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SUMMARY

The Arkansas Supreme Court affirmed summary judgment denying Tyson’s sales-tax refund claim for
taxes paid on rented wooden shipping pallets. The court held that the pallets were used to deliver
Tyson’s products but did not become a recognizable integral part of those products under Arkansas’s
sales-for-resale exemption.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Tyson's rentals of reusable wooden shipping pallets qualified for Arkansas's sales-for-resale
exemption from sales tax.

2. Whether the pallets became a recognizable integral part of Tyson's manufactured or prepared food
products under Ark. Code Ann. § 26-52-401(12)(B).

HOLDINGS

1. The pallet rentals do not qualify for Arkansas's sales-for-resale exemption because the pallets do not
become a recognizable integral part of the chicken or other food products Tyson sells.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude chicken is just chicken—not chicken plus a pallet.” (2026 Ark. 104, at 1)

“They are merely a convenient way to market and deliver it.” (2026 Ark. 104, at 5)

“Tyson sells chicken and other foods. It does not sell wooden pallets, no matter how it chooses to deliver its
products.” (2026 Ark. 104, at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Tyson rented reusable wooden pallets from Commonwealth Handling Equipment Pool to ship chicken and other
food products through its supply chain. CHEP retained ownership of the pallets, which were returned after
delivery, inspected, repaired if necessary, and rented to other manufacturers. Tyson paid sales tax on the rentals
and later sought refunds, arguing that the pallets were tax-exempt sales for resale because they were used to
deliver its products.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Tyson sought refunds of sales taxes paid on rentals of wooden shipping pallets. The Department of Finance and
Administration denied the request, and the Washington County Circuit Court granted the Department's motion
for summary judgment. The Supreme Court of Arkansas reviewed the decision de novo and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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