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B7: Power of County Courts to compromise taxes
after State Board of Egualization has fixed
assessed valuations.
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'one John =, Fhillips, J
Prosecuting Attorney, /

Futler County,
Foplar Rluff, Missouri.

Dear 35ir:

You have asked my opinion as to power of County Court in
I'issouri to compromise taxes before and after suit besun to restrain
collection thereof. You state counsel for the uel Company asainat
whom taxes wer: assessed rely on the two eases of State of "issouri
ex rcl Brower, County ovenue Collector vs. Mederal lead Co., 205
Fed., 308, and Southern Hailway Company vs. Anthony, 73 l'o. 431 for
authority of the County Court to compromise taxes.

In the Federal lead Company case 268 ".l.C, 309, Judgo
Faris admitted no statute of Nissouri authorizes County Court to
compromise taxes excert in certain enumerated cases within none of
which this case of your county fallis. Judge Faris said:

"lletther is there any statute in existence which
expressly places authority on a County Court of
issouri to compromise taxes as such, and which heve
been levied and assessed and made up into a Tax Took
in a case such as is here dbefore me *** There is a
statute, however, which confers upon the County

Courts of the several countiecs of issouri prlenary
authority to either raise or lower assessed waluations
upon property, wvhich lowering of valuations will have

the inevitahle effect to égggr the of the taxes.
This scction reads as follows: {99465

*In all cases where the County Court or Assessment
Board or any c¢ity council or assessment board
shall have assessed and levied taxes, general

or speeial, on any real ostate according to

law whethof the same be delincuent or other-

wise, and until the same are paid and collsected,
with all costs, interest and penalties therein

the City C l of any city and the C ty Court
of any coun all have the full power Eo corract

any errors which may appear in connection there-
with whether of valuation, subject to the provisions
of the Constitution of this state, or of ownership
or receivership, doudble assessment, omission from
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from the assessmont list or books, or
otherwise and to make such wvaluation,
assessment and levy conform in all respects
to the facts and requirements of the law,
Any deseription or designation of property
for assessment purposes by which it may be
identified or located shall be a sufficient
or valid deseription or designation”
(Section 11492, R.S. Mo, 1909, and now
9946, R.S. Mo. 1929.)

The Federal Court cuoted as source of power of County Court to
compromise taxes, Section 36, Article VI, Missouri Constitution, in con-
nection with Section 9946 R.S5. Mo, 1929, and which Section 36 recads as
follows:

"In each county there shall be a County Court which
shall be a court of record and shall have Jjurisdiction
to transact nll oountz and such other business as may
be preseridbed by law.

The Federal Court held the abowve quoted section, 9946, 7.5. Mo, 1929,
and Scetion 36, Artiele VI, Missouri Constitution, mnde the County Court
the genernl agent of the county for the transaction of county business
and this general agency empowered the County Court to compromise state
and ecounty taxes.

It is an elementary rule of construction that all parts of a Con-
stitution and all statutes on the same sub joet must be construcd as
related parts of a code of laws to accomplish'a common end, Therefore,
all parts of the State Constitution and the statutes relating to revenue
and taxation must be considered in any offort to arrive at the intent
and meaning of Section 36, Article VI, Missouri Constitution, and Seetion
9946, R.3. Vo., 1929,

Seetion 3, Artiele X, of the lissourl Constitution provides:
"Taxes may be levied and collected for mubliec purposes
only. They t;hnlth be u g the class of
sub jects wi e imits the authorit
levying t and énii g fmu and collected by
gencral laws.”

This means state taxes shall be uniform throughout the stnte, county taxes
throughout the county, and city taxes throughout the ecity.

Seetion 18, Article X of the lissouri Constitution 1is as
follows: - mal
"There shall be a State & i jzation, consisti
of the Covernor, :ﬁh— Aﬁr, "‘ﬁﬁ el:".re' asurer, "-ecratggy
of Ctate and Attorney General. The duty of said board
shall be to g%g_ and e the uation of and
© properiy

EF ?i among the oo:m!!eg of ¢ tat
an all perform such otgr gugiu asa may be Eroaog&

by law,."
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Td ecarry out these Constitutional provisions, we find the fole
lowing system for assessment, levy end collection of taxes: A local
assessor first fixes the wvalue in the county; the assessment of the
county assessor is reviewed by the County Zoard of @ ati with
power therein to lower or raise assessments of in E sces of
property; on completion of County Boards of Tqualization the one
hundred fourteen ecounties and the City of St. Louis send the assessments
as made and ecualized loeally to the State Board of Zcoualizatiom. )
Sectioms 9661 to 9865 R.3. Mo, 1920, provide procedure of State Noard
in ecualization of the assessment of the different c¢lasses of property

the one hundred fourteen counties end the City of 3t, lLouie, and
the statute recuires the Board to classify all real estate in cities
end towns end villages as E‘.."alg“_'. and all other real estate as
%‘.ﬂﬁm and all personal property into twelve (12) named classes,

*The Board shall proceed to egualigze the valuation of each
“:homr among the respective counﬁes of the u*EEe in the
ng manner: : .

First « It shall to the wvaluation of each
ghr of the property, real or personal, of
each county which it believes to be valued
itz real value in money sueh per centum
as 1 inecrease the same in each case to its

true value.
Second - It shall et from tW
in each e¢lass, of the property, personal

which 1t believes to be walued %tl roal
&mumqmehpermhana- %ﬂ
e same in each case to its true value.

Section 9860 of the 1929 statutes makes it the duty of the State
Auditor to transmit to the County Clerks the assessed t
of all classes of property as fixed and ecualized by the State Toard,
And on the wvaluation there fixed by the Jtate Board the levy of taxes

is m~de for all #ig, and purposes, and the tax

rolle delivered to the ﬁ%&otu or coneotion of taxes.
A few facts, the existemce of which cannot be denied, should be

kept c¢learly in mind in the ensuing discussion of the above ocutlined

Missouri system of taxation, First - it is 2 faect that Section 3,
Article X of Missouri Constitution commands (not permits):

*Taxes *** ghall be uni upcon the same class
of sudb jects rial 1imits of
the authority -

Seoond - the law is therefore in Missouri the same class of property
must be taxed uniformly all over the state.

Third - To securc this uniformity in taxation,
First - the rate for state purposes must be the

some;
Seeond - there must be ty in the assessed
valuation of the same class of property.
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Fourth « Uniformity in taxation implies eguality of the tax burden.

Fifth - The state rate of taxation is the same in every rart of the
state.

The Federal Court held while no statute pave County Court %m

r to ecompromise taxes, yet the power to compromise existed by
%, beosuse Section 994: mthorlz;d the County Court at :n'zd

) the taxes were paid to Em; the %ag%gsﬂ Fl%t;on fix

by the 5tate Board and thus lower the amount axes 1o rald to
the level of the pompromise, because if the asses valuation
is lowered, inevitably the amount to bde paid in taxes is lowe R

All provisions of law, Constitutional and Statutory, on the same
sub jeet must be construed ‘.ogothor.

Grimes vs. Reynolds, 184 lo., 679
Therefore, all the ccnstitutional and statutory provisions relating to
A‘Dg’s%oot ma‘ y for taxation must be taken into account in con-
stru Seetion 9946. In State ex rel Jamison vs, R.R. Company, 318
10e, leCe Pe 200, in a tax case, it is said:

"A construction should never be given to a
statute which would work such confusion and
mischief unless no other reasonable econstruction

is possible.”

Statutes should receive a sensible construction such as will affect
the legislative intention, and if possible so as to avold an unjust or

absurd conclusion
State ‘ex rel Cass vs. Gorden, 266 o, 394

- In State ex rel Macklin vs, Rombauer, 104 lNo, l.c. 631, the court
H

"It is an established rule of fundamental

as well as other laws that the effect

and
%gu% of any g;gmaﬁ in !gra tion
o may properly be consider ascortain

what was probably the intention designed to
be expreesed thersin.,"

Apply these rules to Section 9946 and construction thereof by Federal
Court and what is the result? 7"hat was the obJjeet of our constitutional
and statutory tex provision? The end sought was uniformity in the bure
den of taxetion borne by tax payers. In

Trust Compeny VSegghramm, @ 269 ¥0e, l.ce 490

the court said:
"The State DBoard of Ecualization was created

primarily to secure and guarsntee %*rmitz

and i in the b of taxation
ShroUEhouT The gtateet
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The Federal Court held County Court could compromnise taxes be-
cause it was the general sgent in county affairs, DPut in compromising
the taxes the County Court would be compromising all state, as well
as taxes. Put lay aside that cquestion. - Our Supreme Court has
had oceasion to define what the words "county affairs"™ means as applied
to the powers of a county court in

State ex rel Buckner vs. leTlroy, 309 V0. le.c. G09=010
and said: ‘ _ ' '
"he general rule is thus expressed in 15 Corpus
Juris at page 456: ®*2xcept as otherwise provided
by law a Board of county commissioners or county
supervisors ordinarily exerecise the corporate
powers of the camtt. It is an enlarged sense
the representative of the eounty, having ***
original and exclusive jurisdiction over =1l

matters pertaining to w « *** The
county Doard cannot exercise iis constitutional
jurisdietion within the toria ts of

&?zc;. 4##% county business means all
ining to the county as a co te
.ﬁﬂ.‘! #4% county affairs are those relating
e ocounty in its orgenic and corporate capacity'™

our court in this deeision confines the word “county affairs” to

7 ‘{“1? t% th:hoomty and sa nlmstit:tignu Jurisdie-
on 1is o2 8 within :_i_gqtogag %tg of the eounEI
and 'this de ion of “"eounty affairs™ by its terms its

2
county court from dealing wi tate affairs, such as lowe the
‘ m& of eg for state on purposes as fixe y the state
j qualiza

-

ONe

Section 9946 as it now stands rirst apreared in the Missouri
laws in 1909, Session Laws 1909 p. 720 and Section 9317 ".5. No. 1909
wag repealed and the present section substituted therefor. Section
92317 R.S. Mo, 1909, prior to the repeal thereof, read as follows:

"'n all cases where any such c¢ity shall have
assessed nnd levied taxes, general or special

on any real estate according to law, whether iho
same be delinquent or otherwise and until the

same are collected and paid with all costs, interest
and penalties thercon, the la and of

| any such eity shell have power to correet any
errors *%Exmy appear in connection therewith

whether of oct to the m*gé_?g of
x| tﬁﬁ"ﬁ& or desceription of
d L4

the

owne Dy e asscssment, omission from the
assessment list or books of otherwise, and to make
such valuation, assessment and levy to conform in

all respeets to the recuirements of the law."

It will be observed the is not mentioned herein. The
county court was brought into 8 section by the change made in 1909
above referred to, 34 yecars after the State Doard of Egualization
had been ereated by the Constitution and aftdr said Toard had been
assessing values for state wide taxation for 34 years. This statutory
history shows it was not intended to confer any power on the city and
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tomn councils except to aid in tho correction of glerical and adminis-
trativg errors that had crept into the tax books.

Is 1t likely the Logislature 51 years aco intended to authorize

town and e¢ity couneils to and at their pleasure the asso
F],Lt*g by the State Doa Zcualization for state wide levy o
axes for state s and for 30 years thereafter refused to sive the

same rower to the 1ll4 eounty courts in the state?

Seetion 3, Artiecle X of the lMissouri Constitution requiring uniform-
ity of taxation and Section 18 of Article X of the same instrument must
be read together and the objeet of their enactment theredby ascertained,
The framers of the Constitution knew uniformity in taxation mean ecuality
of tex payers in the tax burden. The framers of this organiec law of the

state further ‘new in taxation could only be obtained by
in the & t of the same es of property
n the counties an of Ote. lLouis, and refore in the same

article on taxation whereir uniformity in taxastion wns commanded, an

instrunentality wes gonstitutionally created to insure s uniformity
of taxation in the form o he state Board of Zoualization, ar n

Jection 18, Artiele X, the manda duty was imposed on this "oard to
eﬂﬁ;p the Wﬁmﬂy among the several counties
0 o state 1in [} ng languages _

"The duty of said Toard shell be to adjust and

m&? the m%am of real and personal

properiy gmones the several countios in the

state.™

gur court holds this section is selfeonforeing without legislation.
Railway Co, va, State Doard, 64 Yo, 294

Our Supreme Court has held the functions of the loecal Noards are
purely ministeriel after the State Doaprd has acted. In

Trust Co pany vs., Schramm, 2089 '0,, l.c. 498
our ecourt said:

"As clearly indieating that the functions of the

loeal board are purely Mn;atorlﬁ after the state

Doa has acted we find Ceotion now Seetion
ReJe Of “0O. 1929) which provides that when tho

report of the State Board is not received at or

during the sassion of the County "oard, the gg;&:ﬁ
shall ad just the tax books according to su
roport when the same is received.”

And Section $865 R.S5. Lo, 1929 provides:

"and it shall de Eerg%*! of the State Auditor to
) 5

ﬁﬁma the elerks soveral county courts of
s state tO -<eep up the aggrepate valuation of real

and personal proporty in their respeetive counties
for those years in which no 3tate Doard of Zqualization

eld to Wunt fixed by the last
e . ey
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This section again shows all assessment work by loeal boards or officials
is purely ministerial after the State Noard Acts.

The Federal Court held Section 9948 authorizes gity %m{_p_.! and
county courts (I say city councils as well as county courts, hoenuse

under Seetion 92046 city counecils are given the same power as county eourts)
after the 3tate Board has fixed assessmonts to raise or lowsr said valuation,

Applying now the rule of construction hereindbefare set forth thet
of a proposed in £ may be considered in determining

[ e should be const s 16T us see what would result if the Federal
Court is right, There are 114 counties and scores of ecities in the state.
llo provision is made by lew for a meeting of representatives of all these
local subdivisions to agree on a common basis on which they would raise or
lower the asscssed value fixed by the State Doard of Zoualization on various
closses of property. The result would be, of eourse, abhout as many differcnt
assossed valuntions on same classoes of property as there cre eounties an
cities in the state, In the Schramm Case the 3t, louis City Yoard raised
bant stock assessment a the assossment thereon by the State Ro.
the Supreme Court held d no power to increase tho Jtate 'S ASS089-
ments, and in the opinion the Court discussos % of such an
interpretation of the law and in 269 0., l.Ce DDe s the Court said:

"Joctiofl 11412 supra expressly authorizes the state doard
to not only inorease the assegssments made by the loeal
authorities, bHut also erpowers it in similar lanpguage
to reduce tl’m sare to its true value. JIf its action in
this respect were not held to be goneclusive, clashes and
conflicts would be inevitable and confusion and choas
would come out of what was intended for order.

Cagses from other Jjurisdietions are cited, but they are of
little value here, other than ns tending to show that when
a constitution provides for uniformity in tazxation it is

the genaranl pudlie policy, where the pr«: located in
different sections is assessed by different rds, to pro=-
vide a superior board for ecualization between thom and that
the decision of such board is made final. In fact, it has
boen sald that under such circumstances the constitutional
recuiroments of uniformity impose on the State the duty of
adenuately providing for such ecualization,

(Railroad and Telegraph Co. v. Toard of
“qualizers, 85 Fed. 502.)

7e have no doudt that had the lLeglslature in torms undertalren
to provide that the property of baniking corporations in the
oity of 5t, louils should be assessed at a value different
from the proporty of banking corporatiors in other parts of
the State, 1ts action could rot bo sustained. "2 are equally
woll satisfiecd that had the State Noard of "qualization under-
taken to ascess the property of banking corporations in the
eity of °t, louis at a value diffeorent from that placed on

the banking corporations in other parts of the Statoe, its
action would likewise be invalid. That whieh eannot be done
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directly cannot be done through indircetion, and 1f
a method is provided which results in unjust diserim-

ination, the result cannot be e In Railroed &
'rti.:phm Co. v. Board of Zqualizers, supra, it is
said:

"This is ecqually so whether such a result
is due to erroneous action by the board or
to defeet in the legislation, in not reouir-
ing equalization, and rminiuu the means
whereby this might be made real and of-

ve.

In that case the eourt further said:

"It may be as well to say in this comneetion
that it is now established that the constitu-
tional requtrement of uniforaity in taxation
applies to the nodoe of assessnent, as well as
to the rate of levy, and the Constitution
may be violated in a lack of just proportion
in the value at whieh erty is assesgsed
for taxation quite &s as in the rate or
percentage at which the tax is actually leid
on the assessed wvalue,"?

And in the same volume (269 Mo.) l.¢. p. 496, the eourt said:

'Irf:monyortho“muunm in one eounty
Sovintys5r soms. therest, he iate sotloets for 1

par cen reo e eollects for its
own use, as dlctimidwi from wvhat is ccllected for

loeal purposes, a ter amount from a eitizen in cne
of its parts than anothor in a different part,
alth thelr Yy is of the same ¢class and value

and {s receiving the same pubdlie benefits and protection.”

to Six fian) Sabaettsas £ "fﬁﬂﬂ:ﬁ‘mxﬁf“
1l Court have a
ion

s hold renedy by restraine

rocess of equity  eourt al or,::o of

m L GA.

taxa the 1@ 1t100 +

gg!*e§|;jii!%if!!i::dfl!ggai:; the Inecuallt]e: -

on same of ¥y in differer ° e %

unjust and %umortmsmuyc zens
o Ve

on the seme

Thus we see, if the OSfistruction of the Federal Court should prevail,
the provisions of Section 3, Artiele X of the Missouri Comstitution

m:‘ m of taxation is robbed of its operating r-cr. and
Section e X creating the State Board of Zqualization and the
-and the work of the Jtate Doard both are rendered useless and ineffreetive.

If the County Court can lower the assessment of Fuel Co. property,
it can lower the assessment on every piece of property in Dutler County
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and 8o can the county courts in the remaining 113 counties and the
assessing officials in the City of S5t. louls, and the result would de

a chaotie variation of as values on same glasses of rty
throughout the state, resulting in an inecuality of taxation, which under
the deecision of the i‘aﬂom Suprems Court would render all the taxes
levies invalid, and in addition the state’s income would be 2t the
norey of the county courts because these bodies would have power to
lower or raise the assessod value on which stete taxes are eollected,
and thus raise or lower the state income, Such a consiruetion nmullifies
our whole eanstitutional and statutory plan of tamation and to my mind
izgrores the ordinary rules of construction of constitution and atatutes,

The Federal Cupreme Court bad defore it a Zontueyy case wherein

Congtitution required and laws crected different assessing
Boards and officials btut p ed no final boerd to egqualize the work,
rod.nl Supreme Court held while the of the Constitution and
: iolatod no of Federal Constitutlon, yet because lack-
alizatiorn for tax purposes ruulting in wide varianece
21 y yers or the game of property in

.;m mum of the state, the tax levy was , and in
Croene ve. R.F. CO0., 2844 Uo3., loce E13=-515
the ecourt said:

*The snetion and effeet of such a taxing system
depend on two considerations: FMirat - the rate

of *agﬁ*g; second = the f the valua

in taxation 1-.:-1%;%% e ourder of
axat and the of burden gennot oxis
§!&§ fo n 6 mode of t‘xe sigm"?!
as well az in the rate of taxation i}

a1 axation contravern

being properly mv!; T, : serinmination results
from divergent setions by q aﬁt assassing boards
whose uoﬂsmta are not su o any of

by the 2 and where the éireet results
ocome not eced of any express agreoment
mng the of'ffeinls concerned, but of intentional
systematie and persistent uat by one dbody
of offficiels, presumably known gnored by the
other body so that in effeet the bodies are in concert’*

If 1t should de obJjected the decision in the 3chramm Casc 'n 269 lio,
only deals with assesaing boards and not county courts, my answer is the
court in the ‘chramm Case said (269 0. l.c., 498):

;cfz::om-:ts coneede that under thla soction the state
haa the power to determine the minfimum

taxable %Jn. no eounty or eity board can
suc but urge that such local boards
can [} ge the sane."

The esurt refuted this argument at length to show action of State Toard
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was both as to or lowering assessed yaluation and
eam.umuim as ows (269 ¥o. leo. 4987):
r of taxation has boan Jjoalously hedged about

and 1 ted to the publie nemi it rests upon necessity
and is acoordi restricted. *** The rate fixed by the

and the deterczined thes
m: rty ed 1nnmtio:’ uawm m'n
¥o. 1920) dseide the guestios of what is necessary.

This muek is practioeally admitted by respondents through
thelr soncession that the State Soard alone can fix the
pinimum taxsble value,”

The court helding that the power to fix the % ulu. is
in the State Board, it necessarily thereby
having powsr to alter same after the State acts.

Applying the rule of statutory construction hersimnbefore set ocut
that courts will give lavs and constitutions a sensible and not an absurd
construction, a0 as to render seame eoffective, I cammol see how a court
oould well held any way excopt that county eourt hes no powsr to compromise
taxes by lowering assessod valuestion fixed by the 3tate Board of Zguali-

zation.

Putturning now froa this phase of the discussion, the eomplete denial
of the applicability herein of the Federcl Court's doeisim in the leed
Company case and of the Anthony Case in 78 Yo. 43 1.Ce is the construction
placed by our Supreme Court on the Constitution and the Ctatute of Missouri.

niid 'n Trust Company ve Schramm, 260 Xo. l.¢. Ppe. 4894=408, the Court
:

"The law e¢learly and ozirusly requtres that for the
purpose of wvaluation asll property in the 3tate re-
gardless of where situate shall be dealt wity in the
sasme manne¥. For this purpose of valuation, the law
deorees unifornity and one standard throughout the
State and this without any regard whatever to loeal
needs or differonce in loes) conditions for 4t ordsins
that all property whorever situate shall be assessed at

its true value.

In order to effectuate this M a 3tate
galization has hun mﬂm and its arz of a rity

nstrument enjoined to

. -_ ,_ pm&u! i"g!!!ta:!!gﬂ

Vg gm; to determine the
shat no county or gity bvoard

And in Trust Co. wvs., Hill, 3523 Ko, le.c. 193, the court said:
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"he sssessnent of property for taxzation, though
omitd on sinmultenscusly by eounty officers and
{8 for the purpose in part of affording
baus f‘ lovy of a _%m tax; to that extent
it is state umum « A8 sueh 1t is sublect
to the lus lotion of ng ST =
SR AL, a 'LqL SEERISY L ﬂ Y
4D Sueh a4 Lribunal

Traners o ._35’& 3
73 WIEHGE Y & UME fewacy il

Btato sunervision anc contirol.

The above is the last expression of the Supreme Court of cur state
declaring the State Doard of Loualization has the exclusivo authority
to fix the finsl valuation for taxation of all property in Vissouri,

If the Southern Ry. va. inthony, 73 Yo, over was an authority in
issouri suthorizing County Courts to raisc or lower the assessed valuae-
tion fized by the Ctate Doard of Ecualization, the decision eited adbove
in the 323 and the Sohramm cage in 209 Mo, overrulss the inthony case,
in my opinion,

The eonstruction gtm Seetion 36, Article IV, !"issouri Constitu-
tion, and Section 9946, 2,5. o, 1929 by the Fodersl Court would rlace
the wvaluation of prope-ty in the c«mty Court and in city ecouncils and

b of the TLQ‘ ¢ Toard of Toualization and the Supreme
ﬁﬁ% 0ey 93 this gannot be done,.

The eonstruction of the "eoferal Court mullifiecs tho constitutiopal
provicion Tirst as to uniforrity of taxation, and, second, the provision

of the Constitution greating anc %_ﬁ the state Doard of "“ﬂuanzn-
tion to fix final valuation for taxa Durposes. Our court said in
the Sehiranm case all taxing orﬁcxnla’ acts after Jtato Board finally
fizes esscesed values arec ad |gtrative scts only.

The Pederal Court should accept the construction of our “tnte Ju=
prane Court placed on our Constitution and Statutes. Of course, dis-
erinrination within the meaning of ¢t ¢ Federal “upreme Court if cases can
be showm to oxist as a result of mcethods of administering our systom of
toxation autloriges on that ground the Federal Courts can in an eocuitable
suit to intervene to proteet constitutional rights invaded.

Por reasons above set forth, it is my opinion your county court
eannoct b{ virtue of ita powor as ‘gent of the County under Jeetion 98406

Geection 36, Artielo Iv, State Congtitution, compronise the tazes of
tho Tuel Corporation. 2 e Sedonul sane 1a hes 0, 308, reforrad to
by you, the court atmm the fact the County Court's power came from
»ooti n 36, Article IV, State Constitution. Ecually, the power of the
Jtate Mo of ‘:‘r-mli.zatian to make the final assessmont comoes from
Seetion 18, Artiele X of the 3tate Congtitution,
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You also ask my opinion as to whother or not your County Court
can if they believe an assessment is erronecus and execessive, nake a
valid agreemont with the taxpayer under Section 9946, ".3. o} o, 1929,
I assume you mean to ask trmmmhmltiom County Court

e T N R T T

rinnyopnmwmﬂmldmtnkeandumoutmh

long years ago our Supreme Court held in State ex rel v,

Testern Union Company, 166 o, 502, a gere over-valuation in assessing
property is ro ground for relief,

Very respectfully yours,

ECCs AR BED"ARD C. CROT®

APPROVED:




