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OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS
) AUSTIN

Genasin €. WANK

Honoradls ﬂh‘ he Bazhasn
Qounty Attaorney

Erath Covasy ,
Stephenville, Toxas

Qaar Bir: Opinton Me. 0-~33¢
Res Whether Yan{ i by
vateran d3wat vl 30T T
tioa um{ is edwmnp
R By sounty ate,

In your letter of
opiaion as %0 wzether land B
nooay L{e exeapt from texation &

s yOU request our
h war eompensation
te and county.

Quek propexty is exempt,
eTdnst Act, being T8 United
34 the ease of Qity of

Teu
siting Se¢tiocn &
8tates Code. Annote
Atlanta vs, 8tek

404, agdility snd exempt
of eompehgation,Linsurance, end
and swppgrs allowances. The
ah, {mauriice, end maintenanss
ilowande payable undar Parts
: o Taspastively, aball vot
shall not Be subjest to the
ditors of any person to whom
rade under Parts I1, III, ov
Iv hll be exempt from all tazation.
Suoh uzonqation. {ngurancs, and mainte-
sande and support allowanoe shkall he sud~
jegs to any olaims which the United States
rey have, wnder Pearte IXI, IIZ, IV, a2d V,
sgalinst the person on whose adgount the
sonpensation, insurznoe, or malntsnance
sid support wllewenge (s payabdle. "

FEN

14
WO SOMMGHICATION L4 TO BE COMSTRUED AB A DEFARTMENTAL SP(NION YHLESE APFROVED BY THE ATTORNEY SENERAL OR FIRST ARSISTANT
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In the ease of Atlants vs. Stokes, whieh you oitse,
the Bupreme Court of Georgla held shat wler the provisions
of sald Section 434 realty zuruuua with aveh monsy was
eXempt from taxation by e eity. That epinion wes del{ver-
od on July £0, 1932, Eowever, on February 14, 1933, {n
the sass of State va. Blalrx, 87 3. W. {24) 4835, the Buprane
Court of Teunesxses held that sush property is not exemnps
from taxation by the State. This ocase was appesled to the
Supress Gourt of the United 3tetes, which on Decenber ¢,
1985, is sn opinion Wy Mr, Justice Qardoxo, affirsed the
Judgaent and opinion of the Suprems Court of Tennessee,
holding such property o be texable by the State and ex-
presaly &5sapproving sie holding of the Georgia SipTens
Gourt in the Atlanta vs. Stokes ¢ass. Trotter vs, Tenn-
esses, 290 U, 83, 384, 64 8, Ct, 138, 78 L. B4, 368, EHanae,
yoR 'hl ses that the Supreme Court of the United States
has settled tha question againas the exemption.

Furthexmore, ox August 18, 1938, Congress snaotad
Sestion 464a, 38 Unfted States Cade Anmotate + 88 followsy

"8 484n. Asaignability and exemps
stasus of payzments of benefits -~ Pay-
ments of benefits due or to becoms due
shall not Be assigoadle, and such pay-
mnts nade to, or oo agoocunt of, & bene-

. 2ieiaxy under any of the lavs relating
0 vetoerans s te exenpt from taxs-~
tion, shall Be sxempt from the dlaims
of ereditors, and shall not be liadle to
attachnent, lavy, or sefzure by or under
any legal or oqultcblc process whatever,
either befors or after redeipt by the
benericlary. Sueh provisions shall not
attach to 9laims of the United Btates
aris under such laws muoY shall the
exexption herein contained as to texa-
tion extend to eany property purehased in

ars or wholly out of suoh payments.
53“)'*18' 1935, e, 510, § §, 4% Stat,
.

You will thus soe shat in this Aot the Congress has
exprensly denied ths exemption to property purchased out of
suoh payazeuts.

Since our State Constitution eontains no eutharity
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for its exemption, Article 8, Sestion 8, thereof requires:
that it be taxed., Your question therefors must necessarily
be answered in the negative.

Yours very truly

ATTORKEY GENIRAL OF TEIXASB

o Y BB

FIRST ASSISTANT Assistant
ATTORNEY GENERAL

APPROVED JUN 7, 1940
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