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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio affirmed the Board of Tax Appeals' decision upholding the tax
commissioner's 2016 current agricultural use valuation table. The court held that Ohio Administrative
Code 5703-25-34(E) concerns county-auditor assessments rather than the commissioner's adoption of
the valuation table. It further held that William S. Johnson failed to prove that the commissioner
abused his discretion by not adopting separate values for drained and undrained versions of certain soil
types.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ohio Adm.Code 5703-25-34(E), which addresses a county auditor's treatment of soil types not
included in the Commissioner's table, applies to a challenge against the Commissioner's adoption of the
table.

2. Whether the Tax Commissioner abused his discretion by failing to adopt separate per-acre values for
drained and undrained versions of certain soil types.

3. Whether the differing treatment of soil types in the unit-value table, including possible consideration of
artificial-drainage investments for some soils but not others, established an abuse of discretion.

HOLDINGS

1. Ohio Adm.Code 5703-25-34(E) governs a county auditor's duties when assessing CAUV property and
does not provide a basis for challenging the Tax Commissioner's adoption of the unit-value table.

2. Johnson failed to prove that the Tax Commissioner abused his discretion in adopting the 2016 CAUV
unit-value table without separate entries for drained and undrained Crosby, Kokomo, and Patton soils.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“it is not the role of this court to substitute its judgment for that of the commissioner, absent a finding of
unreasonableness, arbitrariness, or unconscionability.” (¶ 20)

“it was not the commissioner’s burden to demonstrate the reasonableness of the CAUV journal entry—it was
Johnson’s burden to show an arbitrary or unconscionable attitude on the part of the commissioner.” (¶ 30)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Johnson owned a farm in Clark County subject to the Tax Commissioner's 2016 current agricultural use
valuation journal entry. The entry adopted a unit-value table assigning per-acre values to soil types based on
potential agricultural income. Johnson challenged the failure to list separate values for drained and undrained
versions of Crosby, Kokomo, and Patton soils, contending that the omission increased the agricultural-use value
of his land and therefore his property-tax liability. Evidence before the Board of Tax Appeals indicated that yield
data could include both drained and undrained soils and that artificial drainage was typical for the relevant
farmland.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Ohio Tax Commissioner adopted a per-acre unit-value table for current agricultural use valuation of
farmland in 23 Ohio counties for tax year 2016. Johnson appealed the journal entry to the Board of Tax Appeals,
arguing principally that the table improperly failed to distinguish certain drained and undrained soil types. The



Board of Tax Appeals found no abuse of discretion and affirmed the Commissioner's decision. The Supreme
Court of Ohio affirmed the Board's decision.
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