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Before: MacKenzie, P.J., and Holbrook, Jr., and T.P. Pickard,* JJ.
PER CURIAM.

Paintiff Nationa Center for Manufacturing Sciences, Inc., ppeds as of right from an order of
the Michigan Tax Tribund dismissng plantiff's dam for a refund of property taxes pad in tax years
1989 through 1993. Thetribuna dismissed plaintiff’s claim for lack of jurisdiction. We affirm.

The plain language of both MCL 205.735(2); MSA 7.650(35)(2) and MCL 205.737(4); MSA
7.650(37)(4) indicates that the filing deadline for contesting assessments is June 30 of the tax year for
which the assessment is in dispute. Moreover, because MCL 205.737(4); MSA 7.650(37)(4)
expresdy sates that dl claims relating to assessment determinations and for refunds may be joined, we
rgect plantiff’s contention that this section is ingpplicable to a petition for a refund of an unlawful tax.
To invoke the jurisdiction of the tax tribuna for refund of an invalidly assessed tax, the petitioner must
comply srictly with the requirements of the statutory remedy:

Maintiff urges that payments conditutiondly void must be repad irrespective of
compliance with the statute of limitations. We disagree. The provison of the Federa
Condtitution prohibiting state taxation of imports is not sdf-executing. Plaintiff's failure
to exercise the exigting statutory remedy within the prescribed time limit does not deny
the conditutional tax exemption on imports. It does, however, foreclose further
assartion of the exemption in the courts. Even in the case of an illegd tax, failure to
bring suit within 30 days after payment acts as a complete bar to recovery. Norton

* Circuit judge, sitting on the Court of Appeals by assgnment.
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Twp v Cockerill, 265 Mich 405; 251 NW 543 (1933); Lingle v ElImwood Twp, 142
Mich 194; 105 NW 604 (1905). [Price Paper Corp v Detroit, 42 Mich App 488,
491; 202 NW2d 523 (1972).]

See dso Szymanski v Westland, 420 Mich 301; 362 NW2d 224 (1984); Skybolt Partnership v
Flint, 205 Mich App 597; 517 NW2d 838 (1994). Accordingly, because there is no dispute that
plantiff failed to file ether an origind petition or an amended petition in atimey manner seeking a refund
for tax years 1989 through 1993, the tribuna lacked jurisdiction to congder plaintiff’s clam.

Faintiff’s dam to an exemption clearly comes within the definition of an assessment dispute.
Therefore, plaintiff’'s argument that the ingtant controversy fals within the parameters of the third
sentence of MCL 205.735(2); MSA 7.650(35)(2), governing “other matters’ from which an apped
may be clamed within thirty days of the find decison, iswithout merit. Even if the provison referring to
“other matters’ was gpplicable, the tribunad has never addressed the legdity of the assessments in the
years 1989 through 1993. Therefore, thereisno final decison with regard to the tax years at issue from
which an goped may be damed. Plantiff has cited no authority for the propostion that the city’'s
refusd to issue a refund can confer jurisdiction on the tribund in the absence of the timdy filing of a
petition or an amendment to a petition.

The tribunal correctly determined that it did not have jurisdiction under § 211.53a, which
provides that a taxpayer may recover taxes paid in excess of the correct amount as the result of a
mutud mistake or dericd error if suit is commenced within three years from the date of payment.
Paintiff’s petition did not alege that it was seeking a refund because of a clericd error or mutua
mistake, and it is gpparent from the facts that no such mistake or error was involved.

In light of our holdings above, we need not address plaintiff’ s remaining arguments.
Affirmed. No cogts, apublic question involved.
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