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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio held that a county board of revision may recertify its decision to a new

address within the original 30-day appeal period, provided no appeal has yet been taken and the new

mailing is reasonably calculated to provide notice. The valid second certification begins a new 30-day

period for appealing to the Board of Tax Appeals. The court reversed the dismissal of Meadows

Development’s appeal and remanded the matter for further proceedings.
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Meadows appealed the Board of Tax Appeals' dismissal of its appeal
from a county board of revision decision. The BTA concluded that
Meadows's notice of appeal was filed more than 30 days after the

board of revision's first certification of its decision.

The Supreme Court of Ohio reviews legal conclusions of the Board of
Tax Appeals de novo and will reverse a BTA decision based on an

incorrect legal conclusion.
Published Ohio Supreme Court opinion; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a county board of revision may recertify its decision to a different address during the 30-day

appeal period established by the initial certification when no appeal has yet been filed.

2. Whether certification of a board of revision decision to the address of the owner's attorney is valid when

that address is reasonably calculated to provide notice to the owner.

3. Whether the second certification commenced a new 30-day period for appealing the board of revision

decision to the Board of Tax Appeals.

4. Whether the Civil Rules, particularly Civ.R. 5(B), governed the board of revision's certification of its

decision.

HOLDINGS

1. A board of revision has jurisdiction to make a second certification of its decision within the 30-day
appeal period established by the first certification, provided that no appeal has yet been taken from the

first certification.

2. A board of revision properly certifies its decision under R.C. 5715.20 when it sends the decision by
certified mail to an address reasonably calculated to give notice of the decision to the owner, including

the address of an attorney actively representing the owner at the board hearing.

3. A valid second certification made within the initial 30-day appeal period, before any appeal has been
instituted, starts a new 30-day period for appealing the board of revision's decision to the Board of Tax

Appeals.

4. The Civil Rules, including Civ.R. 5(B), do not govern the administrative certification of a board of

revision decision under these circumstances.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under R.C. 5715.20, a board of revision validly certifies its decision when it sends the decision by certified

mail to an address that is reasonably calculated to give notice to the owner.” (9 12)

“Because the BOR modified its certification of the decision within the 30-day window for an appeal from the
initial certification, and because no appeal had actually been instituted from the first certification, the second

certification was valid and restarted the running of the 30-day appeal period.” (Y 26)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Meadows filed a complaint challenging the Champaign County Auditor's valuation of three parcels used as a
200-pad mobile-home park. The auditor valued the property at $2,170,428 for tax year 2006, while Meadows

asserted a value of $1,718,100. After a hearing, the Board of Revision retained the auditor's valuation, certified



its decision to Meadows's own address, and fifteen days later certified the decision again to the address of

Meadows's attorneys, who had represented Meadows at the hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Meadows challenged the county auditor's valuation of three parcels comprising a mobile-home park. The
Champaign County Board of Revision retained the auditor's valuation and first certified its decision to
Meadows's address on June 14, 2007, then recertified the same decision to Meadows's attorneys' address on June
29, 2007. Meadows filed its appeal to the BTA on July 24, 2007. The BTA dismissed the appeal as untimely, and

the Supreme Court of Ohio reversed and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand to the Board of Tax Appeals for further proceedings because Meadows's appeal was timely filed.
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