo.nexos.com.mx/2022/03/la-economia-politica-del-impuesto-
predial-el-rol-del-capital-social-en-la-recaudacion-municipal-en-mexico/

Ahmad, Ehtisham, Giorgio Brosio, and Juan Pablo Jiménez. 2019. “Options for Retooling
Property Taxation in Latin America.” Macroeconomics and Development series,
No. 202 (LC/TS. 2019/91). Santiago: Economic Commission for Latin America and
the Caribbean (ECLAC).

Awasthi, Rajul, Mohan Nagarajan, and Klaus W. Deininger. 2021. “Property taxation in India:
Issues impacting revenue performance and suggestions for reform.” Land Use
Policy, Volume 110, November 2021.

Awasthi, Rajul, Tuan Minh Le, and Chenli You. 2020. “Determinants of Property Tax
Revenue Lessons from Empirical Analysis.” Policy Research Working Paper 9399.
Governance Global Practice & Macroeconomics, Trade and Investment Global
Practice (September). The World Bank.

Ayalew, Daniel, Ali Klaus Deininger, and Michael Wild. 2018. “Using Satellite Imagery to
Revolutionize Creation of Tax Maps and Local Revenue Collection.” Policy Research
Working Paper 8437. Development Economics Development Research Group
(May). The World Bank.

Bahl, Roy, and Johannes Linn. 1992. Urban Public Finance in Developing Countries. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Bahl, Roy, and Sally Wallace. 2008. “Reforming the Property Tax in Developing Countries:
A New Approach,” paper presented to a conference on “What Role for Property
Taxes?" Georgia State University and Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

Bahl, Roy, Jorge Martinez-Vazquez, and Joan Youngman. 2010. “Whither the Property
Tax: new Perspectives on a Fiscal Mainstay,” In Roy Bahl, Jorge Martinez-
Vazquez, and Joan Youngman (eds.). Challenging the Conventional Wisdom of the
Property Tax, 3-14. Cambridge, Mass.: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

Barlow, C., 2015. “Meeting the challenges of land and property administration in developing
countries.” Fair Equity. 5 (8), 3-8.

Bergeron, Augustin, Pedro Bessone, John Kabeya, Gabriel Tourek, and Jonathan Weigel.
2021. Optimal Assignment of Bureaucrats: Evidence from Randomly Assigned Tax
Collectors in the DRC. London, Centre for Economic Policy Research.
https://cepr.org/active/publications/discussion_papers/dp.php?dpno=16771

Biderman, Ciro, and Yuri Camara Batista. 2018. “Is Progressive Property Tax Progressive?
Evidences from Sao Paulo.” Working Paper WP18CB1. Cambridge: Mass.: Lincoln
Institute of Land Policy.


https://federalismo.nexos.com.mx/2022/03/la-economia-politica-del-impuesto-predial-el-rol-del-capital-social-en-la-recaudacion-municipal-en-mexico/
https://federalismo.nexos.com.mx/2022/03/la-economia-politica-del-impuesto-predial-el-rol-del-capital-social-en-la-recaudacion-municipal-en-mexico/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264837719307690?via%3Dihub#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264837719307690?via%3Dihub#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264837719307690?via%3Dihub#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264837719307690?via%3Dihub#aep-article-footnote-id1
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/02648377
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/02648377
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/02648377/110/supp/C
https://cepr.org/active/publications/discussion_papers/dp.php?dpno=16771

Bird, Richard M. and Michael Smart. 2002. “Intergovernmental fiscal transfers: lessons
from international experience,” World Development 30 (6): 899-912.

Bird, Richard M. 2010. "Subnational taxation in developing countries: a review of the
literature." Policy Research Working Paper Series 5450. The World Bank.

Bird, Richard Miller. 2015. Fiscal Decentralization and Decentralizing Tax Administration:
Different Questions, Different Answers. Rotman School of Management Working

Paper No. 2694651, Available at
SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2694651 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.26946
51

Bird, Richard M. 2003. “A New Look at Local Business Taxes," Tax Notes International,
30 (7, 19 May 2003): 695-711.

Bird, Richard, M. 2004. “Land taxes in Colombia.” In Bird, Richard, M. and Enid Slack
(eds.). International Handbook on Land and Property Taxation, 265-80.
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Bird, Richard, M. and Enid Slack. 1978. Residential Property Tax Relief in Ontario. Toronto:
University of Toronto Press for the Ontario Economic Council.

Bird, Richard, M. and Enid Slack. 2004. International Handbook on Land and Property
Taxation. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Publishing Inc.

Bird, Richard, M. and Enid Slack. 2007. “Taxing land and property in emerging economies:
raising revenue...and more?” In Gregory K. Ingram and Yu-Hung Hong (eds.) Land
policies and their Outcomes: 204-33. Cambridge, MA: Lincoln Institute of Land
Policy.

Bird, Richard, M. and Enid Slack. 2014. “"Local Taxes and Local Expenditures in
Developing Countries: Strengthening the Wicksellian Connection,” Public
Administration and Development, 34(5): 359 -69.

Bird, Richard M., Enid Slack, and Almos Tassonyi. 2012. A Tale of Two Taxes: Property
Tax Reform in Ontario. Cambridge, Mass.: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

Boadway, Robin W. and Harry M. Kitchen. 1999. Canadian Tax Policy, 3" ed. Toronto:
Canadian Tax Foundation.

Bourassa, Steven. 2009. “The U.S. Experience.” In Due, Richard F. and Richard W. England
(eds). Land Value Taxation: Theory, Evidence, and Practice: 11-25. Cambridge,
Mass.: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

Brockmeyer, Anne, Alejandro Estefan, Karina Ramirez Arras, and Juan Carlos Suarez
Serrato. 2021. “Taxing Property in Developing Countries: Theory and Evidence
from Mexico."” Working Paper 28637. Cambridge, Mass.: National Bureau of
Economic Research.

Brunori, David. 2007. Local Tax Policy: A Federalist Perspective. 2" Edition, Washington
DC: The Urban Institute Press

Brys, Bert. 2011. “Making Fundamental Tax Reform Happen,” OECD Taxation Working,
Papers No.3, OECD Publishing.


https://ideas.repec.org/p/wbk/wbrwps/5450.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/wbk/wbrwps/5450.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/wbk/wbrwps.html
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2694651
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2694651
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2694651

Cabral, Marika and Caroline Hoxby. 2012. “The Hated Property Tax: Salience, Tax Rates,
and Tax Revolts.” NBER Working Paper Series. Cambridge, Mass.: National Bureau
of Economic Research.

Cabrera, Maynor, Oscar Lora, and Ernesto Palma. 2022. “La Experiencia de la
Descentralizacion del Impuesto Predial en Guatemala.” In J.L. Gomez-Reino and J.
Martinez-Vazquez (eds.) La Descentralizacion de la Recaudacion Tributaria en
Latino-America: Desafios y Lecciones. Fiscal Management Division, Inter-
American Development Bank Group.

Canavire-Bacarreza, Gustavo, and Zuniga Espinoza, Nicolas G. (2015) “Transferencias e
impuesto predial en México.” Economia UNAM, Vol. 12, No. 35, UNAM, Mexico, 69-
99.

Castro, Lucio and Carlos Scartascini. 2015."Tax compliance and enforcement in the
pampas evidence from a field experiment.” Journal of Economic Behavior &
Organization, Volume 116, August, Pages 65-82.

Cernichiaro Reyna, Christopher. 2020. “El potencial recaudatorio del impuesto predial en
las entidades federativas.” Finanzas publicas locales. Centro de Investigacion
Econdmica y Presupuestaria, A. C. (Febrero), https://ciep.mx/qdd3.

Collier, Paul, Edward Glaeser, Tony Venables, Michael Blake, and Priya Manwaring. 2018.
“Land and property taxes for municipal finance.” International Growth Centre,
Cities that Work Policy Paper.

Comrie, John. 2013. In Our Hands: Strengthening Local Government Revenue for the 27
Century. Australian Centre of Excellence for Local Government, University of
Technology, Sydney.

De Cesare, Claudia M. (ed.). 2016. Sistemas del Impuesto Predial en América Latina y el
Caribe. The Lincoln Institute of Land Policy. Cambridge, MA.

Del Carpio, Lucia. 2014. "Are the neighbors cheating? Evidence from a social
norm experiment on property taxes in Peru.” Unpublished
Manuscript, Princeton University, 2014

Department of Finance, Ireland. 2019. “Review of Local Property Tax.” Report of the
Interdeparmental Group.
https://assets.gov.ie/7465/91ccbd3ddc97461898211710e2d7ec55.pdf. Accessed
on July 28, 2021.

Dillinger, William R. 1992. Urban property tax reform. Guidelines and Recommendations
(Vol. 1). World Bank Publications

Dom, Roel, Anna Custers, Stephen Davenport, and Wilson Prichard. 2022. Innovations in
tax compliance: Building trust, navigating politics, and tailoring reform. The World
Bank.

Dornfest, Alan S. 2005. “Effects of taxable value increase limits -- fables and fallacies,”
Journal of Property Tax Assessment and Administration 2 (4): 5-15.


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0167268115001067#!
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/01672681
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/01672681
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/01672681/116/supp/C
https://ciep.mx/author/christopher/
https://ciep.mx/tag/finanzas-publicas-locales/
https://ciep.mx/qdd3
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=xY6qbj8AAAAJ&hl=en&oi=sra
https://assets.gov.ie/7465/91ccbd3ddc97461898211710e2d7ec55.pdf

Dornfest, Alan S., Jennifer Rearich, T. Douglas Brydon lll, and Richard Almy. 2019. “State
and Provincial Property Tax Policies and Administrative Practices (PTAPP): 2017
Findings and Report.” Journal of Property Tax Assessment & Administration 16(1):
43-130.

Dornfest, Alan, S. 2010. “In Search of an Optimal Revaluation Policy: Benefits and pitfalls,”
in Roy Bahl, Jorge Martinez-Vazquez and Joan M. Youngman (eds.) Challenging
the Conventional Wisdom of the Property Tax: 75-107. Cambridge, Mass: Lincoln
Institute of Land Policy.

Espinosa, Salvador, Jennifer Martinez, and Christine Martell. 2018. “;Por qué algunos
municipios en México son mejores recaudadores de impuesto predial que otros?”
Gestion y Politica Publica, XXVII(7): 375-395.

Fiebig, Juliane. 2019. “Recent Developments in German Property Tax.” Presentation to
International Property Tax Institute 14" Annual Mass Appraisal Valuation
Symposium, Bled Slovenia, June 11.

Fjeldstad, Odd-Helge, Merima Ali, and Lucas Katera. 2019. “Policy implementation under
stress: Central-local government relations in property tax administration in
Tanzania.” Journal of Financial Management of Property and Construction, 24(2):
129-47.

Franzsen, Riel. 2009. “International Experience.” In Due, Richard F. and Richard W.
England (eds). Land Value Taxation: Theory, Evidence, and Practice: 26-47.
Cambridge, Mass.: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

German Ministry of Finance. 2018. “German real property tax reform — simple, socially
equitable and compatible with the constitution.”
https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/EN/Standardartikel/Topics/Taxa
tion/Articles/german-property-tax-reform.html

Giles, Christopher, and Michael Ridge. 1995. “The Council Tax: An Examination of the
New Local Property Tax in Britain,"” Journal of Property Tax Assessment and
Administration, 1 (2): 40-59.

Glaeser, Edward. 2002. Comment on “Tax Incentives and the City.” Brookings-Wharton
Papers on Urban Affairs, 115-24.

Goodfellow, Tom. 2017. “Central-Local Government Roles and Relationships in Property
Taxation.” APTI Summary Brief 12. Brighton: IDS.

Grieco, Kevin, Abou Bakarr Kamara, Niccol6 F. Meriggi, Julian Michel, Wilson Prichard,
and Graeme Stewart-Wilson. 2019. “Simplifying Property Tax Administration in
Africa: Piloting a Points-Based Valuation in Freetown, Sierra Leone.” Summary
Brief Number 19. UK: International Growth Centre (IGC) and International Centre
for Tax and Development (ICTD).

Haas, Astrid R. N., Justine Knebelmann, and Colette Nyirakamana. (2021). Five tenets for
consideration when undertaking property tax reform in Africa. Policy Brief. ATAF &
ICTD.
https://events.ataftax.org/index.php?page=documents&func=view&document_id=1
52



https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/EN/Standardartikel/Topics/Taxation/Articles/german-property-tax-reform.html
https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/EN/Standardartikel/Topics/Taxation/Articles/german-property-tax-reform.html
https://events.ataftax.org/index.php?page=documents&func=view&document_id=152
https://events.ataftax.org/index.php?page=documents&func=view&document_id=152

Hoffman, Barak D. and Clark C. Gibson. 2005. “Fiscal Governance and Public Services:
Evidence from Tanzania and Zambia,"” Department of Political Science, University
of California San Diego, August.

Norregaard, John. 2013. “Taxing Immovable Property: Revenue Potential and
Implementation Challenges.” IMF Working Paper WP/13/129. Washington, D:
International Monetary Fund.

International Property Tax Institute (IPTI). 2007. “Benchmarking 2007: Summary Report.”
Toronto: International Property Tax Institute.

Johannesson-Linden, Asa and Christian Gayer. 2012. Possible reforms of real estate
taxation: Criteria for successful policies, European Commission, Directorate-
General for Economic and Financial Affairs, Occasional Papers 119.

Kelly, Roy. 2013. “Property Tax Collection and Enforcement,” in McCluskey, William, J.,
Gary C. Cornia, and Lawrence C. Walters (eds.) A Primer on the Property Tax:
Administration and Policy: 141-72. Chichester, West Sussex: Wiley Blackwell.

Kenyon, Daphne A., Adam H. Langley, and B.B. Paquin. 2012. “Property Tax Incentive
Pitfalls.” National Tax Journal, 65(4): 1011-1021.

Kitchen, Harry M. and Francois Vaillancourt. 1990. “The Federal Grants-in-Lieu of
Property Taxes Program: An Assessment,” Canadian Tax Journal, 38: 928-36.

Kitchen, Harry M., Enid Slack, and Tomas Hachard. 2019. Property Taxes in Canada:
Current Issues and Future Prospects. IMFG Perspectives Paper 27. Toronto:
Institute on Municipal Finance and Governance, University of Toronto.

Martinez-Vazquez, Jorge, Eduardo Sanz-Arcega and José Manuel Tranchez-Martin.
2022. "Tax Revenue Management and Reform in the Digital Era in Developing and
Developed Countries.” ICePP Working Papers 221. Georgia State University.

Martinez-Vazquez, Jorge. 2021. "Successful Tax Reforms in the Recent International
Experience: Lessons in Political Economy and the Nuts and Bolts of Increasing
Country Tax Revenue Effort.” ICePP Working Papers 214. Georgia State University.

Mathis, Edward J. and Charles E. Zech. 1982. An "Empirical test: The economic effects of
land value taxation,” Growth and Change, 13(4): 2-5.

Maurer, R. and Paugam, A. 2000. “Reform toward Ad Valorem Property Tax in Transition
Economies: Fiscal and Land Use Benefits.” Land and Real Estate Initiative,
Background Series 13. (Washington DC: World Bank).

McCluskey, William, J. and Riel C.D. Franzsen. 2013. “Property Taxes in Metropolitan
Cities,” in Bahl, Roy W., Johannes F. Linn, and Deborah L. Wetzel (eds), Financing
Metropolitan Governments in Developing Countries: 159-181. Cambridge, Mass.:
Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

Mikesell, John. 2013. “Administration of Local Taxes: An International Review of Practices
and Issues for Enhancing Fiscal Autonomy,” in McCluskey, William J., Gary C.
Cornia and Lawrence C. Walters (eds.) A Primer on the Property Tax:
Administration and Policy: 89-124. Chichester, West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell.



Mirrlees, James. 2011. Tax by Design. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Norregaard, John. 2013. “Taxing Immovable Property: Revenue Potential and
Implementation Challenges,” IMF Working Paper WP/13/129 (Washington, DC:
International Monetary Fund).

Oates, Wallace E. and R.M Schwab. 1997. “The Impact of Urban Land Taxation: The
Pittsburgh Experience,” National Tax Journal, 50(1): 1-21.

Okunogbe, Oyebola and Fabrizio Santoro. 2021. “The Promise and Limitations of
Information Technology for Tax Mobilization.” Policy Research Working Paper 9848.
Development Economics Development Research Group (November). The World
Bank.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). 2019. Revenue
Statistics in Latin America and the Caribbean, 1990-2017. Paris: OECD Publishing

Piketty, Thomas. 2014. Capital in the Twenty-First Century. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press.

Plassmann, F. and T.Tideman. 2000. “A Markov Chain Monte Carlo Analysis of the Effect
of Two-Rate Property Taxes on Construction,” Journal of Urban Economics, 47(2):
216-247.

Prud'Homme, Remy. (1995). “"The Dangers of Decentralization.” The World Bank Research
Observer, 10(2), 201-220.

Rezk, Ernesto. 2004. “Taxes on land and property in Argentina.” In Bird, Richard, M. and
Enid Slack (eds.). International Handbook on Land and Property Taxation, 281-5.
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Salm, Marco. 2017. Property Tax in BRICS Megacities. Local Government Financing and
Financial Sustainability. Germany: Springer International Publishing.

Scartascini, Carlos. 2017. “Economia del comportamiento: ;Pueden los premios incentivar
el pago del impuesto sobre la propiedad?” Recaudando Bienestar (blog). Inter-
American Development Bank. May 18.

Schatan, Roberto, Eduardo Revilla, and Jorge Martinez-Vazquez. 2015. “Peru: Una agenda
para modernizar el sistema tributario en materia internacional y subnacional.” IMF,
Fiscal Affairs Department (December).

Sepulveda, Cristian and Jorge Martinez-Vazquez. 2012. "Explaining property tax
collections in developing countries: the case of Latin America” in G. Brosio and J.P.
Jimenez (eds.) Decentralization and Reform in Latin America: Improving
Intergovernmental relations. Chetelham: Edward Elgar. 2012.

Simonsen, Bill. and Mark D. Robbins. 2003. “Reasonableness, Satisfaction, and
Willingness to Pay Property Taxes.” Urban Affairs Review, 38 (6): 831-854.

Slack, Enid and Richard M. Bird. 2014. The Political Economy of Property Tax Reform.
Paris: OECD.


https://blogs.iadb.org/recaudandobienestar/author/carloss/

Slack, Enid, John LaFaver, and Ihor Shpak. 1998. “Property Tax in Ukraine: Third
Attempt,” Budget and Fiscal Review, Second Quarter 1998, Fiscal Analysis Office,
Verkhovna Rada, Kyiv, Ukraine.

Sokoloff, Kenneth. L. and Eric M. Zolt. 2006. “Inequality and Taxation: Evidence from the
Americas on how Inequality may Influence Tax Institutions,” Tax Law Review, 59
(2):167.

Spahn, Paul Bernd. 2004. “Land taxation in Germany."” In Bird, Richard, M. and Enid Slack
(eds.). International Handbook on Land and Property Taxation, 98-106.
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Swianiewicz, Pawel and Julita Lukomska. 2013. “Local Tax Policies in the Limited
Autonomy of Revenue Collection System in Poland.” Paper presented to the
Copenhagen Workshop, September 12-13.

Thornhill, Don. 2015. “Review of the Local Property Tax (LPT).” Report to the Minister of
Finance of Ireland.
http://www.budget.gov.ie/budgets/2016/documents/review_of_local_property_tax_
pub.pdf. Accessed on July 28, 2021.

UK Department for Transport, Local Government and the Regions. 2000. Modernising
Local Government Finance: A Green Paper.
https://democracy.york.gov.uk/Data/Executive/20001201/Agenda/green_paper_re
port.pdf

Unda Gutiérrez, Moénica and Carlos Moreno Jaimes. 2015. “La recaudacién del impuesto
predial en México: un analisis de sus determinantes econémicos en el periodo
1969-2010." Revista Mexicana de Ciencias Politicas y Sociales. Vol. 60, No. 225.

Unda Gutiérrez, Monica. 2021. "Una hacienda local pobre: ;qué explica la recaudacion
predial en México? Estudios Demogrdficos y Urbanos vol. 36, no. 1 (106), January—
April: 49-88.

Wagaman, Andrew. 2017. "GASB77:Revealing the Cost of Property Tax Incentives for
Business.” Land Lines, July 2017. Available at
www.lincolninst.edu/publications/issues/land-lines-july-2017

Walters, Lawrence. 2011. Land and Property Tax. A Policy Guide. Nairobi: UN Habitat.

Wassmer, Robert. 2007. “The Increasing Use of Property Tax Abatement as a Means of
Promoting Sub-National Economic Activity in the United States.” Sacramento, CA:
California State University.

World Bank. 2020. Property Tax Diagnostic Manual. Washington, DC: The World Bank
Group.

Yuan, Bing, Katrina Connolly, and Michael E. Bell. 2009. “A Compendium of Countries
with an Area-Based Property Tax.” Working Paper WP0O9BY1. Cambridge, Mass.:
Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.


http://www.budget.gov.ie/budgets/2016/documents/review_of_local_property_tax_pub.pdf.
http://www.budget.gov.ie/budgets/2016/documents/review_of_local_property_tax_pub.pdf.

Zorn, Kurt. 2013. “Establishing a tax rate,” in William J. McCluskey, Gary C. Cornia, and
Lawrence C. Walters (eds.), A Primer on Property Tax Administration and Policy,
first edition: 125-140. Hoboken, N.J.: John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Zuniga Espinoza, Nicolds Guadalupe and Marcela Astudillo Moya. 2018. “Property Tax
Exemption for Government-Owned Real Estate in Mexico.” Modern Economy, Vol.
9 No. 1, January.


https://www.scirp.org/journal/articles.aspx?searchCode=Nicol%c3%a1s+Guadalupe+Z%c3%ba%c3%b1iga+Espinoza&searchField=authors&page=1
https://www.scirp.org/journal/articles.aspx?searchCode=Marcela+Astudillo+Moya&searchField=authors&page=1
https://www.scirp.org/journal/paperinformation.aspx?paperid=81696
https://www.scirp.org/journal/paperinformation.aspx?paperid=81696
https://www.scirp.org/journal/home.aspx?journalid=163
https://www.scirp.org/journal/home.aspx?issueid=10474
https://www.scirp.org/journal/home.aspx?issueid=10474

