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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio held that a tax commissioner’s journal entry incorporating current
agricultural-use values is a final determination appealable to the Board of Tax Appeals under R.C.
5717.02. The court further held that the journal entry is not a rule requiring promulgation under R.C.
Chapter 119, vacated the Board’s dismissal, and remanded the matter for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the tax commissioner's CAUV journal entry constituted a final determination appealable to the
Board of Tax Appeals under R.C. 5717.02.

2. Whether the landowners, as taxpayers whose land was subject to the CAUV journal entry, had standing
to appeal it.

3. Whether the CAUV journal entry was a rule that had to be promulgated under R.C. Chapter 119.

4. Whether the landowners' appeal to the Supreme Court of Ohio was timely.

HOLDINGS

1. The tax commissioner's journal entry incorporating current agricultural-use values is a final
determination subject to appeal to the Board of Tax Appeals under R.C. 5717.02.

2. The landowners had standing under R.C. 5717.02 to appeal the CAUV journal entry because they were
taxpayers whose land was subject to the entry.

3. The CAUV journal entry was not a rule subject to the rulemaking requirements of R.C. Chapter 119.

4. The landowners' appeal was timely because the Board's earlier orders were not final appealable orders
until the February 1, 2016 order dismissed the entire appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The determination of CAUVs is final when, pursuant to rule, the tax commissioner adopts the journal entry.
Thus, the CAUV journal entry is a final determination subject to review under R.C. 5717.02.” (¶ 32)

“Instead, the CAUVs incorporated by the journal entry result from the application of already promulgated
rules—Ohio Adm.Code 5703-25-30 through 5703-25-36.” (¶ 41)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Each year, the Ohio Tax Commissioner establishes current agricultural-use values for farmland, including per-
acre values for cropland and woodland. In 2015, the commissioner issued a journal entry using a $1,000-per-acre
woodland-clearing cost for certain counties and retaining a $500-per-acre cost for others. The landowners
claimed that the clearing costs were substantially higher and that the resulting values overvalued their woodland.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The landowners appealed the tax commissioner's 2015 CAUV journal entry to the Board of Tax Appeals,
challenging the woodland-clearing cost used to calculate agricultural-use values. The Board issued several
orders, ultimately dismissing the appeal for lack of jurisdiction on February 1, 2016. The landowners timely
appealed to the Supreme Court of Ohio, which vacated the Board's decision and remanded.

DISPOSITION



vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Board of Tax Appeals must reinstate and proceed with the landowners' appeal under R.C. 5717.02. The
court did not direct the Board to treat the CAUV journal entry as a rule subject to R.C. Chapter 119.
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