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Thio is in re~ly to your lotter of rocont ~at~ whore­
in .;O't.i. submit tht:. fol l otlin quo!l tion: 

"On J~uar) 16th. , 1942 , the Bonrd of 
co.111. ~is&ionora of the '.,estboro Spe c ial 
.toad vistr.1.ct f ilod \vitn n o , us Cow1ty 
Cl e r k , a written statement that t h oy had 
l oviod a f ifteen ( 1.5¢') cont spec ial ta.x 
o eac~ one unurod dollar asseeaed vLl ­
ua tlon i n the district , said levy to 00 
usod onl y for t he conatruct ion and l~atn­
tona..:lce of roadu and bridg6s throu hout 
t he alstr ict , they base tho ·r authority 
for t~ w levy on ~octlon 3716 n. s. o. , 
19:59 . 

11 Pl eaoo give mo your opinion on t lds l evy , 
\t~ho thor or not it is within direct con­
flict wi t h the .>r .. ..vicions of !:action 23 , 
A1·tlcl(, 10 of :lis souri Const1 tutlon . " 

You do not indicate i n your request whotlu; r or not the 
· .est boro f pecial .load ..>Wtr · ct was orvani~od unde r the provis­
ions of who.t is now Art l cle 11 o f Chapter 46 , R. f:.. . I o . , 1939 • 
.Hov,ever, froru your inquir.f , we assume 1 t wao organi~od under 
that chc.ptor . fection 8716 , to which you refer , :n so far as 
it appl iQs t o your question ie as follows: 

"'l'he boa.1-d of commisoionf.. rs of any dis­
trict so incor.,Jox>CA.tod aho.ll 11ave Oltor 

to levy , for tho conatructlon and Main­
tenance of br idges ~u culv~rt s i n tho 
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district, and worklng. repairin~ and 
drat:.6 1ng roads 1n the dis trict, gen­
eral taxes on property taxable in 
the d i str i ct , ~:- i:· -'.4- -::- * ~~ \r o.nd, when-
ever such cocmissionors shall , at any 
time between tho first day of January 
and the first day of ~ch of any 
year , file with the clerk oft be county 
court a written statement t hat they 
have levied such tax, ana stLting the 
amount of t he levy for each hundred 
dollars assessed valuation, tho county 
clerk, 1n mfk 1ng out the tax books 
f or such year shall charge all property 
tax ble 1n suc!l distric t wit h such 
tax, and such tax shall be collected 
as county taxes are c olleetod. ·:~ i:- ·~ -:~ " 

It will be noted t hat t h is section is contained in Arti­
cle 11, Chapter 46 R. s. , o., 1939 , which ap Jlios to Special 
.~.toad Districts under b cnefit assessl!lont plan. Fro~ a r eadlng 
of t :~ s Article, it will be seen that t hese districts are 
co poaod of lands , the owners of wrdch are \Tilling to permit 
cpecial assessments to be levied against such lands for t he 
~provoment of roads in the district . The se as sosscents 
and spec~al benefit taxes arc levied and assessed on t he 
sa..Je theory that taxes for street improveLents , drainage a:.'ld 
levy district taxes arc levled and assessed. In othor words , 
t ho property benefited b., such i.J:lprovel!lcnts are taxed in pro­
portion to the bonc~its derived there~rom. 

I n speakinB ot t he nature of such taxes and co:nparing 
them t o general t axes for t)Ublic purpose a, t he court i n the 
case or Hanney v . City of Capo Girardeau, 255 1 0. 514, 517 
said: 

" 'fllo flhole of article 10, of which :Jection 
3 forms a part, i3 i n part .utateria and re­
lates to revenue andtaxa i on . nut . un­
for~unately for the e -.~nsti tutional point 
raised by respondent , it hau ~een always 
ruled t hat under our former constitutions 
special benefit asses~ents for l ocal tm­
provew.ents do not come v.i t h in the purvie w 
of constitutional provisions relating to 
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lovyine taxes in proportion t o tho val-
ue of t he property (now sect ion 4 , artlclo 
10 , Conctitutlon) and it ha s always been 
I~led t hnt under our present Constit u t lon 
t he unifornity there in pr escribed (section 
3 , supra, a new ~rovi sion) h as no ref­
erence whatever to special assessments 
for local i mpr ove. ants nor lJ.ave any of t he 
other £octions of articl e 10 , supra. 

"The ncceptoa doctrine is thLt spocinl 
asse s~~ents for l ocal Lmprov~nents , while , 
1n a broad sense , r eferable to the tax­
ing power , are not t axes for public pur­
pose s or taxes at a l l within t he purview 
and the sonae of the con~t1tutiona1 pro­
vision invo~ed or within the sense and 
purview of other sections of the art~cle 
on revenue and taxatlon. " 

This article which pertains to benefit road distri cts 
was boforo the ~uprone Court for consideration in 1913 in the 
case of Embree v . Hoad District 257 Uo . 593, 610, wheroin the 
court in speaking of the nature and validity of t he spec1nl road 
tax oaid: 

"n1is court fro~ lts earliest history 
down to t h i s time • has Wlifo.•r.Uy held 
that special taxes or benefits , such a a 
were levied against appellnnts • pr operty, 
unaer said article 7 , arc not public 
taxes vithin t he meani ng of the Constitu­
tion authorizing tho levy and col lection 
of taxes for public or e overnmental pur­
poses , but are special taxes a ssessed 
against the p roperty for the payment of 
t~e improvements Made upon t he hi ghways in 
tho vicinity of t he propert y , which in 
l egal contempl ation adds to the v alue 
of t he property as much or mot·o t han the 
amoWlt of t he taxes imposed. " 

At 1 . c . 617 t he court said: 

"Counsel for appellants also insist t hat 
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said article 7 is unconstitutional , 
null un~ void bocau=e it authorizes 
the roa~ district to create a bonaed 
indebtedness in exce ~ s of the con­
stitutional l'mltntion. The consti­
tutional provision r ferred to is soc­
tio:;'l 12 of article 10; -:: ·:. 'ii -:." 

Again at 1 . c·. 618 the couz·t further suld: 

11The assess;aonts authori;Gcd by L aid 
article 7 of the statute are for the 
pay...1ont of local improvements de­
nominated s~ccial benefit~ to t~e land 
against wbicu the assessments are mado; 
and for th~t reason tl~ S court has unl­
for.mly ... eld that such a~scssments do 
not constituto an indebtcdnes~ within 
the meaning of the constitutional pro­
vision just quot ed . ~ 'h· .. •• ·n·" 

From a reading of thl ~ opinion , it vll.ll be seen that 
t.J..c obligation incurred by the distrlcts anC. ;.hich were under 
consld.erat lon ut that time were not obligations of the d i3tricta 
but were obligations c.c,a1nst the proporty benefited thel'cby. 
T:.io case was ooforc. the court prior to tho c1act~nont of that 
portivn of Cocti0l 8716 , W!~C ls under ccnsiY6r~tlon ~ere • 
1l'ho portion of ~ oction 8716 , Wt.lc,l ls un<4er concidor::...tlon on 
thia y_Uestion r.as first enacted in 1913; Laws of H1saouri 1913, 
page 682 , section 10617 , is as follows: 

"Tho boar•c.. of commissioners of any 
district so incorporated Shall have 
po~er to levy, for the construction 
and mninten~ce of bridges and culverts 
in tho district , and 1orking , repair­
inG and drag~inu roads in t he diatrict , 
60neral taxes on propert~ taxabl e ln 
the distr ict; .;:. * ~- ·::- -:~ ~~- . " 

Since ~cctlon 10617 , 1~a enacted ~ter the rendition 1n 
the Embree en~e , &u~ra , t hen nothing tho court sold there per­
talnino to tho constitutionality of the l aw as it t hen existed, 
could ap lj to the amen~~nt . !ection v716 , ~us again amenaed in 
19~7 , out tho ~endment did noc a1fect tho clause of the statute 
lwrc unaor eonaidorat i on . In 1920 , ~ection 23 of ~rt1c1e 10 of 

I 

/ 
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tho Const t tution \V&5 o.doptod . Thi:J sect ion is an follows: 

"In addition to tho trutos nota' auth­
orized to be levied £or county Jur­
poscs , unacr and by vlrtuo of section 
11 of ~tlclo 10 of tlw Constitution 
of this ~tlte , and in a~dttion to 
t.he npccial levy for road and bria,;e 
purposes ~uthorizcd by section 22 of 
art icle X of the C.onst itution of thi s 
St a te , it shall be the duty of the 
county court of any county in t h"s 
f tace , nhcn authorizeu so to uo by a 
majority of the qualified votero of 
a1y road aistrict, general or s;ecial , 
votin~ t hereon at an election hel d for 
sue~ )urpoL~ to make a levJ of not to 
oxcce<. fifty cents on the one hunarcd 
~olL .. L'S valuati"u on all pro~ert.) uith­
in nuc:t ... aistr ict , tv be collected. in 
the SlliJe uanner aa atate and county 
to.x~a &.t·e collected, 1...111.1 placed to tho 
cr~dit o! the road diotrict authorizL~g 
such s.&)ecit.l levy. It shc.ll be the 
duty of the county court , on ~etltion 
of not lost than ton 1u~llficd votorz 
a.:ui taxpu., (.rs rcs1dinb Hi t hin an.;J r..uch 
road district , to submit the question 
of authori~:n~ such speciLl election to 
be held for that purpose , wit in tvtenty 
days at tar f1lin _ of such _;>otitivn. " 

By co.11parin[, said section 23 of a.t•ticle 10 of the Con­
stitution nth said !:oc tion 871 6 , it ,,111 be seen that there is 
a conflict 1n them na to ,,'letnc.r or .!.lot tho county court un<ior 
saia eection L3 . after hnvi:lc. oeen nut:1ori ... eC. bj the voters uo.y 
levy a tax for the special road alstriot , or whet .cr the co~.ls­
sionors under oect ion 8716 , may levy a tax for the distrlot . rhere 
is alno a quo~tion of ho t h6r ~r not tax may be levied both, 
by the county court men authorizea , as aforcs aia , nnd by the com­
mia~ioners . 

The que...,tlo.'1. resolves into t ais : 1~0.V(; t J.C ~eople by 
the amenc:lutcnt ot' ~ect1vn 23 , Article 10 of the Constitution, 
gr a..."'ltcd o.uthorl t;[ tu the county court , .. hen m t 1 orized by the 
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vote of the peopl e , to .... ako the levy and the .. ecby withheld 
from the Legisl ature the authority to enact legislation cuch 
as is incl uded in the forc goine, provision of ~ectlvn 3 716 , 
wl:ich aut..norizes tho co1m.1issi oner s of such di strict t o 1::1ake 
a general levy for road purposes? It \'rill also bo noted tha t 
sa.ld Section ~3 limits the mnount of the levy vwhich may be 
u nde by th~ county court , \thile said !::.ac tion 87 16 , does not 
lir:li t t he cotruJ1issionE..irs t o any an ount, if they arc authorized 
to make the l evy . 

~aid Loct i0 n 8716 , as state a above \'Ills befor e the Legis ­
lature in 1927 , and the a rgwnent mi~t be advanced thLt tbis 
~as a leglslutive construction of the contltutional t~cndment 
to t he effect that so.ia ~ection 2 3 of the constitution docs 
not prohibit t .1c Legi s l ature from enacting legislation a uthoriz ­
ing com .. lasioners to make a levy , Hov!ever , we do 'lOt t h.lnk 
t h is rule woul d apply here because the purpose for wh ich this 
section \9as before the Legisl ature in 1927, was not one wh .. i.ch 
;Jcrto.inod t o thi s ~o.rticula.r provi s ion of tho act . ·rre roforo , 
we do not t hink that it shoul d be held as a l egisl ative construc­
tion of the porti on of said Se c tion 8 71 5 , which p ormLts the c om­
rui s s l oners to make the levy. 

This section and t .... is 1,ue s tion wer e bofo..:•o our ~ u pr eme 
Court in StS; e ex rcl . v . c outhwes tE::rn Be l l Teleph one ...:o1..1., ::my, 
139 ~ · ~ . • 500 ( 1940) , but the c ourt disposed of the case wi th­
out passing on t h is question . 

A rul e of construction T:hich should be a . .~:Jllcd in all 
c ases of statutory and conatitutional constru ction , ls state d 
in State v . ~helb., 64 ~ . ~o . ( 2d) 269 , 271, the court said: 

"·.c ~:· ..;;. 'lbe s tat o Constitution is not a e rant 
of power, but . rather a limitation on t he 
power of the Let;isluture . 'l'he pm1er to make 
lal'~s is lodt;,ed in the Legisla ture , su!:> jcct 
onl y to the restrict ions contained in the 
Sate and national Constitutions ~ Ludlow­
Se.ylor \. ire Co . v . \'.ool brinck, 275 :...o . 339 , 
205 _. •· . 196; 2 1 t man v . Drabe _le , 267 ~ o . 
78 , 84 , 183 S . \ . • l J 55 , 1056 , Ann . Ces . 1918 D, 
601 . 1.'ho Leg islature naving plenary .)0\'Jer to 
enac t laws, absent con stitutional restri ctions , 
such restri ctions mu::, t be exores scd in the Con­
stitution or cloarly iupl led-by its L)rovisions . 
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tteGre\'1 v . L.o • .tac . ny. co .. ' 230 mo. 
496 1 525 et seq., 132 &. \ • • 1076 . 
A s t atute will not be held t o violate 
the Constitution if it can rcn~onably 
be ~iven a construction 1n hnr.mony 
t herewith. .t'itman v . Dr &bclle , r;upr a . 
Constitutional restrictions ~ill not 
bo hel d to appl y if r~nsonablc doubt 
exists in the judicial mind as to their 
r epugnancy to the net under feview. 
Ludlow-~aylor .ire Co . v . \,ollbrinck , 
rupra, 275 Lo. loc . cit . 350, 351~ 205 
: . · .. • 196 . Legislative acte ond con­
stitutiona l p rovi sions must bo r ead 
to~ether and so harmonized as t o bi vo 
ef1'cct to bot h then thls can c onsistcmtly 
be dono . Straughan v . t:eyers , 269 Lo . 
580 , 187 5 . ,. • 1159 ; ~ tate ex rel . Harvey 
v . .... heoncm, 269 .... o . 421, 190 ... . • 8 64 . " 

Appl yinG thi ~ rule , tho question hero t s: Can s aid 
~ection 23 of tho Constitution and Section 8716 of t ho Lt ututo 
be :read toe;et}'l_(;r anu. han"'lon1zed and e . feet bo ui ven t o bot h? 
.• e also r ecov"'llze the r ule that r epeal bJ implico.ti on is not 
favored and if p~sslble ~ full force ~~d effoc~ nuoul d be wiven 
toe o.ch and every ~10rd of t ho ct&tutc and each and e very ward 
vf the Constitution. I:f t hose tuo sections c rumot be read to­
t;othcr and 1.ar-.:1oni~ed nnd effect ..;1 ven t o b oth , it will be 
bocau~c of t he application of t ho 1-oul o "Expr cssio Unius e st 
Lxclu[.iO Al t ori us" , vmlch .t:~eo.ns "the ex,.?r e ssion of one t hing 
i s the excl usion of another . " AJpl J i .'lL that here , t ho question 
is: ~id the fra~ors of tuo ~onstitution by said ~ction 23 ~ 
place the solo aut .. 1orl ty in the county court, whon authorized 
by a vot e of the ro siuents of u district ~ to make a levy for 
r oaa ,?ur posos , 1!1 addition t o those lev:ca n.uthori zed by ec­
t iona 11 and ~Z of Article 10 of the Constitution? 

If t he peo~lo have not ox~ressly or impliedl y wlt hl•e ld 
fro.t:~ t he Le~lslaturc t ho power t o enact lecislotion )roviding 
for a levy ln such districts , t 1en t he fo.c~oing 9r ovisions of 
... ection 8716, ar c cons titutional. ,.)ection 1 of .ilrticle 4. of 
t he Consti t ution of Jtissouri i a as follows : 

"llhe 1Guisl at1vo power, suoject to the 
1L.1t~t1ons hero in contained , shall 
be ve s ted in a Lenate and J..wuse of ltep­
resentativcs , to be stylod •~e Gene r al 
Assembl y of tho ,.)t a te of h l ssouri '. " 
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Under a utnori ty of t is .... ect.ion, tne cvurt has on 
a number -.~.f occa!..ions hel d that t _.a General sse •. ~oly retains 
all le :;lslat i v c. _t>OWeP not ox.>r c ssly or by necessary i rapli­
catlvn f or bidden lt by t he c onstitution . State ex rol . v . 
J.) · ·· . c. 270 l..o . 547 , ~,t c..t e,.. ex rcl . v . ao ard 267 Lo . b98 • 

• {cr;ardlcs ~ of t nt: fore_oi n J r ule , if lil:litltions on 
l ocislntlvc. powers arc exJrc ssly declared or are clearly im­
plied by t he constl tution, SUC!l 11.. .. 1 t ati uns are to be construed 
a s nw.nt~.e.tory :z· nthc r than directory and t hey are exclusive in 
their terms . State ex rel . v . ... > . .. . c. 270 l'"o . 429 , 

said: 
In ~tate: ox l'cl . v . i ltcncock 241 Mo. 464 , the court 

nThis court is quite flrlnl y t'fedde d to 
the doc trine t h t con~tutional require­
ments must oo c onsidered as ~e.naatory 
rather t h an airect or y • .::- ·,: ·::- ·;.;· . " 

In the c ase of ~tate ex rel . u cDonald v. Lollis, 35 ~ . 
(2u ) 98 , '".e find whez~e tno cuurt lP Jlied the foregoing r ul e of 
11Lxpr e; ssio l nius t)St Exclusio Alterius 11

• In tha t c ase at l. c . 
100 , t h e court said: 

"w · .. · * The ex • .,rcss l an0 UaGe of the amend­
ment limits tr~ au t hurlty of the judtie of 
a court to tho hearin~ and aotcrcin ation 
of contested elections of public officers , 
ther·eby excluding t he idea thut the frnDlers 
of this ertendment intended to vest such 
judGe with authority to hoar and doter­
mine conte s ted nominati ons for a public 
office . A primary election for the purpose 
of nmnina tint cand i date s for ... u blic offices 
is not the election of )Ubl i e officers; 
therefore , conati t utional author · t y to t he 
judge of a court to hear nnd detcr.::J.ine con­
tested elec t ions o f publ ic office r s does 
not c ive him authority to he ar and det ermi n e 
c ontested nominat i ons for public offices . " 

Also in tho cas e of l.cGuire v . St ate Savln ,s Assoc ia t ion et 
al, 62 Lo . 344, t ho court 1'1 s .l)oo.klnB of whether or not tho 
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pe.1alty provisions of delinquent real cst .... te tax act , applied 
to 1)ersonal propert y taxes, ap_>lied this rulo nnd at 1. c . 
346 , said: 

"In relation to the f irst ,.1oint no 
doubt is entertained. An cxrud.nation 
or section 84 , p . 1~2, Gen. Stat ., 1865, 
the la1t in force at the t ime the to.xes 
referred to had accrued, will cleraly 
show that , lthilo the l egislature vith 
spacial care provlaed t hat t!~ taxes on 
land and town lots ' should, if not pc t d , 
boar ten per cent , interest from tho f irst 
daJ of January, ~tc.;• yet not tho slight­
est mention is made in thr t section as to 
any interest by way of Jonnlty in consequence 
of the nonpayment of taxes due on _;ersonalty. 

"The l ocislature , in thus specially r.on­
t ioning and providing for interest on land 
tax, must be ~resumed to have had in con­
templation the whole matter of affixing 
penalties for failure to ) 'V taxes at the 
appointed tine , and therefore intvntional ly 
negatived tho accruing of interest on any 
species of ~roperty other than real . l~d 
t his presumption obviously accords with 
t ho familiar maxim of such frequent recog­
nition in statutory constructlon; oxDressio 
unius exclusio alt~rius . " 

In those instances tl~ rule was a~plied to l egislative 
acts , however , from our re~earch, we t hink t he ~~le is equally 
a_> .. licable to constitutional pr ovisions. 

In ~tate ex rcl . Kersey v. Pomiscott Land & Cooperage co ., 
317 W.o . 41 , 295 E.. . ~ . 78 , it \las hel d that the conotitutional 
provi sion (Article X, Soc . 22) authorizinG a special t ax for 
roads and bridgos was an express grant of discretionary power 
to the c ounty courts and was a limitation of the po\'ler of the 
Legislature. . The court said, 1 . c . 80 ,295 ~ • . 1. : 

"It will bo noted t hat this section of 
the Constitution, 1n pl nln and s1m lo 
lanL~aee , provides , 1n addition to taxes 
authorized to be levied for county purposes 
(under ~ection 11 of Article ~ of the Con ct . ) 
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' 

the coWlty courts 11HJ.Y l evy and col­
l e c t , as state and county taxes are 
collected, a special tax or not nore 
t:,rul twenty- five cents on each one 
hundred doll ~ r valuation, to bo used 
f or roads and bridges , but for no 
othe r ~urposcs whatever; and tho power 
thus conferred upo1 the county courts 
is d colnred to be diaore t l onary . This 
is an exprecs er ant of power to the 
county courts , and is a lLuitetion of 
the power of the Legislature; a powor 
granted to tho county courts to l evy 
and collect a special tax for road 
and bridge pur poses . " 

Section 23 of Article 10 of tho Constit ution and ~ection 
22 of said Article 10 , are identical 1n the sense that each 
contains an express gr ant of power to the county court . In 
Section 22 , i ~ is discretionary with the court as to how and 
when t he power may be exercised, hol'tovor , in ._ection 23 , the 
time when t he county court may exercise this power is flxod 
~t such tlme us tho court is authorized oy tho vote of tho 
taxpayers i n t he distr i ct . \ny interpretation of saiu ~ec­
tion 23, of Article 10 , of the Constitution other than that 
said section limited the .POWer of the Legislature so a.a t o 
prevent t ... J.e vr nn t or such taxing power to anyone other than 
the county court, woul d render said ....,octio.1 23 absurd and moan­
inul eas , wh ich L .. contrary to tho rules or f.t c tutory and 
constltutlonal constr uc tion . 

Tho consequence of sue ... construction ,.ould b E. thc..t t he. 
commissi oncro of t l.o a;>ecial road distr ict under said sectlon 8716, 
could mulm a l ovy l"ri thout any lirnbtlon wh atever but if the 
residents of the distr i ct at an e lection hel d for t h .. t purpose , 
authorizoa. t he county coul't to cake such a levy , t hen the levy 
is llmi ted to fifty cents on the one hundred dol L . r val uation. 
Such a con~truction woul d render the l haitat ion provi s i on of 
sa~d uection 23 meanin0 l6as anu zuch a construction should not 
be adopted by the courts . State ex rol . Crow v . uostettor , 
137 Lo . 636 . 

By the constitution, three ~odes have b een provldod for 
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t ho raising of revenue for road purposes , n~1ely; Sections 
11, 22 and 23 of Article 10 of t ho Constitution . It will bo 
noted that the framers of these Acts have placed limitations 
on the wnount of such taxes that may bo levied. In our re­
search through tho lavts o.u t horizing the le~ inc; of general 
taxes, we fo.il to f'1nd any other se-ction , eit her in the Consti­
tution or in the statutes, which does not liwit tho taxing body 
to sol.e at1ou••1t . c"'loflt Assesnments, Special Road District Acts, 
as stated above were passed.for the ~urpose of o.uthorizing the 
taxing of properties , tho owno1•s of Ylhich wore illing to po.y 
s~ecial taxes for special benefits . The purpose of the fore­
GOing provisions of said Section 8716, ls to le~J a ~cneral tax 
forLnc entire district nnd t his is f orog1n to the original 
purpose of such Bonofi t J~ssessment District. However , wore it 
not for tho 1)rovisions of said 5ection 2 3 , of Article 10, of 
the Constitution, we concede thnt tho Legislature would have 
been authorized to enact such lo8i s lation. 

Sald Section23 clearly inaicates that the frorners of 
tho.t section of the Consti t ution, expressly provides that no 
tax in addition to that provided by ~ection 11 and f.cction 22 
of Artlclo 10 could be mposed, unless the ;>oople affected the ... e­
by voted such a tax. 

CONCLUSION 

From the forogoint 1 . 1 t ls tho opinion of thls Department, 
that the provi s ions of Lection 8716 .rt . ~. Yo., 1939 , which auth­
orizes t he cccraia~:Jionors of n spoclc.1 bonefit road d istrict to 
levy for the construction and maintenance of bridces and cul­
vert s and workinB, repairing and drneging roads in the district. 
General taxes on property taxable in tho distx•lct , is in violn­
tion of tho provision of [,ectlon 23 of Article 10. of t ho Con­
stitution and is therefore unconstit~tional . .c Qre furt~~r 
of the o~inion thut tho residents of such districts can only 
authorize such a levy hen t a o proceedings set out in said 
Section 23 of the Constitution o.rc follo cd. 

APPROV:..D: 

• OY I .. ch.I'l1THICK 
Attorney General 

Reapect f lly subaittod 

TYltE ',.' . 30HTON 
Aaslstant ~ttorney General 


