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TAXATION: Personal property shall be assessed in the oounty
of the owner's residence.

-
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v April 29, 1936. e
FILED

Hor;. Ve Te Carter
County Assessor

Carter County
Van Buren, Mlssouri

Lear oir:

Your request for an opinion from this department,
giractod to the Honorable Forrest i mith, reads as fol-
owWS :

"I would like to have the attorney General's
opinion through your dspartment relative to
& speeific case in Jjurisdietion and personal
valuation.

*“Dr. Robert I. Davis who resides at Birech
Tree, Shannon County, Missouri owns and has
operated the Rose Cliff Hotel at Van Buren,
Carter County, Missouri. The furniture and
fixtures used in operating the hotel, as I
take it, are permanently located in Van
Buren. Which county is entitled to this
personal valuation?

At common lew, the well-recognized doctrine was
that the situs of the personal property of every de-
seription, wherever it is actually kept or located, is
sub Jeet to taxation at the domicile of the owner. (26
R. Co L. page 273). It is now becoming universally
en accepted rule that personal property is texed at
the domicile of the owner.

In the cese of state v. Gehner, € o. W. (2d4) l.c.
1059, the Court sald:
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"The prineciple applicable at this point
appears in 'mobilia personam sequuntur.’
This prineiple, applied to the guestion
under consideration, means that personal
property has its situs for the purpose

of taxation at the domicile of the owner.
XA Ry

Your attention is directed to Section 9745, R, S.
lo. 1929, relating to personal property being assessed in
theroggnty of the owner's residence. Sald section reads
as follows:

"ill personal property of whatever nature
and character, situate in a county other
than the one in whioh the ounsr resides,

shell assessed in
ovwner ggi!ﬂ:;, oxotpt as o erwiao prd%glbd

by section 9763; and all notes, bonde an
other evidences of debt made tlxablo by tho
laws of this state, held in any state or
torizzory oth;rb:hnn thntdin which the owner
resides, shal 8588550 the county
where tho owner resldes; and the owner, in
Z, shall specifloally state in what
countz: ntato or territory it is situate or
held, ®¥**

section 9763, R. 5. Mo, 1929, as mentioned in the
above section, is not apropos in the instant matter and
therefore I do not deem 1t necessary to discuss the ex-
ception as mentioned.

In the case of State ex ;gi. vs., Pearson, 273 Ho. l.c.
the Supreme Court, cormenting on section 97&5, supra,
aa da:

"This provision is e sweeping one so far as

it establishes the doctrine that personal
property, tangible as well as intangiblnz fol-
lows the owner for purposes of taxation.,”**"
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CONCLUSION.

In 1ight of the above, it is the opinion of this
depurtment that the personsl property of any person situated
outside of the county wherein that person resides shall be
asgessed end taxed at the place of the domicile of said
person.

Respeetfully submitted,

RUSSELL C. sTOME
Assistant ittorney-General.

APPROVED:

JORN W. HOFFIGN, JT.
(Acting) m;torn;y-aomral -




