
SCHOOL D~ST'P..ICTS:-District organized under Sections 9325 and 9326, 
R. s. Mo. ~929, whether containing incorporated 
or unincorporated villag may increase tax levy 
by vote not to exceed $l.u0 on $100.00 valuation. 

Mr. Da.Yid R.. 01 evenger, 
Prosecuting Attorney, 
l~latte City, Miseouri. 

June 30, 1934 .. 

We are a.oknowleclging receipt of your letter in 
whioh you state as follows: 

1 fhis is to acknowledge receipt of your 
letter of June 12th relative to the tax 
question in District Number ,_. located 
in this aounty. trnto:rtunately, I be-
l ieve the:te is one conrusion, wh;i.eh, 
:fr:om reading the oopy of my letter, 
:might not have been entirely clear to 
you, Xt i.s thle: .... 

"There are no incorool'ated towns with­
in the bounds of thla dietl"iot no:r hns 
thet>e eTer been., not eYen a.t the time 
of organisation or since ths.t time, how­
eTe%, tttere has been two plats filed of 
town and are of record in the R.4MOrde:r•s 
office here in Platte City. 

• I note tha.t you state on page five o'f 
your letter in the first ;paa.g:raph thereof 
that it ie not necessa:ry to ha-ve an in­
corporated town within tb.e diet:riet, and 
~~to this being t~ut, I assume from the 
cases c.1 ted and from your opinion that 
th.is district undoubtedly could, without 
offending the Cons·titut1on, make a le'f'Y 
of one hundred cents on a one hundred 
dollar Tal uation, however, I thought 
best to call your attention to the 
facet that there are no incorporated towns 
to make certain that I wa.e correct in 
assuming that even though that tact be 
tme 1 t would still make no difference 
as long as they were corporated under 
Sections 9325 a,nd B32S._ 

"I am sorry for this confusion as I be­
lieve it is entirely my :taul t ~-• my 
letter to you was not entirely clear on 
the question of incorporated towns. • 



lt!' .. David R. Clevenger. -Z- .rune 20~ 1934 .. 

It 1s t~e that in your previous inquiry you 
stated there were inco:rporated towns in. District Number 74. 
On fune 12, 1934 we wrote you an o.IJ inion in which we held 
that the district which w~.s organ i~ed under Seati ot'lllS 9325 
and 9326, R .. s. Ho .• 1939, could, by a proper YOte, increase 
the tax le't"y not to exceed ;Jl.OO on the $100.00 valuation. 
You now state in the above letter that you were in enor 
and tha:lt there are no incorporated towns in the district. 

As we understand the decisions quo ted to you 
in our opinion. ot June 12th it is not neeessa.~, in order 
for tt district to be 1nooroorated as a town district under 
Sections 9335 and 9328, th.~t there be an incorpo!'8~ted town 
within the dietriet eo as to some within the provisions 
of the Constitution which permits town diE~triots, by ..-ote, 
to increase the tax levy to ,,1.00 on the ~00.00 valuation. 
We do not see that a."ly use!'Ul purpose would be sernd to 
again qu. o'e to you the tteol s.ions quo ttttf in that op inion. 
We believe that under the antho~1ty of State ex rel. Rey­
nolds v .. Rick,enbl'ode, ~ S .. W~ (3d:) 436; State ex rel. Buck 
Y'. Rail:roa.d Company, 263 Mo. 689 and state es. rel. v •. CUll, 
190 Mo. 79, 1 t makea no differe,nee 1 whe%'e a. dietl'ict is 
o :rgan ized unde:r Set;ti"ne 9325 and. 9 326, whether the towna 
within the district be inoorpo:tated o!" not. 

We would be of tt~e opinion therefore tha.t 
under the focregoing oase:e, as fuily set out in our former 
opinion, enn .. though thel"e we:re no .:ineot:POrated towns 
within this dttt:rtet, that the district oxg&t"11sed under 
the foregoing sectiona, where the plat was duly filed. 
et.,., would be a town district and that by a propel' vote 
might increase the tu levy. 

ROY MotiTTRIOK, 
Attorney General. 

Very t~ly yours, 

FRA.Ut 1'. HAYIS , 
Ass1etant Atto:rney General. 


