Tangible personal property of an individual
should be assessed to the benefit of the
school digtrict wherein the owner of the
: property resides, even though such property
1 itself be located in another school district
¢ within the same county.
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Honorsble Dick B., Dale, Jr.
Progecubing Attornay

Ray County

Richmond, Missouri

Degr Mr. Dglet

By letter dated December 15, 1954, you request=
ed an opinion of this office on the following ques«
tiont

"Where a property owner, who is a resi-
dent of Ray County, Missouri, residing

in the City of Riehmond, and owning the
real estate on whieh he resides, end also
owns tanglible personal property such as
livestock which 1s situated outaide of
the Clty of Richmond,; and in a different
school district, is the tangible personal
property assessed in the same school dis-
trict as where the tax payer resldes on
hils own real estate, or is the tanglble
personal property assessed in the school
distriot in which it is situated?"

Section 137,090, RSMo 1949, makes the following
provisiont

"All tangible personal property of what-
ever nature and charscter situate 1in a
gsounty other than the one in which the
owner resides shell be assessed in the
gcounty where the owner resides, except
tangible personal property belonging to
estates, which shaell be assessed in the
county in which the probate court has
jurisdictions"

The above section does not explicitly answer your
question, However, in State ex rel. vs. Pearson, 273
Mo. 72, 199 8.W. 943, 1t is sald that what is now Section



Honorable Dick B. Dale, Jr.:

137.090 establishes the doctrine that personal property
follows the owner for purposes of taxation. In the
Pearson case, the defendant was a resident of one school
distriet in Dade County, and cwned and operated a farm
within another school dlstrlet within the same county,
On the farm were horses, cattle, farming implements, stc.
owned by defendant, The County Collector sued to recover
gchool taxes upon the personal property on the farm, for
the use of the school district in which dsefendant resided.
The court held that the personal property on the fam was
taxable In the school district of defendant's resldence,

~ The factual situation in the Pearson case and the one at

- hand are virtually ildentical. And, in Stete ex rel, Kelly
vs, Shepperd, 218 Mo, 656, 131 Am., St., Rep, 568, the
-Bupreme Court concluded that personal property is taxable
in the school dlstriet of the owmer's residence, rather
then the district whereln the property is located,

Thus, we odnelude'that the texeble personal property
of en individual should be assessed and taxed in the dis-
trict whereln the owner resides,

CONCLUSION

It is, therefore, the opinion of this office that
tangible personal property of an individual should be
agssessed to the bensflt of the school district wherein
the owner of the property resides, even though such
property itself be located 1n another school district
within the same county. .

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve,
was prepared by my Assistant, Mr, Paul McGhee,

Very truly yours,

PMceGiirk JOHN M. DALTON
Attorney Genersal




