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SUMMARY

The Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court affirmed orders denying South Hills Village Associates LP’s
motions for interest on refunds of real estate tax overpayments. The court held that the special interest
provision in the Second Class County Assessment Law, applicable to Allegheny County, prevails over
the conflicting general provision in the Local Taxpayers Bill of Rights. The court also rejected the
taxpayer’s argument that applying the Allegheny County provision violated Pennsylvania’s
constitutional Uniformity Clause.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Section 17(a) of the Second Class County Assessment Law or Section 8426(a) of the Local
Taxpayers Bill of Rights governs the date from which interest is calculated on real estate tax refunds
resulting from assessment reductions in Allegheny County.

2. Whether applying the Second Class County Assessment Law's interest provision violates the Uniformity
Clause of the Pennsylvania Constitution.

HOLDINGS

1. Section 17(a) of the Second Class County Assessment Law is the specific provision governing interest
on refunds resulting from assessment reductions in Allegheny County and prevails over the conflicting
general provision in Section 8426(a) of the Local Taxpayers Bill of Rights. Interest therefore does not
become assessable until one year after the taxing authorities receive notice of the assessment reduction.

2. Applying the Second Class County Assessment Law's interest provision does not violate the Uniformity
Clause because the clause requires uniform taxation within the territorial limits of the taxing authority,
not identical assessment methodologies or administrative procedures among different counties.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When two statutory provisions are irreconcilable, Pennsylvania’s principles of statutory interpretation
dictate that a special provision prevails unless the general provision was enacted later and manifests an
intention that it should prevail.” (at 5)

“Thus, contrary to Taxpayer’s argument, the Uniformity Clause does not mandate that Allegheny County’s
assessment methodologies, tax rates, and administrative procedures mirror the systems used by other
Pennsylvania counties.” (at 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

South Hills Village Associates LP owned four parcels comprising the South Hills Village property in Upper St.
Clair Township and Bethel Park, Allegheny County. After the taxpayer challenged the 2020 assessments, the
parties settled the assessments for tax years 2020 through 2023, reducing the combined assessment from
approximately $60 million to approximately $45 million. The taxing bodies issued refunds, but the parties



disputed whether interest was owed and whether interest should run from the date of overpayment or one year
after notice of the assessment reduction.
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The taxpayer appealed 2020 real estate tax assessments, and the parties settled the assessment appeals for tax
years 2020 through 2023. The trial court adopted the settlement, ordered assessment reductions, and the taxing
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taxpayer's motions for interest and adopted the legal analysis in the taxing bodies' briefs. The taxpayer appealed
to the Commonwealth Court, which affirmed.
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