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Tl MME R Judge

11 In 1996, Arizona voters passed Proposition 101, which
added Article 9, Section 2(6) to the Arizona Constitution. That
provision allows the legislature to exenpt fromtaxation a maxi hnum
of $50,000 of the full cash value of “personal property of a
taxpayer” that is wused for agricultural, trade, or business
pur poses. At the tinme it referred Proposition 101 to the

el ectorate, the legislature conditionally enacted fornmer Arizona



Revi sed Statutes Annotated (“A R S.”) section 42-280 (Supp. 1998),
whi ch granted the above-descri bed exenption for “each taxpayer.”

q2 Appel l ants are corporations that operate nmulti-Iocation
busi nesses throughout Arizona. They contend that the tax court
erred by ruling that former section 42-280 granted them only a
single, statew de exenption in 1997 and 1998 rat her than a maxi num
$50, 000 exenption for personal property located at each of
Appel  ants’ busi ness | ocati ons. Qur resolution of this appea

turns on whether the term “taxpayer” used in Article 9, Section
2(6) of the Arizona Constitution and former A R S. section 42-280
refers to (a) the “business |ocation” where personal property is
used for agricultural, trade, or business purposes, or (b) the
owner of such property who pays taxes. W hold that the term
“taxpayer,” as used in these provisions, neans the owner of the
descri bed property who pays taxes, and Appellants were thus only
entitled to a single, statew de exenption. W therefore affirm

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

13 Al'l property in Arizona is subject to taxation by the
state unl ess exenpt under federal |aw or the Arizona Constitution.
Ariz. Const. art. 9, 8§ 2(12). In 1996, the Arizona Legislature
referred to the el ectorate Proposition 101, which proposed addi ng
Article 9, Section 2(6) to the Arizona Constitution to provide as

fol |l ows:



The legislature my exenpt personal
property that is used for agricultural
purposes or in a trade or business from
taxation in a manner provided by |aw, except
that the exenption does not apply to any
amount of the full cash value of the personal
property of a taxpayer that exceeds fifty
t housand dollars. The | egi slature may provi de
by aw to i ncrease the exenpt anpbunt accordi ng
to annual variations in a designated national
inflation index.

(Enphasi s added.) The legislature also conditionally enacted
former AAR S. section 42-280, which stated in pertinent part:
A Pursuant to article IX, section 2, sub-
section (6), Constitution of Arizona, personal
property that is class 4 property used for
agricultural purposes or that is class 3
property used in a trade or business i s exenpt
fromtaxation up to a maxi num anount of fifty

t housand dollars of full cash value for each
taxpayer.

(Enphasi s added.) Forner section 42-280' (the “busi ness property
exenption”) would only beconme effective if the voters approved
Proposition 101. 1996 Ariz. Sess. Laws, 7" S.S., ch. 5, § 4.

14 The voters passed Proposition 101 at the general el ection
held on Novenber 5, 1996, and Article 9, Section 2(6) of the
Arizona Constitution becane effective on Decenber 6, 1996. Section
42- 280 thereafter becanme effective on January 1, 1997. 1996 Ari z.

Sess. Laws, 7" S.S., ch. 5, 88 4, 5.

! The | egi slature renunbered fornmer A R S. section 42-280
as AR S. section 42-11127 in 1997 Ariz. Sess. Laws, ch. 150, 8§
172, and anended it in 1998 Ariz. Sess. Laws, ch. 1, 8§ 190, and 4th
S.S., ch. 3, 85, both effective January 1, 1999. Unless otherw se
noted, we will, refer to the statute as section 42-280.

4



15 The Arizona Departnent of Revenue (“ADOR’) interpreted
the term“taxpayer” in Article 9, Section 2(6) and A.R S. section
42-280 as referring to an owner of taxable personal property,
regardl ess of the nunber of separate business |ocations maintained
by t hat owner. Accordingly, county assessors all owed Appellants to
claimonly one business property exenption for tax years 1997 and
1998, even though Appellants owned and operated businesses at
mul tiple | ocations.

96 Appel lants commenced this litigation to challenge
Appel l ees’ interpretation and inplenentation of the business
property exenption for tax years 1997 and 1998. They argued, as
they do in this appeal, that the “taxpayer” referred to in Article
9, Section 2(6) of the Arizona Constitution and A.R S. section 42-
280 is the property |l ocation or “assessnent account”? mai ntai ned by
taxing authorities. They further contended that any differing
definition would violate the Uniformty Cl ause, Article 9, Section
1 of the Arizona Constitution. On cross-notions for sunmary
judgnment, the tax court ruled that “taxpayer” means a business
owner rather than an assessment account and that this

interpretation does not create a conflict with the Uniformty

2 An “assessment account” is an adm nistrative device that
enabl es the assessor to apply the appropriate tax rate based on the
| ocation of the property. One business owner may have many

assessnment accounts if its property is located in different taxing
jurisdictions within the state.



Clause. W have jurisdiction to consider this appeal pursuant to
AR S. section 12-2101(B) (1994).
STANDARD OF REVIEW

17 W determine de novo whether any genuine issues of
mat eri al fact preclude summary judgnment and whether the tax court
erred in applying the law. Prince v. City of Apache Junction, 185
Ariz. 43, 45, 912 P.2d 47, 49 (App. 1996). Likew se, we are not
bound by that <court’s interpretation of any statute or
constitutional provision. Blum v. State, 171 Ariz. 201, 204, 829
P.2d 1247, 1250 (App. 1992).

DISCUSSION

A. The meaning of “Taxpayer” under Article

9, Section 2(6) of the Arizona Constitution

and A.R.S. section 42-280
98 Al'l parties agree that the scope of AR S. section 42-280
is necessarily <curtailed by the authority granted to the
| egi slature wunder Article 9, Section 2(6) of the Arizona
Consti tution. Ariz. Const. art. 9, 8 2(12); Kunes v. Samaritan
Health Service, 121 Ariz. 413, 415, 590 P.2d 1359, 1361 (1979)
(“The rule of lawis clear that the | egi sl ature cannot exenpt from
ad valorem taxation any property or class of property not specified
in the constitution.”). Consequently, we nust interpret the term

“taxpayer” in section 42-280 so that it confornms to the grant of

authority set forth in Article 9, Section 2(6).



1. Article 9, Section 2(6) of the Arizona Constitution
19 Qur primary purpose in construing a constitutional
anmendnent is to effectuate the intent of those who franed it and
the el ectorate that approved it. Jett v. City of Tucson, 180 Ari z.
115, 119, 882 P.2d 426, 430 (1994). W first examne the plain
| anguage of the provision and, if it is clear and unanbi guous, we
general |y subscribe to that meaning. I1d. W may not use extrinsic
evi dence to vary a provision’ s apparent neaning. Id. Additionally,
we strictly construe tax exenptions because they are disfavored
under the law. Kunes, 121 Ariz. at 415, 590 P.2d at 1361.
q10 Appel |l ants argue that the term*“taxpayer” in Article 9,
Section 2(6) is plainly synonynmous with “property |ocation” or
“assessnment account” because (1) ADOR and the counties have
historically treated busi ness properties, and not their owners, as
“taxpayers” and have indexed and organized their property tax
dat abases accordi ngly, (2) ADOR provi ded fiscal inpact estinates to
the |l egislature, which were | ater repeated in the Voter |Infornmation
Packet for Proposition 101 and attendant press releases, that
predi cted the effect of the proposed busi ness property exenption on
assessnment accounts rather than on property owners, and (3) the
| egislature anmended A R S. section 42-280 in 1998, which
“clarified” that “taxpayer” neans “assessnent account.” Appellants
alternatively argue that this evidence denonstrates the anbiguity

of the term “taxpayer” and that we should therefore construe the



word to nmean “property location” or “assessment account.” As
correctly noted by Appellees, however, we may not consider this
extrinsic evidence to discern the neaning of “taxpayer” unless we
first conclude that the termis facially anbiguous or uncertain.
Ward v. Stevens, 86 Ariz. 222, 228, 344 P.2d 491, 495 (1959)
(“[When a constitutional provision is clear on its face and is
| ogically capable of only one interpretation, no extrinsic matter
may be shown in support of a construction which would vary its
apparent meaning.”). Thus, we initially consider whether Article
9, Section 2(6) is facially unclear or anbiguous and therefore
subject to judicial construction.

11 W interpret wundefined words in a constitutiona
provi sion according to their natural, obvious, and ordi nary neani ng
as understood and used by the people. Airport Properties v.
Maricopa County, 195 Ariz. 89, 99, § 35, 985 P.2d 574, 584 (App.
1999). Webster’s defines “taxpayer” as “[o]ne that pays or is
liable for a tax.” Webster’s Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary 1209
(1989). This definition reflects the comon neani ng ascri bed by
t he popul ace to the word “taxpayer.” See Airport Properties, 195
Ariz. at 99, f 36, 985 P.2d at 584 (“Arizona courts have frequently
resorted to recogni zed, authoritative dictionaries of the English
| anguage on questions of the ordinary neani ngs of words contai ned
in statutory provisions.”). W do not detect any |anguage in

Article 9, Section 2(6) suggesting that the referring |l egislature



or the adopting electorate intended “taxpayer” to convey any
meani ng ot her than this conmmon and ordi nary one.

q12 Appel | ants cont end, however, that we shoul d not apply the
common definition to the term*“taxpayer” because “[p]roperty taxes
in Arizona are owed by the property, not the owner of the
property.” Read v. Arizona Dep’t of Revenue, 166 Ariz. 533, 536,
803 P.2d 944, 947 (Tax 1991). But this |egal concept does not
alter the ordinary neaning of “taxpayer” as used in Article 9,
Section 2(6). cf. ARS. § 1-213 (1995) (“Technical words and
phrases and those which have acquired a peculiar and appropriate
nmeaning in the |aw shall be construed according to such peculiar
and appropriate nmeaning.”). Although this principle is well known
in the realmof ad valoremtaxation, it is not congruous with the
“natural, obvious and ordi nary meani ng” of the word “taxpayer” “as
general | y understood and used by the people.” Airport Properties,
195 Ariz. at 99, T 35, 985 P.2d at 584. “‘There is no nagic in
statutory construction and no | egal |egerdemain should be used to
change the neaning of sinple English words.’” St. Paul Fire &
Marine Ins. Co. v. Gilmore, 168 Ariz. 159, 164, 812 P.2d 977, 982
(1991) (quoting Kilpatrick v. Superior Court, 105 Ariz. 413, 421,
466 P.2d 18, 26 (1970)). We therefore decline to supplant the
intent of thereferring |l egislature and the el ectorate by ascri bing

an extraordinary definition to the word “taxpayer.”



q13 Additionally, although the idea that property “owes”
taxes figuratively captures the essence of ad val oremtaxation, the
property itself is not the “taxpayer.” Under our ad val oremtaxing
system the property serves as the collateral on which the taxing
authority realizes if taxes are not paid. See AR S. 88 42-17153,
-18101 (1999 & Supp. 2000). The actual “taxpayer,” however, is the
person or entity that owns or controls the property and either pays
the tax or forfeits its property interest. Cf. County of Pima v.
Arizona Dep’t of Revenue, 114 Ariz. 275, 278, 560 P.2d 793, 796
(1977) (property owner is the “taxpayer” entitled to appeal
valuation or classification of “his” property to superior court
under AR S. section 42-146); Maricopa County v. Superior Court,
170 Ariz. 248, 253, 823 P.2d 696, 701 (App. 1991) (hol der of first
deed-of -trust on which owner is in default is not Ilegal or
beneficial owner of property and therefore does not qualify as
“taxpayer” entitled to commence ad val oremtax appeal in superior
court). Property and business |ocations do not wite checks and
pay taxes; people and organi zations do. W are thus further
persuaded that the referring legislature and the electorate
i ntended such persons and organizations to be the “taxpayers”
entitled to utilize the business property exenption.

q14 The context in which “taxpayer” is used in Article 9,
Section 2(6) further bolsters our conclusion that neither the

referring legislature nor the electorate intended “taxpayer” to
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mean “business |ocation” or “assessnment account.” The provision
authorizes a fifty-thousand-dollar maxi num exenption for “the
personal property of a taxpayer.” Ariz. Const. art. 9, 8 2(6)
(emphasi s added). The enphasized | anguage contenpl ates that the
t axpayer owns the property. Cf. Kunes, 121 Ariz. at 416, 590 P.2d
at 1362 (holding that the |anguage *“‘property of
charitable . . . institutions’” in Article 9, Section 2(2) of the
Arizona Constitution “clearly and unanbiguously means property
owned by such institutions”). Neither a business |ocation nor an
assessnment account can own personal property because ownership is
a privilege uniquely reserved to people and entities. For this
additional reason we decline to interpret “taxpayer” as neaning a
“busi ness | ocation” or “assessment account.”

q15 Appellants finally argue that we should refrain from
deciding that “taxpayer” refers to a property owner because this

interpretation would | ead to a “nonsensical” result that coul d not
have been i ntended by the | egislature or the electorate. See In re
Cameron T., 190 Ariz. 456, 460, 949 P.2d 545, 549 (App. 1997)
(“[1]f the language of a constitutional provision yields a result
so irrational that it cannot have been intended by persons of
ordinary intelligence and discretion,” we nodify the words to
conform to the franers’ apparent intent.). Speci fically,

Appel | ants contend t hat unl ess “taxpayer” nmeans “busi ness | ocati on”

or “assessnent account,” a nulti-location business could obtain

11



numer ous busi ness property exenptions by separately incorporating
each of its business |ocations, while other such businesses that
did not do so would continue to receive only a single, statew de
exenption for all their personal property. W do not consider this
result “so irrational” that neither the Ilegislature nor the
el ectorate could have intended “taxpayer” to refer to a property
owner. Structuring business entities to take opti num advant age of
tax benefits is tinme-honored and |egal. Not hi ng about this
practice requires us to ascribe a unique and expansive definition
to the term“taxpayer.” This conclusion is particularly warranted
in light of our nmandate to strictly construe tax exenptions.
Kunes, 121 Ariz. at 415, 590 P.2d at 1361

q16 For the foregoing reasons, we hold that the term
“taxpayer” in Article 9, Section 2(6) of the Arizona Constitution
plainly refers to a person or entity that owns personal property
used for agricultural, trade, or business purposes and who pays tax
on such property. Because this provision is clear and unanbi guous,
we do not address Appellants’ argunents that extrinsic evidence
reveals a different neaning for the term “taxpayer.” Jett, 180
Ariz. at 119, 882 P.2d at 430.

q17 By approving Proposition 101 and anending the
constitution, Arizona voters authorized the legislature to exenpt
fromad val oremtaxation specified classes of an owner’s personal

property that is used for agricultural, trade, or business purposes
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and does not exceed fifty-thousand dollars in full cash val ue
Havi ng del i neat ed t he scope of authority granted to the | egislature
by the constitution, we now address the nmeaning of “taxpayer” as

used in AAR S. section 42-280.

2. A.R.S. section 42-280
q18 The legislature did not define the term “taxpayer” in
A.R S. section 42-280. Because “taxpayer” is defined in seven

other provisions within Title 42, ARS., and is given a general
definition in Title 43, A RS., governing incone tax, sone
appel lants argue that the lack of a specific definition for
“taxpayer” in section 42-280 renders the term anbi guous. e
di sagree. By declining to define a statutory term the |l egislature
generally intends to give the ordinary nmeaning to the word. Kessen
v. Stewart, 195 Ariz. 488, 491, § 6, 990 P.2d 689, 692 (App. 1999)
(“[We wll give terns ‘their ordinary neanings, unless the
| egi sl ature has provided a specific definition or the context of
the statute indicates atermcarries a special nmeaning.’”) (quoting
Wells Fargo Credit Corp. v. Tolliver, 183 Ariz. 343, 345, 903 P. 2d
1101, 1103 (App. 1995)). Al though the l|egislature specifically
varied the ordinary neaning of “taxpayer” in other wunrelated
provisions within Title 42, it did not do so in section 42-280.
This om ssion did not create an anbiguity within section 42-280.

q19 Section 42-280 was conditionally enacted pursuant to

Article 9, Section 2(6) of the Arizona Constitution, and the
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statutory |anguage closely tracks that constitutional provision.
Thus, for the reasons set forth in our discussion of the nmeani ng of
“taxpayer” in Article 9, Section 2(6), we conclude that “taxpayer,”
as used in section 42-280, clearly and unamnbi guously refers to an
owner of personal property used for agricultural, trade, or
busi ness purposes and who pays tax on such property. Thi s
definition conforms with the grant of authority set forth in
Article 9, Section 2(6). If section 42-280 is interpreted as
giving additional business property exenptions to owners who
operate nmulti-location businesses, rather than limting the owner
to one such exenption, the statute would exceed the authority
granted by Article 9, Section 2(6) and would be rendered
unconstitutional. For this additional reason, we decline to vary
the plain neaning of “taxpayer” as used in section 42-280. See
Hayes v. Cont’l Ins. Co., 178 Ariz. 264, 272, 872 P.2d 668, 676
(1994) (“First, if possible this court construes statutes to avoid
renderi ng them unconstitutional.”).

20 Appel l ants argue, however, that the |egislature has
“clarified” the meaning of “taxpayer” in both Article 9, Section
2(6) of the Arizona Constitution and section 42-280, and we shoul d
apply that definition retroactively. W reject this contention.
q21 In 1998, the |egislature anended section 42-280, then
renunbered as section 42-11127, by providing that specified cl asses

of personal property used for agricultural, trade, or business

14



pur poses are “exenpt fromtaxation up to a maxi numanount of fifty-
t housand dollars of full cash value of each assessment account.”
A RS 8§ 42-11127(A) (Supp. 1999) (enphasis added). The
| egi sl ature further provided that “[f]or purposes of this section
and article | X section 2, subsection (6), constitution of Arizona,
an assessnent account is considered to be a taxpayer.” A RS. 8§
42-11127(D). Appellants contend that section 42-11127 “clarified”
the neaning of “taxpayer” in former section 42-280 and Article 9,
Section 2(6) to nean “assessnent account” and we nust ascribe that
nmeaning to the term See City of Mesa v. Killingsworth, 96 Ari z.
290, 297, 394 P.2d 410, 414 (1964) (“An anendnent which, in effect,
construes and clarifies a prior statute will be accepted as the
| egi sl ative declaration of the original act.”). Appellees respond
that section 42-11127 substantively changed fornmer section 42-280,
and because the legislature did not expressly apply the statute
retroactively, we should not do so. See AR S. 8§ 1-244 (1995) (“No
statute is retroactive unl ess expressly declared therein.”); State
v. Gonzales, 141 Ariz. 512, 513, 687 P.2d 1267, 1268 (1984)
(“Unl ess a statute provides otherwise, ‘it will not govern events
that occurred before its effective date.’”) (quoting State v.
Coconino County Superior Court, 139 Ariz. 422, 427, 678 P.2d 1386,
1391 (1984)).

22 W need not determne whether section 42-11127

“clarified” or “changed” the nmeaning of “taxpayer” in section 42-
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280 because a | egi sl ative amendnment may only “clarify” an anbi guous
statute. Weekly v. City of Mesa, 181 Ariz. 159, 163, 888 P.2d
1346, 1350 (App. 1994). In light of our conclusion that fornmer
section 42-280 is facially clear and unanbi guous, we cannot use
section 42-11127 to vary its plain neaning. Id

923 Additionally, “clarifying” the term“taxpayer” in forner
section 42-280 to nean “assessnent account” would render that
provi sion wunconstitutional because the |legislature was not
aut hori zed by Article 9, Section 2(6) to enact such legislation.?
See di scussi on supra, Y 9-17. Conrad v. Maricopa County, 40 Ariz.
390, 393, 12 P.2d 613, 614 (1932) (“[T] he Legi sl ature cannot grant
nore, but may give much |less than the exenption permtted by the
Constitution.”). The legislature was |ikewi se not enpowered to
expand the authority granted it by Article 9, Section 2(6) by
bel atedly defining the term “taxpayer” in that provision to vary
its plain and unanmbi guous neani ng. The | egislature may only change
the scope of Article 9, Section 2(6) by referring a proposed
anmendnent to the electorate for approval. Ariz. Const. art. 21, 8§
1. It did not do so. For this additional reason, we decline to
vary the plain nmeaning of former section 42-280 by retroactively

appl yi ng section 42-11127.

3 We do not address the constitutionality of AR S. section
42- 11127 because that issue is not before us.
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B. Effect of the Uniformity Clause
124 Appel lants next argue that we nust adopt their
interpretation of Article 9, Section 2(6) of +the Arizona
Constitution and A R S. section 42-280 to avoid violating the
Uniformty Clause of the Arizona Constitution, Article 9, Section
1.4 In a related argunent, Appellants contend that Appellees
violated the Uniformty Clause by their application of section 42-
280. As primary support for each contention, Appellants rely on
our supreme court’s opinion in America West Airlines v. Department
of Revenue, 179 Ariz. 528, 535, 880 P.2d 1074, 1081 (1994), which
held that “simlar property used in the sane industry for the sane
pur pose cannot be classified differently for ad val orem taxation
sinply because of the size, wealth, or location of its owner.”
Appel l ants vigorously argue that Appellees’ interpretation of
Article 9, Section 2(6) and section 42-280 violates the Uniformty
Cl ause because conpetitors in the sanme industry using the sane
property to provide the sanme services are taxed differently based

solely on the form of their corporate structure.® Appel | ees

4 “[Alll taxes shall be uniform upon the sane class of
property withinthe territorial limts of the authority | evying the
tax . S

5 Appel l ants offered a hypothetical that best illustrates

t he argunent:

[1]f all Wendy’s restaurants in Arizona were
owned by Wndy's Corp., only one of the
Wendy’'s restaurants would be entitled to the
$50, 000 exenption, while if the MDonald's

17



counter that the business property exenption does not violate the
Uniformty Cl ause because the taxing authorities uniformy tax al
property within the specified class w thout meking distinctions
based upon | ocation, tinme, or any other non-property criteria.
925 But we need not decide whether the business property
exenption inpermssibly differentiates anong taxable personal
property within the same cl ass. Even if Appellants are correct
that the business property exenption allows the taxing authorities
to differently tax property within the sane class in violation of
the Uniformty Cause, we nust reject their position because,
unli ke the case in America West, such treatment is constitutionally
aut hori zed by another provision -- Article 9, Section 2(6).

926 Assum ng that Proposition 101 anended Article 9, Section
2 so that it conflicts with the Uniformity C ause, we nmust
har nmoni ze the provisions to nake the constitution “a consistent
wor kabl e whole.” State ex rel. Nelson v. Jordan, 104 Ariz. 193,
196, 450 P.2d 383, 386 (1969). Appellants argue that the only way
to harnoni ze these provisions is to interpret Article 9, Section

2(6) as authorizing the legislature to exenpt the first fifty-

restaurants in Arizona were incorporated as
McDonal d’s Restaurant #1, Inc., MDonald s
Rest aurant  #2, I nc., and so on, each
McDonal d’s restaurant would be entitled to a
$50, 000 exenption. As such, the MDonald's
restaurant with nearly identical persona
property as the Wendy’' s restaurant across the
street would receive dissimlar tax treatnent.

18



t housand dol | ars of personal property for each assessnent account
or business |ocation. W disagree.

q27 The merit of Appellants’ argunent depends entirely upon
their theory that a constitutional anendnent affects only
explicitly anmended provisions. Appellant Circle Kcites wWard v.
Stevens, 86 Ariz. 222, 344 P.2d 491, in support of this contention,
but its reliance is msplaced. The court in ward nmerely noted that
the anendnent wunder review did not expressly anend other,
apparently conflicting constitutional provisions. 86 Ariz. at 228,
344 P.2d at 495. After concluding that the constitutional |anguage
at issue was anbi guous, and an urged construction would result in
an absurd situation, the court interpreted the provision by
di scerning its nmeaning fromextrinsic evidence. 1d. at 228-29, 344
P.2d at 495-96. Significantly, the court did not state or inply
that a constitutional anmendnent inpacts other provisions only if
explicitly anended.

928 Qur suprene court recently noted that “‘[i]t is an
est abl i shed axi om of constitutional |aw that where there are both
general and specific constitutional provisions relating to the sane
subject, the specific provision will control.’” Clouse v. Ariz.
Dep’t of Pub. Safety, CV 99-0023-PR, slip. op. T 11, (Ariz. Feb.
1, 2001) (quoting de’Sha v. Reed, 194 Col o. 367, 572 P.2d 821, 823
(1997)). Assuming that Article 9, Section 2(6) authorized the

legislature to differently tax personal property within the sane,
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di stinct class, we conclude that the | egislature and the el ectorate
intended this provisionto control. Stated another way, Article 9,
Section 2(6) carves out an exception to the Uniformty C ause by
allowing the legislature to annually exenpt the first fifty-
t housand dollars of full cash value of each owner’s personal
property used for agricultural, trade, or business purposes.

929 Qur interpretation of Article 9, Section 2(6) harnonizes
this provision wth the Uniformty Clause in a way that renders the
constitution “a consi stent workable whole.” Nelson, 104 Ariz. at
196, 450 P.2d at 386. It recognizes the ongoing viability of the
Uniformty Cl ause but acknow edges the ability of the |legislature
and the el ectorate, working together, to create exceptions to that
provi si on. See Airport Properties, 195 Ariz. at 101, | 42, 985
P.2d at 586 (“For tax purposes, then, an ‘exenption’ inplies a
di screte exception to the general rule of taxation, carved out of
a category or categories that woul d ot herw se be subject to uniform
taxation.”).

930 I ndeed, other provisions within Article 9, Section 2
authorize the l egislature to exenpt fromtaxati on property owned by
certain veterans, w dows, w dowers, and di sabl ed persons, up to a
fixed-dollar cap. Ariz. Const. art. 9, 88 2(7)-(10), 2.1 and 2. 2.
Application of these exenptions results in an effective tax rate
for eligible taxpayers that differs fromthe rate applicable to an

i neligible taxpayer who owns the sane kind of property. Use of
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t hese exenptions |ikew se yields an effective tax rate that varies
dependi ng on the total val ue of otherw se taxabl e property owned by
eligible taxpayers. Id. Like Article 9, Section 2(6), none of
t hese provisions explicitly “anends” the Uniformty Cl ause, but co-
exists with it.

131 We hol d that by anending the constitution to add Article
9, Section 2(6), the legislature and the Arizona electorate
I ntended to authorize the legislature to annually exenpt the first
fifty-thousand dollars of full cash value of an owner’s persona
property used for agricultural, trade, or business purposes. To
the extent this provision conflicts with the Uniformty C ause, we
further hold that the specific authority granted by Article 9,
Section 2(6) controls. Consequently, we need not consi der whet her
Article 9, Section 2(6) or ARS. section 42-280 “violates” the
Uniformty Cause under the analysis adopted in America West
Airlines. Finally, because Appellees taxed property pursuant to
A.R S. section 42-280 in a manner consistent with the authority
granted by Article 9, Section 2(6) of the Arizona Constitution, the

tax court did not err by granting summary judgnent in favor of

Appel | ees.
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CONCLUSION

132 For the foregoing reasons, we affirm

Ann A. Scott Tinmer, Judge

CONCURRI NG

Jefferson L. Lankford, Presiding Judge

Susan A. Ehrlich, Judge
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