
· 'l.AXAr!'.l.ON & HJ<:V~.NU.Ii: : Ci!mn-cy Court need no t reudopt each year 
method 'theretofore adooted as to collection 
or· revenue under Section 978'1 R . 9 . 1929 . 

April 6 , 1937 

; r • . illurd H. Guest 
~ssistant Prosecuting Attorney 
vt . Lou i s County 
Cl ayton , J .. is s •:'ll r 1 

Dear Sir: 

~is or f ice is in receipt or your letter or 
. ebruary 20 , H)37 , in which you r equest an opin ion as 
to the following : 

11 Tn sec . 9787 ~ - 3 . ;ro . 1929 
i t is ~rovided that When coun­
ties have already adopted 
methods of pl ats and abstracts 
to facilitate the assessment 
n.nd colle c t ion of reve'"lue 
tha t in th t event they are 
not e~enda l e to preceding 
s ections tith reference to 
l~nd l ists a-d various re ­
corders 1d as s ess ors method s . 

"~ t . Lou ls County ha s been 
oporatine under f 787 and w~ 
wou l d l ike to get an opinion 
as to whether it is neces­
sary to rearfir.m this 
adoption each nd every year , 
in othe r words , if for exampl e 
t ho County Court o~derod the 
lists to be made u p under Sec­
t ion 9787 for the year 1936 is 
it necessary for the Court to 
order t hese lists t o [ e made 
up under that section f or the 
year 1937?" 

This question stated more concisely, we t h ink, 
is this ; ":.ust the coun t y court of' St . Louis Count y re-
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affirm , each .. eo.r , by an order of record, the mode i t 
has heretofore adopted under Section 9787 , Revised 
t> tatu tes 1929 , us to the collection of the r evenue?" 

Th is is a question which does not appear t o 
have precedent in this state ; therefore , we must ascer­
t a in , i f possible , what was the legisl ative i n tent 
~hen t h is section was adopted . 

Tn State ex rel . Norvell- Shapl e i gh Hardware Co. 
v . Uook 77 S . :. • 559 , 1 .. c . 560, a case c oncerninp: the 
construction of a statute , the court s a id : 

" I t is ~Jr o~in1on • • • 
th~t t he constructto~ of 
a conotitP t iona l or R 
stt\t utor y rrovis1on "Jhould 
never be ndort3d r i ch 
r e su l t s i n +.h ) r eou lrenent 
of us e l es s smd absurd acts , 
exceT't · .her e i t o tern1s are 
positive b.nd unavoidabl e . " 

I n St a te v . St . Louis~~an Fr ancisco ~y . Co . 300 
~ •• 274, 1 . c . 276, uno t h er case involving the con­
stru ction of a s t a t u t o , the cour t s a i d : 

" constructi on should n ever 
be r iven to u. statute or a 
constitutiona l provision Vlhich 
wou l d work such con£usion and mi s ­
chief , unle s s no o~her reason­
able construction is possiule . " 

I n clO \' ers v . M1osouri Jlu t . Ass ' n . 62 S . • (2d) 
1058 , 1 . c . 1063 , t he court said, when interpreting a 
statute before them: 

11 Laws are passed i n a s pirit 
of jus tice and f or the r.ubli c 
we l fare P.nd shou l d be so i n -
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terpreted if possible as to 
further those ends and avoid 
g ving them an unreasonable 
e.f.fect . 11 

I n the case 
Johnson et a l. 20 v • 
Court said,in ruling 
before them : 

of "3rae-,c .;i t y .:>oecial .load Diet . v . 
• (2d) 22 , 1 . c . 25 , t h e Supreme 

on the c onstruction of a statute 

"It h a s been ruled by this 
court many times that i n 
t he construction of statutes 
which are not clear in mean­
ing the results and conse­
quences or any proposed 
inter~retatlon may properly 
be considored as a 0u i de as 
to the probable intent of the 
la~ar from the language 
used . " 

.ith tho rul1ngs that are s et f orth in the cases 
quoted £rom, supra, in mind l ot us proceed to a discus­
sion of what was the intention of the legislature in 
adopting Section 9787 , noviscd Statutes 1r 29 . This sec­
tion provides for the county court , in those counties 
hav ing a populat ion of nore than 40 , 000 , to adopt by an 
order of record any suitable method .for s ecuring a full 
and accurat e assessment of all property in said county 
liabl e to taxation. It cannot be construed , we think , 
to requir e the county court to r eaffirm this adopti on 
each yeo.r , to uo s o woul d be uaeloss and absurd and place 
a burden upon our county cou1•ts , and woul d hinder, rath er 
than further , t he public welfare of our county organi~a­
tions . ' hat would be the result of such a construction? 
I t can be seen t h ut it wou l d not f acilitate the collection 
of r evenue •"l.nd with this as a gui de as to the intent of 
the l egislature , this section cannot be interpreted to 
pla ce an additional burden on county c <.,1 Irts . .\ l so in 
the first s entence of said Section 9787~ Revised Statutes 
1S29 , is provided a means by which those counties having 
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less t han 40 , 000 in ropulat1.on "'IDY ndont a method of 
col lection of I'evenue, contem-ol ated hy t h 1.s section, 
by a ma jority vote of tho T'eopl e at a eeneral e lection. 
It v. ould be a greater absurdity t o construe t his sec­

tion to require, in those c ounties wh ich have adopted 
a method to collect revenue, by ma jortty vote , an 
election each y ar and resu b1nit the plan t o be reaff irmed 
by the voters . 

Therefor~ , \ c t hink the only reasonable con­
struction 1hich can be e iven this section i s , tha t 
once adopted by an order of record by the county court 
t he method of collection of revenue requires no re­
affirmance unless t h ere is n materia l change made i n 
the pl an or method heretofore adopted . 

Respectfully submitted, 

COVELL R . HEWl'f'l' 
~ssistant Attorney General 

ArPHOV ~D : 

r;--- ~-UW'R 

(. cting ) ~~ttorn~y General 

LLB:LC . 


