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Armstrong-Trotwood, LI.C v. State Tax Commission
Supreme Court of Missouri, en banc. - May 16, 2017 - SW.3d - 2017 WL 2118656

Taxpayers sought review of State Tax Commission’s dismissal of their challenge to the property tax
assessments on their residential properties, which were part of multi-county taxing districts, and
sought a declaratory judgment that their assessments were discriminatory and that the State Tax
Commission failed to carry out its duty to equalize property assessments as between counties.

The Circuit Court dismissed. Taxpayers appealed.
On transfer from the Court of Appeals, the Supreme Court of Missouri held that:

- Taxpayers failed to state a claim that their tax assessments violated the uniformity clause of the
state constitution, and
- State Tax Commission lacked jurisdiction to hear taxpayers’ appeal.

Taxpayers’ challenge to their property tax assessments on the grounds that their assessments were
discriminatory and that the State Tax Commission failed to carry out its duty to equalize property
assessments as between counties did not concern the “construction of the revenue laws of this
state,” and thus the Supreme Court did not have exclusive appellate jurisdiction; the constitutional
and statutory provisions at issue did not impose, amend, or abolish a tax or fee, and the taxes at
issue were paid to a multi-county taxing district rather than the state treasury.

Taxpayers’ challenge to their property tax assessments on the grounds that their assessments were
discriminatory and that the State Tax Commission failed to carry out its duty to equalize property
assessments as between counties presented important questions regarding the application of
sections on state constitution concerning the levying of taxes, and thus the Supreme Court could
transfer the case on its own motion, even through the Court did not have exclusive appellate
jurisdiction; the Court could take transfer of a case before its disposition by the Court of Appeals if it
presented a question of general interest or importance.

Taxpayers who alleged that other counties in multi-county taxing districts undervalued properties
such that the tax assessments on taxpayers’ residential properties caused taxpayers to bear a
disproportionate share of the cost of operating the multi-county taxing districts failed to state a
claim that their tax assessments violated the uniformity clause of the state constitution; the
uniformity clause did not pertain to the valuation of property, and each multi-county taxing district
at issue levied a tax rate that was uniformly applied to the same class or subclass of property within
the territorial limits of the taxing authority.

State Tax Commission lacked jurisdiction to hear taxpayers’ appeal of county board of equalization’s
denial of their claim that other counties in multi-county taxing districts undervalued properties such
that the tax assessments on taxpayers’ residential properties caused taxpayers to bear a
disproportionate share of the cost of operating the multi-county taxing districts in violation of the
uniformity clause of the state constitution; county board did not have the power to conduct
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intercounty equalization, and the Commission’s jurisdiction was derivative of the county board when
it reviewed appeals from the county board.

State Tax Commission’s intercounty equalization orders affect counties and classes of taxpayers, not
the individual rights and interests of specific parties, and, consequently, are not subject to review in
either a contested or non-contested case before the Commission on appeal from a county board’s
decision.
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