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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio held that R.C. 5715.19(A)(1) validly permits a nonlawyer salaried
employee of a corporate property owner to prepare and file a real-property valuation complaint on the
corporation’s behalf. The filing properly invoked the jurisdiction of the Union County Board of
Revision, and the Board of Tax Appeals erred by ordering dismissal based on unauthorized-practice-

of-law concerns. The court reversed and remanded for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Board of Tax Appeals could determine the jurisdictional issue despite the sparse record and

absence of the original valuation complaints.

2. Whether the Board of Tax Appeals could rely on an appellate decision holding that the statutory
authorization for salaried employees to file valuation complaints was unconstitutional or otherwise

invalid.

3. Whether R.C. 5715.19(A)(1) validly permits a nonlawyer salaried employee of a corporate property
owner to prepare and file a real-property valuation complaint on behalf of the corporation without

substantially interfering with the Supreme Court of Ohio's authority to regulate the practice of law.

HOLDINGS

1. Because Connolly Construction did not dispute the school board's factual assertions or identify
alternative jurisdictional grounds, the Board of Tax Appeals and the Supreme Court of Ohio could

determine the legal issue whether the complaints validly invoked the Board of Revision's jurisdiction.

2. The Board of Tax Appeals had jurisdiction to apply and give effect to the Third District's decision in
McDonald's Corp. v. Union County Board of Revision, even though it could not independently decline

to apply a statute based on its own constitutional determination.

3. The General Assembly acted within its authority by permitting a nonlawyer salaried employee of a
corporate property owner to prepare and file a valuation complaint on behalf of the corporation. Such a

complaint validly invokes the jurisdiction of the board of revision.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In sum, we hold that the legislature acted within its authority in amending R.C. 5715.19(A)(1) to permit a

salaried employee of a corporation who is not a lawyer to file a complaint on behalf of the corporation.” (1|
34)

“The complaints in this case therefore properly invoked the jurisdiction of the BOR, and dismissal was not
warranted.” (9 34)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ten real-property valuation complaints were prepared and filed on behalf of Connolly Construction Company by
John R. Connolly, a salaried corporate employee who was neither a lawyer nor a corporate officer. The Union
County Board of Revision apparently ordered decreases in the property's valuations. The record contained no

actual complaints, affidavits, testimony, or Board of Revision transcript, but Connolly did not dispute the school



board's factual assertions and relied on R.C. 5715.19(A)(1)'s authorization for salaried employees to file on

behalf of corporate property owners.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Connolly Construction's salaried employee filed ten real-property valuation complaints on behalf of the
corporation. The Union County Board of Revision apparently reduced the property's valuations, and the
Marysville school board appealed to the Board of Tax Appeals and moved to dismiss the original complaints as
unauthorized practice of law. The Board of Tax Appeals granted the motion and ordered dismissal; the Supreme

Court of Ohio reversed and remanded for further proceedings.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remanded to the Board of Tax Appeals for further proceedings because the valuation complaints had not

received a determination on the merits. The motion to consolidate was denied as moot with respect to this case.
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