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. the axvoun’c weessary, the hoard of supervisoras
- sholl ascerwitaln the ax.oxuai hich should hove been

& s

certd LlCG, as provided in b)JL 210 cclon, anc shall
levy and cauvse to be collected a Ltax sul'ficient
to produce that amount.” (Emphauls noplto )

There are severol Apvizond cages int seepretlng the constitu-
tilonal exemption given state props vfy ond the zule enunclated in
all ol them ip to the effect that boxes cannot bo levied or asses-
sed agalust property owned by the sitoate,

LRIZONA LAND AND 310CK CO,, a corporation v.
Lo A, MAREUS (1931) 37 Aciz. 530, 206 P, 251,

As the above guobed section of the Code usos the wowrds an
anueal £ax on the cesl proverty within tho sonitaory disteict!

Lhw tax is clearly an ad valoven ““v "wd not an excise tax,
therefore,; the case of CIWY OF PHOBNIY v. BOVLIS (loﬁy) G5 heiz,
315, 160 r, 2d 222, doen not pevtain o this loa, oo Lhe
couxt held dn this casce that the oowst‘bbovoc?B dmmunity of state
property 6id not extend to protect soid property from the imposi
tion of an excise tvax.,
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Thervefove, it is the opinion of this office that the proncrty
gescribed la your letter oo the proweﬁ(y of tha

3 n

na State of Arizona
and uscd by the ﬁﬂ'/onﬂ Qc Ge School fovr the Dea? and the Blind
is not pubject to the position of 8 tax by @ county or sonltars
digteict,
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