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Findings in the audit of the Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
 

The Assessment Department's (AD) flawed reassessment process 
complicated the appeals process for residential property assessments, and as 
a result, appeals were not efficient and effective and taxpayers did not receive 
the due process intended by state law and county code. Additionally, the 
Board of Equalization (BOE) did not operate in a transparent manner or 
maintain its independence over the appeals process. The AD's 
mismanagement of the reassessment process, and the significant number of 
appeals filed as a result, made it difficult for the BOE to exercise appropriate 
oversight of the appeals process and made the appeals process more 
challenging for taxpayers to navigate. The BOE did not take minutes for any 
of the closed sessions held between January 4, 2023, and December 5, 2024, 
as required by state law contributing to a lack of transparency in the appeals 
process. The BOE did not take appropriate steps to train members on changes 
in state law affecting the appeals process and did not adjust procedures for 
those changes, further reducing the effectiveness of the appeals process and 
the likelihood that taxpayers appealing an assessed valuation increase over 
15% received a fair hearing. The BOE allowed the AD to send 
correspondence and perform certain duties on its behalf, resulting in at least 
the appearance of impaired independence, and potentially misleading 
taxpayers. 
 
The BOE does not require the AD to meet its statutory burden to prove its 
valuation represents the true market value of the property under appeal. The 
AD does not provide an appraisal, including at least 3 recently sold 
comparable properties, to support its computer-assisted valuation, as required 
by state law. The BOE accepts testimonial evidence from the AD during 
appeals that is not substantiated by supporting documentation, but does not 
allow taxpayers the same opportunity. Photographs are the only evidence 
required by the BOE as proof of physical inspection and they are not always 
dated in the reassessment period. The BOE does not require the AD to prove 
it properly notified taxpayers of their right to an interior inspection in 
accordance with state law, and the timing of notifications was not discussed 
in any of the 367 appeals tested. Taxpayers do not always have supporting 
documentation available prior to, during, or after their appeal hearings. For 
over 38% of the appeals tested (142 of 367), the AD did not submit supporting 
documentation for its valuation at least 3 days prior to the BOE hearing as 
required. Many taxpayers had to submit open records requests for information 
supporting their valuation and the BOE does not adequately ensure 
comparable property data meets statutory requirements when evaluating 
appeals as required by state law. In addition, the BOE failed to sufficiently 
notify taxpayers of their hearing dates. A review of applicable appeals found 
that 35% of taxpayers (33 of 93 tested) did not receive notice of their BOE 
hearing by mail or email 7 days prior to the hearing date, as required by 
county code. 
 
The process for filing an appeal was cumbersome and made more difficult by 
the limited time and lack of information available to taxpayers. Taxpayers 
could only request an appeal or an interior inspection from the same drop-
down menu on the AD website. While the heading above the dropdown menu 
referenced submitting a "dispute" on the website, the taxpayer had to choose 

Ineffective Appeals Process 
 
 

Noncompliant Process Put 
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Appeal Filing Was Difficult 
for Taxpayers 
 



between "interior inspection" and "BOE appeal", and selecting "interior 
inspection" did not mean that the taxpayer had also requested an appeal. The 
AD's failure to provide timely impact notices to taxpayers impeded the 
appeals process. Notifications to taxpayers that they may request an interior 
inspection if they met certain requirements were sent out in late April 2023, 
but were only prepared for approximately 15% of the applicable parcels that 
required notification. Despite known issues with assessment notices, the AD 
was reluctant to support extending the appeals deadline. The BOE did not 
change the deadline until a few days prior to it, and this extension was not 
made public until the day before the original deadline, limiting its helpfulness 
to taxpayers. Taxpayers may not have received an acknowledgment of their 
appeal filings as required by county code. The BOE could not locate 94% of 
acknowledgments of filing a tax appeal (346 of 367 appeals tested). 
 
Hearing officers maintain little or no documentation to support their 
valuations and do not always upload information to the appeals site. As a 
result, the BOE did not have information available to review a negotiated 
assessed valuation and in many cases would not be aware that a taxpayer met 
with a hearing officer unless the taxpayer discussed it in the BOE hearing. 
The BOE does not adequately review or approve assessment modifications 
taxpayers agreed to with the AD or in hearing officer hearings. In addition, a 
quorum of the BOE does not approve the lists of parcels with valuation 
changes. Additionally, documentation from hearing officer hearings was not 
available for 5 of 77 applicable appeals and hearing officers had an incentive 
to mediate as many appeals as possible as their contracts provided bonuses of 
$100 if the officers could get 30 signed Memorandum of Settlement 
agreements per day. 
 
The BOE does not issue written rulings or notify all taxpayers of its decisions 
as required by county code. For the 367 cases reviewed, the BOE did not issue 
any written rulings as required by county code. In addition, the BOE did not 
issue or maintain Notice of Decision letters for 6% of appeals tested (22 of 
367). For the remaining 345 appeals, 51% of notices were issued more than 
30 days after the date of the hearing (176 of 345). 
 
 
 
 

*The rating(s) cover only audited areas and do not reflect an opinion on the overall operation of the entity. Within that context, the rating scale 
indicates the following: 
 

Excellent: The audit results indicate this entity is very well managed.  The report contains no findings.  In addition, if applicable, prior 
recommendations have been implemented. 

 

Good: The audit results indicate this entity is well managed.  The report contains few findings, and the entity has indicated most or all 
recommendations have already been, or will be, implemented.  In addition, if applicable, many of the prior recommendations have 
been implemented. 

 

Fair: The audit results indicate this entity needs to improve operations in several areas.  The report contains several findings, or one or 
more findings that require management's immediate attention, and/or the entity has indicated several recommendations will not 
be implemented.  In addition, if applicable, several prior recommendations have not been implemented. 

 

Poor: The audit results indicate this entity needs to significantly improve operations.  The report contains numerous findings that require 
management's immediate attention, and/or the entity has indicated most recommendations will not be implemented.  In addition, 
if applicable, most prior recommendations have not been implemented.  
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In the areas audited, the overall performance of this entity was Poor.* 
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Honorable Chairman of the Jackson County Legislature 
 and 
Members of the Jackson County Legislature 
 and 
Phil LeVota, Acting Jackson County Executive 
 and 
Maureen Monaghan, Acting Director of Assessment 
Jackson County, Missouri 
 
We have audited certain operations of the Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process in fulfillment of 
our duties under Chapter 29, RSMo. The State Auditor initiated an audit of Jackson County in response to 
a formal request from the Jackson County Legislature. During the course of the audit, we notified the county 
we would separate our work into 2 audits with separate objectives and would issue separate audit reports. 
The scope of our audit included, but was not necessarily limited to, the 2 years ended December 31, 2023. 
The objectives of our audit were to: 
 

1. Evaluate the county's internal controls over certain management operations and financial 
functions, as they relate to the assessment appeals process. 

 
2. Evaluate the county's compliance with certain legal provisions, as they relate to the 

assessment appeals process. 
 
3. Evaluate the economy and efficiency of certain management practices and procedures, as 

they relate to the assessment appeals process. 
 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate 
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We 
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on 
our audit objectives. 
 
For the areas audited, we identified (1) deficiencies in internal controls, (2) noncompliance with legal 
provisions, and (3) the need for improvement in management practices and procedures. The accompanying 
Management Advisory Report presents our findings arising from our audit of the Jackson County 
Assessment Appeals Process. 
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An additional audit of the Jackson County Assessment Department and assessment process is in progress, 
and any additional findings and recommendations will be included in the subsequent report. 
 
 
 
 
       Scott Fitzpatrick 
       State Auditor 
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In 2023, the Missouri State Auditor's Office (SAO) Whistleblower Hotline 
received numerous constituent concerns regarding the Jackson County 
assessment process. The SAO sent a letter to County Executive Frank White, 
Jr. on August 4, 2023, to initiate an investigation under Section 29.221, 
RSMo, in response to the concerns. In Resolution No. 21380, dated August 
21, 2023, the Jackson County Legislature requested the SAO conduct a 
comprehensive audit of the 2023 biennial reassessment process due to the 
County Legislature's concerns. Pursuant to that request, we began the audit 
on September 25, 2023.  
 
The Jackson County Director of Assessment (Director) was an appointed 
office for the 2023 reassessment process.1 The Director was Gail McCann 
Beatty until she was removed from her position in November 2025. The 
Jackson County Board of Equalization (BOE) is made up of 3 full-time 
members appointed by the County Executive that serve overlapping 3-year 
terms, as well as one member for each municipality and one member for each 
school district that are appointed by their respective mayor or school board. 
These are part-time members that serve on the BOE during hearings 
applicable to their respective municipality or school district. The county's 
population was 717,204 in 2020, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. 
 
The BOE Chairperson was Ed Stoll, until December 31, 2023, when his term 
expired, and was subsequently replaced by Forestine Beasley, who was 
appointed by the County Executive as Chairperson on March 22, 2024. She 
served as Chairperson until December 31, 2024, when her term expired. 
Nathaniel Petty was appointed by the County Executive as Chairperson on 
March 5, 2025, and his term expires December 31, 2027. As of August 2025, 
the BOE had 13 employees. 
 
Missouri statute and county code define the Assessment Department's (AD) 
duties. Section 137.115, RSMo, requires the AD to assess the value of all real 
and personal property in the county at its true market value, and requires new 
assessed valuations be determined as of January first of each odd-numbered 
year and shall apply in the following even-numbered year, except for new 
construction and property improvements which shall be valued as though they 
had been completed as of January first of the preceding odd-numbered year.  
 
Missouri statute, county code, and Board of Equalization rules and procedures 
outline the BOE's duties. Section 137.275, RSMo, allows a taxpayer who 
believes he or she has been aggrieved by the assessment of his or her property 
to appeal to the county BOE. Section 138.000, RSMo, requires the BOE to 

 
1 On November 4, 2025, Jackson County voters approved a change to the County Charter to 
create an elected assessor position that will be over the assessment process. The first assessor 
election will be in 2028. 
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perform state-mandated functions relating to the review and equalization of 
property tax assessments, including the adjudication of tax appeals. Section 
138.060, RSMo, requires the BOE to determine all appeals from the valuation 
of property made by the Assessor, and to correct and adjust the assessment 
accordingly, within the following parameters: 
 
• There shall be no presumption that the assessor's valuation is correct.  
 
• For any property whose assessed valuation increased at least 15% from 

the previous assessment, unless the increase is due to new construction or 
improvement, the assessor shall have the burden to prove the valuation 
does not exceed the true market value of the subject property. 

 
• In the event a physical inspection of the subject property is required by 

Section 137.115.10, RSMo, the assessor shall have the burden to establish 
the manner in which the physical inspection was performed and shall 
have the burden to prove that the physical inspection was performed in 
accordance with Section 137.115, RSMo. 

 
Sections 137.115.10 through 12, RSMo, outline the following requirements 
for inspection of a property when the assessed valuation increases by more 
than 15% since the last assessment: 
 
• Section 137.115.10, RSMo - Before the assessor may increase the 

assessed valuation of any parcel of subclass (1) real property2 by more 
than 15% since the last assessment, excluding increases due to new 
construction or improvements, the assessor shall conduct a physical 
inspection of such property.  

 
• Section 137.115.11, RSMo - If a physical inspection is required, pursuant 

to Section 137.115.10, RSMo, the assessor shall notify the property 
owner of that fact in writing and shall provide the owner clear written 
notice of the owner's rights relating to the physical inspection. If a 
physical inspection is required, the property owner may request that the 
AD perform an interior inspection during the physical inspection. The 
owner shall have no less than 30 days to notify the assessor of a request 
for an interior physical inspection. 
 

• Section 137.115.12, RSMo - A physical inspection shall include, at a 
minimum, an on-site personal observation and review of all accessible 
exterior portions of the land and any buildings and improvements, and an 
observation and review of the interior of any buildings or improvements 
on the property upon the timely request of the owner. This statute section 

 
2 Subclass (1) real property includes all residential real property. 
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also specifies that "mere observation of the property via a drive-by 
inspection or the like shall not be considered sufficient to constitute a 
physical inspection as required by this section." 

 
Although these statutes were updated in August 2020, they were not relevant 
to Jackson County assessments until the 2023 reassessment process because 
the Jackson County AD did not increase residential real property assessed 
valuations over 15% in the 2021 reassessment cycle.  
 
In October 2020, Jackson County contracted with Tyler Technologies, Inc. 
(Tyler) to provide various assessment services, including (1) developing the 
Computer-Assisted Mass Appraisal (CAMA) system, (2) performing a 
parcel-by-parcel review of all residential and commercial properties, and (3) 
completing the 2023 reassessment. The reassessment was based on 
information and systems provided by the contractor in conjunction with the 
AD. With this contractual relationship, the AD effectively outsourced most 
of its assessment process. In addition, the county continued an ongoing 
contractual relationship with Data Cloud Solutions (DCS) for the 2023 
reassessment process for handheld mobile assessment units to be used by staff 
conducting on-site property reviews. Data entered into the units was used by 
the AD and CAMA system for reassessments. 
 
The county performed a comprehensive biennial reassessment process for 
2023 to appraise all county properties at their real values. This resulted in an 
increase in assessed valuation, totaling over $2.6 billion, for approximately 
238,000 residential parcels.  
 
Based on information provided by the AD, approximately 200,000 residential 
real properties' assessed valuations increased by more than 15% and required 
a physical inspection per statute. Many of the taxpayers expressed concern 
over the increases and sought remedies, including appeals to the BOE. 
 
Taxpayers who dispute their assessed market value and resulting assessed 
valuations3 have the option to (1) meet with AD personnel to reach an agreed 
valuation in an informal process, (2) appeal and meet with a hearing officer, 
and/or (3) meet with the full BOE regarding the appeal.  
 
Prior to July 1 of each year, the AD has the authority to change values as it 
determines necessary. Changes made may be due to a review of property 
characteristics, occupancy, permitted changes, fire or other natural disasters, 
or taxpayer requested interior inspections. Before July 1, 2023, taxpayers 

 
3 The AD determines market value then calculates the assessed valuation that the property tax 
rate is applied to based on the residential classification of that market value (19%). Any change 
in market value due to an appeal of the same classification or other revision will result in the 
same percentage change in assessed valuation. 

2023 reassessment process 

Assessment appeals 
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could have their parcels reviewed by the AD without the involvement of the 
BOE. The AD developed this informal appeals process for taxpayers to 
present their concerns prior to the formal appeal. In 2023, representatives 
from the AD and Tyler were available to meet with taxpayers to discuss 
property characteristics and comparable property sales to attempt to agree on 
a valuation. If an agreement was reached, the parties would complete a 
stipulation form (Appendix A) stating the lowered valuation the AD agreed 
to, and taxpayers were required to sign the agreement immediately. As a part 
of this process, taxpayers were required to sign a waiver of their right to a 
formal appeal.  
 
All appeals still open or filed after July 1 are the responsibility of the BOE. 
However, a less formal process is still available to the taxpayer, whereby they 
could meet with a representative of the AD and agree to a stipulated value 
(see Appendix B). Stipulated values are provided to the BOE periodically in 
a listing (see Appendix C) that the BOE is supposed to review and approve 
prior to submitting to the County Collector to update the tax books. 
 
During a formal appeal, a taxpayer4 could also meet with a hearing officer, 
contracted by the BOE, to attempt to mediate an agreement between the AD 
and taxpayer of the property's value. If an agreement is reached, the parties 
sign a Memorandum of Settlement (MOS) that is approved by the BOE (see 
Appendix D). If an agreement is not reached, the appeal is scheduled for a 
hearing with the BOE.  
 
Hearings with the BOE are virtual, and the AD and taxpayers upload 
documents to an appeals site accessible by BOE members and the taxpayer 
for review during the hearing. BOE rules of procedure require taxpayers to 
upload supporting documents to the appeals site at least 3 days prior to the 
hearing. The taxpayer and the AD are each given time to testify to the 
valuation they believe is correct for the parcel. Documents typically uploaded 
by the AD include a Property Record Card (PRC), Comparable Sales Analysis 
Report (CSAR), and a timestamped/dated photograph of the outside of the 
property. Additionally, the AD uploads a copy of the Reassessment Notice 
sent to the parcel owner. The taxpayer is allowed to present any information 
in support of the taxpayer's value determination and are encouraged to upload 
the following: appraisals, rent rolls,5 bids for improvements to the property, 
and photographs of the property. The BOE then makes inquiries of both the 
taxpayer and the AD, as needed, during the hearing.  
 

 
4 The taxpayer is the appellant during an appeal hearing and may also be a taxpayer's 
representative since the representative is acting on the taxpayer's/appellant's behalf. 
5 Rent rolls are real estate documents that list tenant, lease, and rental information used to value 
properties with rental income. 
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After all parties testify, the Board recommends and votes on a value. All 
permanent board members plus the relevant representatives from the taxing 
jurisdictions, if present, must vote at the hearing. Once a majority of the 
members vote to approve a final value, the value determined is documented 
on the docket and a final decision notice is sent to taxpayer. According to 
state law, if the taxpayer does not agree with the value determined by the 
BOE, the taxpayer has until September 30, or 30 days after the BOE decision, 
whichever is later, to appeal the property value to the Missouri State Tax 
Commission (STC).  
 
For the 2023 biennial reassessment, appeal applications were initially due by 
July 10, 2023. The BOE held procedural meetings on July 5 and 7, 2023, and 
due to the influx of appeals, ultimately voted to extend the deadline for filing 
an appeal to July 31, 2023. The BOE continued to consider requests for 
appeals from taxpayers who could show good cause for missing the appeal 
deadline. It set a final deadline of October 16, 2023, at 5 p.m. for late appeals, 
but also accepted late appeals after that date from those who could show good 
cause. As of November 19, 2025, taxpayers had filed 54,625 appeals to the 
BOE. Of those, 11,612 had BOE decisions, 31,121 had signed stipulation 
agreements or an MOS, and 11,892 remained unresolved. 
 
In December 2023, the SAO released its preliminary review of the 
reassessment process (SAO Report No. 2023-086, Jackson County 
Assessment Department Preliminary Review (see Appendix E)) in which the 
SAO informed Jackson County that all reassessment increases over 15% were 
likely invalid as a matter of law due to the AD's failure to properly notify 
taxpayers of their rights to inspection as required by statute. 
 
The 2023 reassessment process resulted in numerous legal actions by the 
Office of the Attorney General (AGO), STC, and other parties (in relevant 
part) as follows: 
 
• In June 2023, a class action petition was filed against Jackson County due 

to the reassessment process (Trevor Tilton, et al. v. Jackson County, 
Missouri, et al, Case No. 2316-CV16440). On December 19, 2023, the 
Supreme Court of Missouri concluded that because the taxpayers had 
failed to exhaust all administrative remedies before filing the lawsuit the 
underlying action must be dismissed, and the Court made permanent its 
preliminary writ of mandamus (State of Missouri, ex rel. Jackson County 
v. Chamberlain, 679 S.W.3d 463, 464 (Mo. banc 2023). Pursuant to that 
order, on December 26, 2023, the circuit court dismissed the suit with 
prejudice. 
 

• In September 2023, the Cities of Independence and Blue Springs sued 
Jackson County (State of Missouri, ex rel. City of Independence, et al. v. 
Jackson County, Missouri, et al., Case No. 2316-CV24947), seeking a 

Appeals timing 

SAO investigation and 
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writ of mandamus to compel the county to provide an accurate, timely, 
and certified property assessment to taxing authorities within Jackson 
County. In February 2024, in its written final judgment the circuit court 
criticized how Jackson County handled the reassessment process; 
however, while the circuit court found Jackson County had violated state 
statutes, the court concluded a writ of mandamus was not an appropriate 
remedy because there was not a clear and unequivocal right to receive an 
abstract of the Assessor's book free of any pending appeals, and therefore 
dismissed the suits. 
 

• In September 2023, due to the reassessment process, the City of Lee's 
Summit sued Jackson County for multiple counts including breach of the 
Consolidated Tax Billing and Collection Agreement entered into by the 
parties and breach of the duty of good faith and fair dealing (City of Lee's 
Summit v. County of Jackson, Missouri et al., Case No. 2316-CV23700). 
In May 2025, the court ruled for the city and awarded monetary damages 
plus interest on the counts of breach of contract and breach of the duty of 
good faith and fair dealing. The court found in favor of Jackson County 
on all other counts. Both parties have appealed and that appellate case 
remains pending (WD88161). 

 
• In December 2023, the day after the SAO released its preliminary review 

of the 2023 reassessment process, the AGO filed State of Missouri et al. 
v. Jackson County, Missouri, Case No. 2316-CV33643, on behalf of the 
STC, against Jackson County, citing the county's failure to properly 
notify taxpayers and physically inspect properties with assessed valuation 
increases over 15%. On August 7 2024, the AGO requested the case be 
dismissed, and the following day the judge granted the AGO's request, 
dismissing the case with prejudice. Jackson County would not agree to 
the dismissal of the case unless it was with prejudice. 
 

• On August 6, 2024, one day prior to the AGO's request for dismissal of 
its case, the STC issued a ruling stating Jackson County failed to properly 
reassess properties in accordance with Section 137.115, RSMo, and ruled 
that Jackson County needed to correct reassessments to no more than 15% 
increases and review BOE and stipulation agreements that raised 
valuations more than 15%. 
 

• In September 2024, Jackson County filed suit (Gail McCann Beatty, et 
al. v. State Tax Commission, Case No. 2416-CV25478) asserting that the 
STC overstepped its authority. The court ruled in favor of the STC in 
April 2025, concluding the STC acted lawfully when issuing its August 
6, 2024, order. On May 9, 2025, Jackson County appealed; that appeal is 
still pending (WD 88042). 
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• In September 2024, the STC filed a petition to enforce its order (State ex 
rel. State Tax Commission v. Frank White, Jr. et al., Case No. 2416-
CV25759) against Jackson County to reduce assessments. In November 
2024, the court dismissed the case, finding the AGO's prior dismissal of 
Case No. 2316-cv33643 acted as a bar to any re-litigation of the 2023 
assessment process. The STC appealed, and on December 19, 2025, the 
Court of Appeals concluded the dismissal of Case No. 2316-cv33643 did 
not bar the STC's underlying action for mandamus, and thus, the trial 
court erred in dismissing the STC's petition. (State of Missouri ex rel. 
State Tax Commission v. County Executive of Jackson County, et al., Case 
No. WD 87831). On February 2, 2026, Jackson County filed an 
application for transfer to the Supreme Court (SC101491). The Supreme 
Court denied the application on March 31, 2026, making the judgment of 
the Court of Appeals final. On April 1, 2026, the case was remanded to 
the Circuit Court of Jackson County for further proceedings consistent 
with the decision of the Court of Appeals.  
 

• In October 2024, a plaintiff filed a counterclaim against the county (Gail 
McCann Beatty et al. v. State Tax Commission, Case No. 2416-CV25478) 
to file a class action lawsuit. The parties were ordered to mediate the case 
in October 2025. That mediation was unsuccessful at resolving the case, 
and the lawsuit remains ongoing. 
 

• In May 2025, the STC issued an order requiring the county to cap 2025 
reassessment increases at 15%, which the county agreed to do. 

 
Despite the audit being requested by the Jackson County Legislature, we were 
met with resistance from the AD, the BOE, and other county officials, who 
acted to prevent us from conducting the audit. These actions included 
providing limited information and only providing access to necessary AD and 
BOE records after being served multiple subpoenas. As a result, delays 
occurred in completing the audit. During the audit, the Jackson County 
Counselor's office was made the audit liaison to aid in the process; however, 
delays continued. Also as noted, the county assessment process was subject 
to multiple lawsuits, which the county claimed caused further delays in its 
responses. A summary of significant events in our efforts to obtain 
information for the audit follows: 
 
• From September 25, 2023, to December 10, 2024, the SAO submitted to 

the AD, on several occasions, lists of required records and information. 
While county officials provided certain requested documents and data 
during this period (some after delays and repeated requests), they refused 
to provide closed meeting minutes. Only after the SAO issued a subpoena 
in December 2024, did the county finally confirm, in a meeting in January 
2025, that there were no closed meeting minutes maintained prior to 2025 
(see Management Advisory Report (MAR) finding number 1.2). Once the 

Jackson County impeded 
audit 
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county began taking minutes in 2025, officials provided a summary file 
of topics discussed during closed meetings that did not hold attorney 
client privileged information. 

 
• On October 25, 2023, we requested copies of, or access to, any guidelines 

on assessment modeling and how it was used, and a listing of all relevant 
lawsuits pending. This was not fulfilled until January 3, 2024, over 2 
months later. 

 
• On October 27, 2023, we requested the date the AD completed the 2023 

parcel-by-parcel review from the Deputy Director of Assessment. The 
AD did not provide this date to us, but we determined the date upon 
review of the limited data provided in response to our subpoena. 

 
• On November 6, 2023, we requested copies of, or access to, any 

guidelines (teaching information to new staff) used by the AD for 
conducting informal and formal appeals. This was provided on January 
3, 2024, almost 2 months later. 

  
• On January 23, 2024, we requested information related to comparable 

data in the CAMA system from Tyler. Tyler refused to respond due to a 
lawsuit filed by the AGO. While we explained the separation of the SAO 
from the AGO, Tyler chose not to respond. We were able to obtain 
sufficient evidence elsewhere, so we chose to forgo subpoenaing Tyler 
for the information. 

 
• On March 19, 2024, we met with representatives of the County 

Counselor's and County Executive's offices to discuss the slowdown of 
the audit and how the lawsuit was impacting the SAO audit. At that time 
it was determined that we would submit all audit requests through the 
County Counselor's office in an attempt to streamline the process. 

 
• On March 28, 2024, and May 9, 2024, we requested data from the Mobile 

Assessor system or contact information to request the data related to 
onsite assessment reviews from DCS, because the County Counselor's 
office indicated the county did not have this data and we would need to 
obtain it through the county's contractor, DCS. We did not receive the 
information and eventually issued a subpoena.  

 
• On April 9, 2024, the County Counselor's office notified us of a cyber-

attack on the county and that the county was halting efforts to provide us 
information. 

 
• On May 28, 2024, we served subpoenas to Forestine Beasley and Gail 

McCann Beatty, which included a request for Mobile Assessor data (see 
Appendixes K and L). 
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• On June 25, 2024, we requested information from the AD and BOE via 
the County Counselor's office and BOE attorney. The BOE and AD did 
not directly respond to this request. Instead, we sought other methods to 
obtain the information. The original request included the following: 

 
1. An example of a County Support Report, related to appeals. 
2. Employee job descriptions and requirements for all positions. 
3. Number of AD Employees for 2021, 2022, and 2023. 
4. What date did the CAMA 2099 version for parcel by parcel merge 

with the modeled, current year CAMA version? 
5. Clarification related to Tyler responses that stated market modeling 

was not done for the 2023 reassessment year. 
6. Dates and times the AD met with Tyler to discuss the progress of the 

contract, and include any physical documentation to show oversight 
of contract (if any available). 

7. An explanation of a provided attachment (BOE Hearing Listing). 
8. The dates served and relevant job experience for the listed members. 

 
• On November 25, 2024, we requested reports from Daniel Anderson, 

CEO of DCS, via the Jackson County Counselor's office.  
 
• On December 16, 2024, we served a subpoena to Registered Agents, Inc,6 

to be provided to DCS (see Appendix M). We also emailed the same 
subpoena to Daniel Anderson of DCS on December 17, 2024. DCS and 
its parent company, Woolpert, were unresponsive to the subpoena.  

 
• On February 24, 2025, we formally served a subpoena to Gail McCann 

Beatty in her official capacity as the Assessor (see Appendix L) and to 
Registered Agents, Inc, to be provided to DCS (see Appendix M). DCS 
and its parent company, Woolpert, were unresponsive to the subpoena. 
The Assessor advised us she did not have access to the records requested 
in the subpoena and therefore could not comply. On June 4, 2025, the 
State Auditor filed a petition in the Circuit Court of Jackson County to 
enforce both of the February 24, 2025, subpoenas (see Appendixes N and 
O). While this case was pending, the SAO continued its fieldwork.  

 
• In December 2024, we made numerous attempts to contact the BOE 

Manager by phone and email. We did not receive a response until we met 
with her in January 2025.  

 
While SAO personnel worked as effectively and efficiently as possible given 
the difficulties encountered, the delays increased audit costs. We notified 

 
6 Registered Agents, Inc. is the registered agent for DCS in Missouri. We served the registered 
agent because DCS is an out-of-state entity with no offices or personnel within Missouri. 
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County Legislature Chair Jeanie Lauer first on May 29, 2024, and then on 
June 26, 2024, that the audit costs would likely exceed our original estimate. 
Then, on February 26, 2025, we notified the new County Legislature Chair 
DaRon McGee and the rest of the Legislature of the likely cost overage, and 
met with the full legislature on May 5, 2025, with an updated cost overage 
letter and objectives for the 2 audit reports, and provided them a paper copy 
of the letter. We requested county officials sign the letter to confirm their 
understanding of the additional costs and audit objectives, and did not receive 
a signed copy from the county legislature until our exit conference in 
February 2026. The reasons for the additional costs included delays caused 
by the AD and BOE withholding of certain records and the significant number 
of concerns. Additionally, the delays significantly extended the period 
subsequent to the audit period and thereby increased our audit work to review 
significant events and transactions during that extended period. 
 
We issued subpoenas to Forestine Beasley, Former Board Chair, and Gail 
McCann Beatty, Director, to compel them to provide testimony and/or 
produce records and documents related to their testimony (see Appendixes K 
and L). The appendixes include redactions of information of a personal, 
privileged, or sensitive nature, and/or information that is not directly related 
to the information requested in the subpoena. Representatives of the SAO 
took the testimony of Chairperson Beasley on June 18, 2024. Representatives 
of the SAO also recorded interviews with the AD personnel during our audit. 
 
As noted, DCS and its parent company Woolpert, Inc. failed to comply with 
the State Auditor's subpoena to provide necessary data for our audit. As a 
result, in June 2025, the State Auditor filed a petition in Jackson County 
Circuit Court to enforce the subpoena and named Jackson County and DCS 
in the petition.  
 
During the course of the legal proceeding, the Jackson County Counselor's 
office verified it had no access to the data but made efforts to reach out to 
DCS officials to resolve the dispute. DCS officials did not appear in the court 
case, respond to the court filing, or reach out to the State Auditor's Office 
until October 2025, when it was facing a default judgment. At that time, 
counsel for Woolpert indicated that Woolpert had acquired DCS in 2020, and 
that DCS was "willing to comply with the subpoena." Woolpert indicated it 
could make the data available in some form at a cost to the SAO. In the 
interest of expediting the audit, we agreed to this, in principle, if Woolpert 
could demonstrate it could provide the information we requested.  
 
While some data was provided, much of it was unusable because DCS 
personnel refused to include a key to explain the data fields or some of the 
data anomalies. Because our original requests were based on example files 
provided by DCS, it is not unreasonable to expect that similar reports could 
be provided for items requested from the same population. When we asked 

Subpoenas required 

County contractor failed to 
comply with subpoena 
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them to provide a key and/or provide the data in a readable format, Woolpert 
and DCS claimed they were not privy to what the data in the data fields meant 
and that when trying to pull the parcel data out of the software, it did not 
convert to data that was usable outside of the software. Woolpert and DCS 
later admitted their software was incapable of pulling the data out of their 
software and producing the reports in a meaningful, readable format.  
 
As a result, we continued to pursue legal remedies. On December 22, 2025, a 
judge ordered DCS to provide the SAO with licenses to access Mobile 
Assessor to allow for our own review of the data in the system and access to 
the data was provided soon after. This will be used to conclude our work on 
the assessment process, and any resulting findings will be included in our 
subsequent report. Because the necessary access was provided, we filed a 
motion to dismiss our petition on March 27, 2026 and the judge granted the 
motion on April 3, 2026. 
 
In October 2025, after the conclusion of the majority of the audit work, the 
newly appointed Acting County Executive announced the county would grant 
credits on taxpayer property tax bills to effectively cap all 2023 assessed 
valuations of residential real property at 15%. This was after the State Tax 
Commission had ordered the county to rollback the 2023 reassessments to 
15% increases and the former County Executive refused to comply. In 
December 2025, the Acting County Executive announced the county would 
expand the credits to include taxpayers who agreed to adjusted valuations 
through the informal stipulation, hearing officer, or BOE appeals process. 
While expected to have a significant effect, the impact on future tax revenue 
and tax rates is not readily estimable. 
 
The scope of our audit included, but was not necessarily limited to, the 2 years 
ended December 31, 2023. 
 
Our methodology included reviewing minutes of meetings, written policies 
and procedures, legal communications, and other pertinent documents; 
reviewing information regarding real property appeals obtained through 
discussions with current and past county personnel and certain external 
parties; and performing sample testing using statistically valid samples from 
which the test items were selected.  
 
We obtained an understanding of internal control that is significant to the 
audit objectives and planned and performed procedures to assess internal 
control to the extent necessary to address our audit objectives. We also 
obtained an understanding of legal provisions that are significant within the 
context of the audit objectives, and we assessed the risk that illegal acts, 
including fraud, and violations of applicable contract or other legal provisions 
could occur. Based on that risk assessment, we designed and performed 

Subsequent Event 

Scope and 
Methodology 
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procedures to provide reasonable assurance of detecting instances of 
noncompliance significant to those provisions.  
 
To evaluate the board's internal control system, procedures for compliance 
with county and statutory requirements, and the economy and efficiency of 
certain management practices and procedures; we performed the following 
tests and procedures: 
 
• We reviewed applicable state laws, county charter, county code, STC 

cases, and written policies and procedures; and interviewed various 
individuals. 

 
• We used a word search protocol using selected appeals identification 

numbers, and key words relating to audit objectives to review email and 
documents provided by the AD and BOE in response to audit requests.  

 
• We interviewed various AD and current and former BOE personnel about 

the system that retains uploaded appeal documents, and to obtain an 
understanding of how the data was entered and used in the CAMA system 
and the Appeals Site. The Appeals Site is an open source read-only 
system accessible for any appeal and is used by the BOE to view uploaded 
appeals information. 

 
• We obtained appeal documentation uploaded by taxpayers and the AD 

for use by the BOE during hearings for the period of July 1, 2023, through 
July 31, 2024. 

 
• We tested a statistically valid sample of BOE hearing decisions issued 

from July 1, 2023, to July 31, 2024. The sample selection was based on a 
population of 7,871 residential appeals heard and decided by the BOE as 
of July 31, 2024, a 95% confidence level, and an expected error rate of 
5%, which provided us with 367 BOE hearing decisions to test. When 
appropriate, we projected our results to the population.  

 
• We reviewed communications between Jackson County and taxpayers 

related to tax adjustments, hearings, BOE decisions, and other appeal 
processes. 

 
• We evaluated appellant and appellee testimony during BOE hearings to 

determine areas related to our audit objectives. 
 
• We reviewed the final reports used by the BOE to sign off on all 

adjustments to appeals after July 1, 2023. 
 
• We evaluated whether the AD provided support for its valuations by 

reviewing parcel, assessment information, and appeals information 
provided by the AD and reports from the CAMA system.  
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• We tested whether comparable property information was valid by 
determining whether properties were each within 500 square feet of the 
subject property, were built within 10 years of the subject property, were 
within 1 of each type on the subject property for the number of bed and 
baths, or were a combination of these attributes. In addition, we tested 
whether the comparable property was sold between January 1, 2021, and 
December 31, 2022, and/or the sale price was adjusted if the sale was 
outside the assessment period. 

 
• We reviewed open and closed meeting minutes from January 1, 2023, 

through July 31, 2025. 
 
• We reviewed sunshine law requests from January 1, 2023, through 

December 31, 2023. 
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The Assessment Department's (AD) flawed reassessment process 
complicated the appeals process for residential property assessments, and as 
a result, appeals were not efficient and effective and taxpayers did not receive 
the due process intended by state law and county code. Additionally, the 
Board of Equalization (BOE) did not operate in a transparent manner or 
maintain its independence over the appeals process.  
 
The AD's mismanagement of the reassessment process, and the significant 
number of appeals filed as a result, made it difficult for the BOE to exercise 
appropriate oversight of the appeals process and made the appeals process 
more challenging for taxpayers to navigate. From the beginning, taxpayers 
had little time to make informed decisions on whether to appeal due to the 
AD's late assessment notices. The late notices also (1) contributed to a 
confusing process for filing an appeal, as discussed in Management Advisory 
Report (MAR) finding number 3.1, (2) prevented taxpayers whose assessed 
valuation increased over 15% from taking advantage of the informal review 
process, and (3) led to, along with the significantly increased valuations and 
failure of the AD to properly inspect properties, an increased volume of 
appeals. The high number of appeals contributed to the internal control 
deficiencies and compliance errors noted throughout the remainder of this 
report.  
 
As noted throughout this report, the BOE allows the AD to perform some 
tasks on its behalf, does not ensure taxpayers receive required information 
timely, does not ensure hearing officers properly document their cases, does 
not sufficiently review mediated valuations, and does not require the AD to 
meet its burden of proof during appeals.  
 
As discussed in SAO Report No. 2023-086, Jackson County Assessment 
Department Preliminary Review, issued in December 2023 (see Appendix E), 
and confirmed by the court in Case No. 2416-CV25478, Beatty, White, and 
Jackson County Board of Equalization v. the State Tax Commission, the 
Jackson County AD failed to provide property owners whose property 
assessed valuations increased over 15% adequate notification of their rights 
regarding physical inspections, and what notification was given was 
inaccurate and often untimely. As a result, the AD did not comply with the 
provisions of Section 137.115.11, RSMo, and any residential real property 
assessed valuation increase that was over 15% was likely invalid. Taxpayers 
had limited recourse to address this beyond appealing to the BOE and/or the 
STC. According to data provided by the AD, approximately 200,000 
residential properties' assessed valuations increased by more than 15% and 
required a physical inspection per statute. 
 
For the 2023 assessment cycle, taxpayers filed approximately 55,000 appeals. 
Of those, as of November 19, 2025, the BOE had decided approximately 
12,000. An additional 31,000 property owners signed Memorandums of 

1. Ineffective Appeals 
Process  

Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Management Advisory Report 
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1.1 Number of appeals 
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Settlement (MOS) or stipulations with the AD agreeing to adjust their 
assessed valuations and forego the full appeals process. The other 
approximately 12,000 cases remained open. By comparison, in 2021, there 
were only approximately 6,200 BOE appeals and in 2019 there were 
approximately 22,000.  
 
BOE officials were concerned about the volume of appeals as early as January 
2023, when the BOE Chair stated in a procedural meeting, "What I'm hearing 
is, as in the '19 assessment, when we were bombarded with numerous appeals, 
it sounds like we're going to be headed that way again because when the 
information goes out, the taxpayers are not going to have the comparables to 
show why Assessment came up with that value." During BOE procedural 
meetings in January and February 2023, BOE members expressed concerns 
about having a significant number of appeals this cycle and asked the AD 
what steps were being taken to alleviate that concern. Then, in May 2023, the 
BOE discussed with the AD whether the AD would meet notification 
deadlines in anticipation of how that would impact appeals. As of August 
2023, BOE members discussed in a meeting they were staying late to handle 
all the appeals and the significant time it was already taking to address all the 
appeals. The BOE also indicated to us that it would be impractical to review 
all the adjusted market values (see MAR finding number 4.2), so the BOE 
performed limited reviews instead. 
 
The BOE's stated mission is to fully and fairly equalize the value of all real 
and tangible personal property in the county for purposes of taxation and to 
provide an appeal forum for taxpayers to correct perceived inequities in the 
assessment of property values. Because of the significant number of appeals, 
the BOE could not or did not exercise the appropriate level of oversight of the 
appeals process. As a result, its ability to effectively achieve its mission is 
limited and the appeals process was not an effective remedy for many 
taxpayers. 
 
The BOE did not comply with state law for some public meeting 
requirements, contributing to a lack of transparency in the appeals process. 
The Board did not take minutes for any of the closed sessions held from 
January 4, 2023, through December 5, 2024, as required by state law. Records 
indicate the BOE entered closed session at least 13 times during that period, 
but Jackson County Counsel confirmed the BOE did not take any minutes and 
officials indicated they did not believe minutes were necessary when closed 
session topics were privileged, despite the BOE being a public governmental 
body subject to the Missouri Sunshine Law. In addition, transcripts of open 
meeting discussions for 8 instances in which the BOE went into a closed 
session did not document the specific reasons or section of law allowing the 
meetings to be closed. Instead, the open meeting minutes only indicated the 
BOE went into closed session. 
 

1.2 Sunshine law 
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As noted in the Background section, we made requests for closed meeting 
minutes numerous times during the audit and were led to believe the BOE 
took closed meeting minutes. At one point, County Counsel indicated the 
county would only provide the minutes that did not include items considered 
protected by attorney-client privilege, which we agreed to. County Counsel 
then indicated the county would not provide any closed minutes. Only after 
issuing a subpoena requesting the closed meeting minutes in December 2024 
did the county finally confirm, in a meeting held with BOE members and 
County Counsel, that no such meeting minutes existed. 
 
Section 610.020, RSMo, requires meeting minutes to be maintained as a 
record of business conducted and to provide an official record of BOE actions 
and decisions. Section 610.022, RSMo, requires public bodies to announce 
the specific reasons allowed by law for going into a closed session and to 
enter the vote and reason into the minutes. The failure to notify the public of 
the specific reasons for holding closed session meetings and lack of minutes 
supporting the topics discussed and decisions made contributes to a lack of 
transparency and undermines public trust in the appeals process.  
 
The BOE did not take appropriate steps to train members on changes in state 
law or adjust procedures as required by those changes affecting the appeals 
process, further reducing the effectiveness of the appeals process and the 
likelihood that taxpayers appealing an assessed valuation increase over 15% 
received a fair hearing.  
 
A former member of the BOE indicated no changes in evidence requirements 
related to physical inspections were made in 2021 or 2023 as a result of the 
updated law. As indicated in the Background section, state law changes taking 
effect in August 2020 significantly increased the AD's responsibilities for 
inspection when assessing a property more than 15% higher than previous 
years. Appeals of 2023 reassessments were the first in which the BOE needed 
to consider many of the changes in Section 137.115, RSMo, because that was 
the first year since the law change that the AD increased assessed valuations 
on residential real property by more than 15%. Given the changes to the AD's 
statutory responsibilities to inspect such properties and support their valuation 
with appraisals and comparable information it would be reasonable to expect 
changes to the BOE's standards of proof. See also MAR finding number 2.1. 
 
A BOE member requested clarification from the STC in July 2021, after 
attending an STC training, regarding physical inspections and whether the 
burden of proof requirements would include documentation by the Assessor 
of clear written notice of owner's rights related to the inspection and if that 
notice had to be given to the taxpayer before the assessment was made. 
Several other related questions were also asked. The BOE legal counsel was 
made aware of this letter and was provided with the response from the STC 
to the BOE representative, which did not specifically answer the various 

1.3 BOE did not change 
procedures 
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questions, but did provide several prior appeals cases for the representative to 
review.  
 
The BOE legal counsel also prepared an undated letter addressing the BOE 
representative's questions for the BOE Chairman at the time. Despite the STC 
providing example cases, the legal counsel's response did not specifically 
address the various questions posed and did not indicate any specific changes 
were necessary in process or procedure related to the recent law changes. 
There is also no evidence the legal counsel's response, or the correspondence 
with the STC, were provided or discussed with the other BOE members. The 
BOE legal counsel indicated his response to the STC letter was the only 
written documentation prepared on this topic. There is also no evidence the 
BOE members attended any other trainings or sought any additional 
information on the changes prior to the 2023 reassessment period. BOE 
personnel could not explain why they did not seek additional training or legal 
advice. 
 
Paragraph 4.02 of the Standards for Internal Control in the Federal 
Government, (also known as the Green Book), provides that "competence is 
the qualification to carry out assigned responsibilities. It requires relevant 
knowledge, skills, and abilities, which are gained largely from professional 
experience, training, and certifications. It is demonstrated by the behavior of 
individuals as they carry out their responsibilities." Sufficient legal guidance 
and training on significant statute changes is necessary to ensure BOE 
members are competent and able to properly evaluate taxpayer appeals. If the 
BOE had been properly trained on the statutory changes, it would have been 
better able to evaluate and appropriately adjust assessed valuations in 
accordance with state law for the appeals resulting from lack of notification 
or inspection.  
 
The BOE allowed the AD to send correspondence and perform certain duties 
on its behalf, resulting in at least the appearance of impaired independence, 
and potentially misleading taxpayers. The BOE did not review the actions the 
AD made on its behalf and while it expressed concerns, BOE members took 
no immediate action to stop the AD from sending notices. 
 
The BOE permitted the AD to schedule Hearing Officer and BOE hearings, 
process signed stipulations/MOS agreements, and send taxpayers final 
assessed valuation judgment notifications. In addition, the AD used BOE 
letterhead or signatures in correspondence, leading taxpayers to believe the 
communications were on behalf of the BOE. For example, the Notice of 
Decision was prepared and provided to taxpayers by the AD with BOE 
letterhead (see Appendix F). 
 

1.4 BOE independence 

 BOE Correspondence 
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In addition, we noted 81% (52 of 647) of the BOE appeal hearing notifications 
reviewed were sent from the AD's "do not reply" email address but the text 
indicated the notices were from the BOE (see Appendix G). 
 
The BOE did not review any of the correspondence or work done by the AD 
on its behalf. The BOE sent a letter to the STC on February 5, 2024 (see 
Appendix H), indicating its unease with the AD sending notifications to 
taxpayers on BOE letterhead without its approval. In April 2025, over a year 
later, BOE staff notified the BOE that they were now handling their own 
notifications and there would be no additional instances of the AD using BOE 
letterhead.  
 
The County Executive and AD personnel dismissed a hearing officer in early 
2024 without consultation or approval from the BOE (see Appendix H). 
When questioned by the BOE members about the dismissal, they were 
informed the hearing officer was confrontational with AD staff during 
hearings. BOE members went on to say that this information was not 
communicated to them during the hearing session nor did it align with their 
experience with the hearing officer. 
 
The BOE is authorized by Section 9125.10, Jackson County Code, to contract 
with qualified individuals to conduct the hearing in any case. The BOE 
contracted with 10 hearing officers for the 2023 appeals process. While there 
may have been cause for the termination, hearing officers work directly for 
the BOE and should be independent of the AD, so it is not appropriate for the 
AD to dismiss a hearing officer without consulting BOE members.  
 
The BOE serves as the independent body over the appeals process and has an 
obligation to avoid the appearance of impropriety in BOE communications. 
A lack of BOE independence could harm public confidence in the BOE and 
reduce its effectiveness. The BOE indicated it experienced staffing issues in 
2023 so the AD was responsible for all scheduling during most of the 2023 
appeals process. However, that does not relieve the BOE of overseeing 
hearings and ensuring correspondence related to appeals appropriately 
represents the position of its members. A primary function of the BOE is to 
conduct impartial hearings on property tax assessment disputes between 
taxpayers and the County Assessor. It is imperative that the BOE remains 
independent of the AD and that the duties of each are kept separate to the 
extent possible, so the BOE can ensure the AD meets its burden of proof 
during the appeals process. Blurring the lines of responsibility between the 

 
7 Out of 367 appeals reviewed, only 93 were applicable because the appellant did not waive 
the right to attend his or her appeal hearing. No notifications were sent for 29 of those appeals, 
leaving 64 BOE hearing notifications sent. 

 BOE employee 

 Conclusion 
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BOE and the AD reduces transparency in the appeals process and deprives 
taxpayers of impartial appeals (as discussed in MAR finding number 2). 
 
The Board of Equalization: 
 
1.1 And the County Legislature, along with the County Executive, and 

Assessment Department take steps to ensure future reassessments 
allow taxpayers their due process, and include an effective appeals 
process. 

 
1.2 Ensure meeting minutes are prepared and retained for all closed 

meetings and specific reasons for closing a meeting are documented 
in the open minutes, meeting notices, and agendas, in compliance 
with state law. 

 
1.3 Ensure necessary training and legal advice is obtained for any 

relevant law changes, and implement procedural changes as needed. 
 
1.4 And the County Executive refrain from allowing the AD to perform 

duties or send correspondence on the BOE's behalf, or establish 
procedures to review and approve any actions the AD performs on 
behalf of the BOE to ensure the BOE maintains its independence over 
assessment appeals. 

 
The Board of Equalization's full response is included at Appendix P. 
 
The County Legislature's full response is included at Appendix Q. 
 
The County Executive's full response, which includes his response on behalf 
of the AD, is included at Appendix R. 
 
The BOE does not comply with or ensure the AD complies with BOE rules, 
statute, or county code governing the appeals process. As a result, taxpayers 
are at a disadvantage in many appeal hearings. 
 
 
 
 
The BOE does not require the AD to meet its statutory burden to support that 
its valuation represents the true market value of the property under appeal.  
 
The AD does not provide an appraisal to support its computer-assisted 
valuation, as required by statute. Instead, if the AD provides documentation, 
it only provides the CAMA system-generated Comparable Sales Analysis 
Report (CSAR) and/or Property Record Card (PRC). The CSAR presents 
sales information for 3 to 5 properties, and includes the characteristics of 

Recommendations 

Auditee's Response 

2. Noncompliant 
Process Put 
Taxpayers at a 
Disadvantage 

2.1 Burden of proof 

 Appraisals not presented 
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these properties, but does not adjust prices of comparable properties for 
differences in characteristics or conditions as compared to the subject 
property. Additionally, the system-produced PRC generally only shows the 
characteristics of the subject property, but may include comparable properties 
used in determining the valuation.  
 
Statute requires appraisals and comparable information to support computer-
assisted valuations. The apparent intent is to require alternative evidence to 
support the valuation and ensure the computer-assisted valuations are 
reasonable. The BOE failing to require the AD to provide an appraisal and 
allowing the AD to only present evidence from the same system defeats the 
purpose of the additional evidentiary requirements and may prevent the 
taxpayer from obtaining an accurate assessment.  
 
The BOE accepts testimonial evidence, not substantiated by supporting 
documentation, from the AD. Without documentation it is unclear how the 
BOE determines the AD is meeting its burden to prove its valuation is 
accurate, as required by statute. The AD did not upload a CSAR in 24 of 3638 
cases reviewed, but the BOE only reduced the value of 5 of the properties to 
at or below a 15% increase from the prior value. In one instance, a BOE 
member specifically indicated the taxpayer's failure to prove their case as the 
reason to assess the valuation higher when the AD presented no evidence to 
support its valuation.  
 
Also, taxpayers were not afforded the same opportunity to present only 
testimonial evidence, and instead, were required to support any valuation 
claims with photographs, quotes or bids from contractors regarding portions 
of the home needing repair, and otherwise present evidence that the valuation 
was incorrect, which effectively shifted the burden of proof to the taxpayers. 
As the AD continuously claimed its assessments were based on sophisticated 
algorithms that included extensive valuation data, it is unclear why the BOE 
would not require such evidence from the AD, and instead, forced individual 
taxpayers to research and provide comparable information before the assessed 
valuations were adjusted. 
 
Photographs are the only evidence required by the BOE as proof of physical 
inspection and they are not always dated in the reassessment period. The date 
of the physical inspection recorded in the CAMA system is not always 
reliable either, because the time and date stamp on the photographs did not 
always agree to the dates recorded in the CAMA system. In addition, the BOE 
does not always address taxpayers' concerns expressed in appeal hearings 
regarding the lack of inspection.  
 

 
8 Out of the 367 appeals reviewed, 4 were for land only parcels that did not have a CSAR. 

 BOE does not require any 
documentation in some   
cases 

 Evidence of physical 
inspection is insufficient 
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The former BOE Chairperson stated a photograph of the subject property, 
taken within the assessment period, is the only evidence required to be 
presented to meet the physical inspection requirements of state law. She also 
indicated this is the same standard the BOE required in the 2019 and 2021 
appeal hearings. However, a photograph alone is unlikely to demonstrate that 
a physical inspection that satisfied the requirements of Section 137.115, 
RSMo, occurred and was not just a "mere observation of the property via a 
drive-by inspection." 
 
To determine if the photographs presented could even indicate a physical 
inspection was conducted during the reassessment period, we reviewed the 
dates of the photographs in the system and noted the following: 
 

 
 

Comparing the date of the photograph to the reassessment period, we noted 
that 6.4% (23 of 3599) should not have had an increase over 15% because the 
photograph taken and used as evidence of an inspection was outside of the 
reassessment period. For example, in the 2 appeals of residential apartment 
complexes tested, the most recent dated photograph attached to their 
respective BOE appeal was in 2005. Another residential single family home's 
photograph date was March 2020. The BOE only reduced the assessed 
valuations below 15% for 10 of the 23 properties and only 2 of those were 
reduced because of the photograph date. 
 
To determine the reliability of the photograph date we compared the date of 
the photograph to the entrance date10 made by a data collector within the 
CAMA system as shown in the Figure 2: 
 
 
 
 

 
9 Of the 367 appeals chosen for testing, only 359 were testable because their values increased 
over 15%, making them subject to Sections 137.115.10 to 137.115.12, RSMo. 
10 Entrance date refers to the date data collectors make contact with the property. 
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BOE decision 15% or less increase BOE decision of more than 15%

 Figure 1: Photographs in 
compliance with state law  
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We noted the dates of 57 of 367 photographs in the appeals site (more than 
15%) differed from the CAMA system entry date, and thus, could not be 
verified as taken within the assessment period. When projected to our 
population,11 this indicates the BOE may have used unreliable photographic 
evidence for approximately 1,222 appeals. The BOE's reliance on 
photographs as evidence of inspection—particularly when the images are not 
taken within the required timeframe—fails to demonstrate that the AD 
performed the statutorily required physical inspections for properties with 
valuation increases exceeding 15%. 
 
In some instances, taxpayers in the hearings pointed out specific concerns 
with the inspections performed, even after photographic evidence was 
presented. The BOE did not typically address those concerns in hearings. In 
one hearing, the taxpayer indicated multiple times that his property 
inspections were either performed inadequately or not done at all. While the 
BOE initiated discussion with the taxpayer to determine the reasons he felt 
his value was set too high, they did not address his concerns regarding 
inspections. When the taxpayer continued to express frustrations about the 
process and continued attempting to steer the discussion back to the 
inspection process, legal counsel paused the hearing to remind the taxpayer 
that the BOE and the AD were not the same and the BOE was the wrong 
target for his frustrations with what the AD did or did not do. The hearing 
continued with no further discussion regarding inspections, and while the 
BOE did eventually lower the assessed valuation to the value proposed by the 
taxpayer, it failed in its responsibility to ensure the AD met its burden of proof 
regarding inspections, even after this taxpayer expressed concerns.   
 
The BOE does not require the AD to prove it properly notified taxpayers of 
their right to an inspection in accordance with Section 137.115, RSMo. As 
noted in MAR finding number 3.2, the BOE was aware that notifications were 

 
11 The population is 7,871 settled residential appeals from July 1, 2023, through, July 1, 2024. 
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late but did not allow taxpayers to present this information as a reason their 
valuations should be adjusted. 
  
We noted the BOE did not discuss the timing of notifications in any of the 
367 appeal hearings we listened to, despite the requirement of timely 
notification for an assessment increase over 15%. Without inquiry, the BOE 
may not be aware of the notice timing because impact notices12 are not dated. 
We also noted 12 of 36713 taxpayers (3%) who had a BOE hearing by July 
31, 2024, did not have their notices postmarked until after June 15, 2023, in 
violation of statute. As a result, any increase in assessed valuation over 15 
percent for these properties is invalid. 
 
Failing to require the AD to meet its statutorily required burden of proof and 
support its valuation gives the AD an unfair advantage during the appeals 
process. Section 137.115.1, RSMo, indicates that if a valuation of real 
property is made by a computer, computer-assisted method, or a computer 
program, the burden of proof, supported by clear, convincing and cogent 
evidence to sustain such valuation, shall be on the assessor at any hearing or 
appeal. Such evidence shall include, but shall not be limited to, the following: 
(1) The findings of the assessor based on an appraisal of the property by 
generally accepted appraisal techniques; and (2) The purchase prices from 
sales of at least 3 comparable properties and the address or location thereof.  
 
Section 137.115.10, RSMo, states the assessor shall have the burden to 
establish the manner in which the physical inspection was performed and 
shall have the burden to prove that the physical inspection was performed in 
accordance with Section 137.115, RSMo. Additionally, Section 138.060.1, 
RSMo, states the BOE shall determine all appeals from the valuation of 
property made by the assessor, and shall correct and adjust the assessment 
accordingly, with no presumption that the assessor's valuation is correct; and 
for any property whose assessed valuation increased at least 15% from the 
previous assessment, unless the increase is due to new construction or 
improvement, the assessor shall have the burden to prove the valuation does 
not exceed the true market value of the subject property.  
 

 
12 The impact notice, which is also referred to as the "assessment notice," is statutorily required 
by Section 137.180(2), RSMo. It notifies taxpayers of any increases in their market and 
assessed valuations from the previous year. In addition, it includes estimated tax levies for the 
parcel taxing jurisdiction and is not a tax bill. 
13 Given that 50,000 impact notices were sent after June 15, 2023, there were likely more 
appeals for which notices were late; however, their hearings had not been completed by the 
date our test population ended. 

 Conclusion 
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Taxpayers do not always have supporting documentation available prior to, 
during, or after their appeal hearings. In addition, the BOE does not require 
documentation to be maintained as part of the appeals, as required by county 
code. 
 
The AD does not make the PRC or other support for its valuations available 
timely to taxpayers and the BOE improperly considered some untimely 
information. For over 38% of the appeals tested (142 of 367), the AD did not 
submit supporting documentation for its valuation at least 3 days prior to the 
BOE hearing as required. When projected to the population, this indicates the 
AD did not submit documentation timely in over 3,045 appeals. By 
comparison, only 27 of 213 taxpayers did not submit supporting 
documentation timely. We compared the timeliness of uploads in the CAMA 
system to the BOE rule to file documentation within 3 days as shown in Figure 
3: 
 

 
 
Of the 142 cases, the BOE still considered the untimely documentation in 134 
cases, even though this was specifically prohibited by its own rules. The BOE 
only acknowledged the late or missing documentation and returned the fair 
market value to the prior value in 7 cases. 
 
The AD did not upload the PRC to the appeals system in 5% of the appeals 
tested (19 of 367 appeals).14 When projected to the population, this indicates 
over 407 appeals did not have a PRC uploaded to the appeals site to support 
the AD's valuation during the appeal hearing. Of the 19 appeals heard with 
no PRC available, only 3 resulted in the BOE reducing the assessed valuation 
to below a 15% increase from the previous year's assessment. As noted in the 

 
14 Of the 19 appeals without a PRC, 3 were a part of the 142 cases considered untimely. 
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Background section, the BOE eventually heard more than 11,600 cases so the 
number of cases heard with missing information could be much higher. 
 
Our review of applicable hearings also noted that the AD verbally discussed 
evidence, but did not upload anything for the BOE or taxpayer to review, in 
7% of appeals tested (26 of 367). In 6 of those appeals, the BOE noted the 
missing documentation, but continued the appeal hearing without requiring 
the AD to submit the documentation. 
 
BOE Rules of Procedure, Rule 6.5, states supporting documentation that is 
not filed electronically at least 3 days prior to the first scheduled hearing date 
will not be considered by the BOE absent extraordinary circumstances and 
for good cause shown. During our review we noted occasional discussion 
among BOE members regarding when information was uploaded to the 
appeals site, but there were no instances in which the BOE discussed 
extraordinary circumstances or causes justifying why it accepted supporting 
documentation after the deadline. The lack of supporting documentation for 
appeals deprives the taxpayer of time to review available documents and 
prepare for the appeal.  
 
According to AD officials, if taxpayers want to obtain the PRCs for their 
properties prior to the AD posting them for the appeal, the taxpayers must 
submit an open records request under the Sunshine Law. It is unclear why this 
information, that is readily available in the AD's CAMA system and directly 
relates to the taxpayer's property, would not be available to the taxpayer. As 
a result, numerous taxpayers were forced to submit Sunshine Law requests to 
the AD to determine the basis for their valuations and what characteristics the 
AD recorded for their properties in the AD system. The following are all 
Sunshine Law requests made to the AD, including those for property records 
from taxpayers. 
 

Figure 4: 2023 Sunshine Law 
Requests for Jackson County AD 

 
         Month Number of Requests 

Average Fulfill Time 
(Business Days) 

 July 2,233 24.4 
 August 503 13.8 
 September 240 3.3 
 October 63 1.5 
 November 52 3.0 
 December 8 1.9 

  Total 3,099 20.16(1) 
 
(1) We calculated a total weighted average of the 3,099 requests made from July through 

December to the AD. 
 
The BOE continuously placed a higher burden of proof on the taxpayer, 
despite state law placing the burden on the AD to prove the assessed 

 Taxpayers forced to submit 
open records requests 

 Conclusion 
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valuation. Also, the failure of the AD to provide timely information gave 
taxpayers little opportunity to evaluate the AD's evidence and put them at a 
disadvantage during the hearings that, as the BOE website indicates, are 
"intended to provide an opportunity to share important facts and supporting 
evidence about the property." In addition, 2 different BOE Chairs agreed that 
denying the taxpayer access to information until the day of the appeal hearing 
undermines the process, but the process was not corrected despite this 
acknowledgment. Impeding the taxpayer's ability to see necessary evidence 
regarding the taxpayer's own property during the appeals process negates the 
intended purpose of the hearing and may prevent necessary adjustments to 
the assessed valuation from being made. Additionally, giving taxpayers little 
or no opportunity to obtain public information about their own properties 
outside of an open records request process further disadvantages the taxpayer. 
 
The BOE does not adequately ensure comparable property data meets 
statutory requirements when evaluating appeals as required by state law. 
Statute requires comparable properties be within 500 square feet of the 
property size and resemble the property age, floor plan, number of rooms, and 
other relevant characteristics.  
 
Our review of 367 BOE appeals found that 54% (197 of 367) did not have at 
least 3 compliant comparable properties documented, as required.15 When 
projected to the population, this indicates the BOE heard approximately 4,225 
appeals that did not have comparable properties in accordance with state law. 
For example, Figure 5 shows comparable information for one property (far 
left) includes properties with square footage more or less than 500 feet 
different and the number of bedrooms differs by more than one for most of 
the comparable properties. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
15 Section 137.115.1, RSMo, states, ". . . evidence shall include, but shall not be limited to, the 
following: (1) The findings of the assessor based on an appraisal of the property by generally 
accepted appraisal techniques; and (2) The purchase prices from sales of at least three 
comparable properties and the address or location thereof. As used in this subdivision, the word 
ʺcomparableʺ means that: (a) Such sale was closed at a date relevant to the property valuation; 
and (b) Such properties are not more than one mile from the site of the disputed property, 
except where no similar properties exist within one mile of the disputed property, the nearest 
comparable property shall be used. Such property shall be within five hundred square feet in 
size of the disputed property, and resemble the disputed property in age, floor plan, number of 
rooms, and other relevant characteristics." 

2.3 Comparable property 
data 
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Figure 6 shows the percentage of our tested items that differed from the 
statutory comparable property characteristics. 
 

 
 
Allowing comparable information that does not comply with state law limits 
the reliability of the AD's valuations made by a computer, computer-assisted 
method, or computer program and fails to ensure the AD is meeting its burden 
of proof for valuations as required. In addition, only 11% of applicable 
appeals (14 of 13216) had the same comparable properties on their PRC and 
CSAR. Without this, taxpayers cannot determine what supporting 
information will be considered during their upcoming hearings.  
 
The BOE failed to sufficiently notify taxpayers of their hearing dates. Our 
review of applicable17 appeals found that 35% of taxpayers (33 of 93) did not 
receive notice of their BOE hearing by mail or email 7 days prior to the 

 
16 Of 367 appeals, only 132 had a PRC with comparable properties that allowed us to compare 
them to the CSAR. 
17 Of 367 appeals, only 93 appeals were applicable because the taxpayer did not waive the 
right to attend the BOE hearing. 

20%

8%

18%
8%

46%

More than 500 square feet
different

Built date more than 10
years different

Bed/Bath Count more than
1 different

Combination of built date
and bed/bath differences

Compliant Comparable
Properties

  Figure 5: Example of comparable properties  

 Figure 6: Comparable property 
characteristic requirements were 
not met 
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hearing date, as required by county code. Of the 33, 4 received untimely 
notice and 29 did not receive notice. 
 
Section 9125.3, Jackson County Code, requires the BOE to issue written 
notice of the scheduled hearing on any tax appeal at least 7 days in advance 
of the hearing date, by email or by U.S. mail, to the taxpayer's last known 
email or mailing address of record. The BOE delegated notification duties to 
the AD and did not review notices sent out. Timely notification is necessary 
to provide taxpayers ample time to prepare for the hearing and make 
scheduling arrangements.  
 
The Board of Equalization: 
 
2.1 And County Executive require the AD to meet its statutory burden of 

proof, including providing proof of proper notification, inspection, 
appraisals, and comparable information. 

 
2.2 And County Executive ensure the AD submits information at least 3 

days prior to all appeals and refrain from considering any information 
submitted late, as required by BOE rules. 

 
2.3 Only consider comparable property information that complies with 

state law. 
 
2.4 Notify taxpayers of all hearings at least 7 days prior to the hearing 

date in compliance with Jackson County Code. 
 
The Board of Equalization's full response is included at Appendix P. 
 
The County Executive's full response is included at Appendix R. 
 
The process for filing an appeal was cumbersome and made more difficult by 
the limited time and lack of information available to taxpayers. While 
taxpayers were eventually given the opportunity to appeal after the initial 
deadline, the extensions were not timely and not publicly announced until 
shortly before the statutory deadline. Also, the BOE does not always 
acknowledge appeal requests were received as required. 
 
The process to request an appeal was not clear to many taxpayers. Taxpayers 
could only request an appeal or an interior inspection from the same drop-
down menu on the AD website. While the heading above the dropdown menu 
referenced submitting a "dispute" on the website, the taxpayer had to choose 
between "interior inspection" and "BOE appeal," and selecting "interior 
inspection" did not mean that the taxpayer had also requested an appeal, 
although it is a reasonable assumption given the taxpayer was selecting a 
dispute type. If taxpayers did not fill the form out again to request an appeal 

Recommendations 

Auditee's Response 

3. Appeal Filing Was 
Difficult for 
Taxpayers  

3.1 Confusing process 
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by the eventual appeals deadline, they lost their ability to appeal, but the 
process was confusing because no option existed in the dropdown menu to 
allow the taxpayer to request both an interior inspection and a BOE appeal. 
Approximately 220 taxpayers appealed after the July 31 deadline and the 
BOE accepted 102 of those. In addition, the Director indicated during a BOE 
Procedural meeting that only 900 of 6000 taxpayers that requested an interior 
inspection did not file an appeal (approximately 15%). The Director indicated 
this statistic supports her position that the process was clear. However, 15% 
of taxpayers not appealing is significant and an indicator that the process 
could have been more clear. Figure 7 shows a screenshot of the drop-down 
menu: 
 

 
 
Clear directions and usable interfaces are necessary to ensure taxpayers are 
aware of all their options and can make appropriate decisions. Without this, 
taxpayers may inadvertently forego their right to appeal and accept assessed 
valuations more than market value. 
 
The AD's failure to provide timely impact notices to taxpayers impeded the 
appeals process. As discussed in 2023-086, Jackson County Assessment 
Department Preliminary Review (see Appendix E), beginning in April 2023, 
the AD notified some taxpayers with assessed valuation increases over 15% 
that they may request an interior inspection if they met certain requirements.18 
However, these letters were only prepared for approximately 15% of the 
applicable parcels that required notification.  
 
The AD informed most taxpayers of the right to an interior inspection in the 
general assessment letters that were sent to the AD's mailing vendor in 
batches on May 31 and June 15. These letters indicated the property owner 
had to request a BOE appeal of the valuation by July 10, 2023. As a result, 
some property owners were provided their valuation notices less than 2 weeks 
before the appeal deadline and had little or no opportunity to schedule and 
receive an interior inspection, and to consider the information before the 
appeals deadline. Some taxpayers did request interior inspections, but due to 

 
18 As discussed in 2023-086, Jackson County Assessment Department Preliminary Review, 
issued in December 2023 (see Appendix E), the criteria listed to be eligible for an interior 
inspection in both the April and June notices was also inaccurate. 

 Figure 7: Drop-down menu  

3.2 Notification delays 
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the lateness of being able to make the request, many of those inspections were 
not completed by the deadline for filing an appeal.  
 
The BOE expressed concerns with the notice process as early as January 
2023, but the AD did not change its procedures in response. BOE members 
acknowledged during procedural meetings in January 2023 that it would 
"undermine the process" if the AD and taxpayers did not have access to each 
other's information regarding the properties before the appeal. They also 
discussed that Tyler had initially indicated taxpayers would be able to obtain 
valuations and supporting documentation online, which would have allowed 
the taxpayer to make earlier decisions about appeals and interior inspections. 
The Director indicated the AD was still working with Tyler on what the public 
would be able to see when logging into the system and filing an appeal. This 
capability did not become available until October 2025.  
 
Timely notification of relevant information is necessary to ensure taxpayers 
have every opportunity to appeal their assessments. The late notifications 
limited taxpayers' ability to make timely, educated decisions on whether to 
appeal, and as a result, some taxpayers may have accepted inappropriately 
inflated assessments rather than appeal.  
 
Despite known issues with assessment notices, the AD was reluctant to 
support extending the appeals deadline and the BOE did not change the 
deadline until a few days prior to it, limiting the helpfulness of the extension 
to taxpayers. 
 
The BOE discussed with the AD as early as May 2023 that notices initially 
sent only included estimated valuations. In early June the AD told the BOE 
that the AD would need to send 53,000 notices a day to meet the notification 
requirements. In a July 7, 2023, meeting the county administration and the 
Director admitted the AD struggled to meet the June 15 statutory notification 
deadline, and the County Counselor indicated the appeal deadline should be 
extended. However, the Director cited her staff's exhaustion, the fact that 
there were already likely 28,000 appeals, and that she did not think that an 
extension until the end of July was necessary as reasons for not supporting a 
deadline extension. Also, when asked about the status of the remaining 
valuation notices outstanding, the Director indicated she would not discuss 
that in an open meeting, despite it being public information. While she 
indicated the AD would comply with any extension, the Director's reluctance 
to discuss the notice status and argument that there were already too many 
appeals, gives at least the appearance of trying to impede taxpayers' ability to 
question her department's assessments. 
 
The BOE voted on July 7, 2023, to extend the appeals deadline to July 31. 
This information was made public on July 9, which was 1 day before the 
deadline. Also because the deadline was only extended 21 days, taxpayers 

3.3 Appeal deadline 
extension 



 

34 

Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Management Advisory Report - State Auditor's Findings 

who had not already requested an interior inspection did not have the allowed 
30 days to do so and then decide to appeal.   
 
Some taxpayers also continued to request appeals after the July 31 deadline 
because they requested an interior inspection but did not realize they did not 
file for appeal. The BOE did not discuss these requests until October 11, 2023. 
During that meeting, the Director defended the AD's instructions to taxpayers 
on filing appeals and interior inspections implying there would be no reason 
to allow any of these taxpayers to appeal after the July 31 deadline. The BOE 
appropriately determined it was best to accept the appeals given the 
confusion, and extended the appeals deadline to October 16, 2023. 
 
BOE members could not explain why they waited until the day before the 
original July 10 deadline to notify taxpayers of the deadline extension to July 
31. They also indicated the extension to October 16 was only an acceptance 
of already filed requests rather than an extension, so they believed notification 
was not necessary. However, timely notice is necessary to ensure taxpayers 
can make educated decisions about appealing and can obtain appeals as 
required by statute. 
 
Taxpayers may not have received an acknowledgment of their appeal filings 
as required by county code. The BOE could not locate 94% of 
acknowledgments of filing a tax appeal (346 of 367 appeals tested). The BOE 
stated that acknowledgments of appeal are not tracked or maintained due to 
lack of resources. 
 
Without an acknowledgment of their appeal, taxpayers may not be aware of 
inaccurate or incomplete appeal information and the BOE cannot ensure all 
individuals requesting an appeal are provided the opportunity. Section 
9125.2, Jackson County Code requires the BOE to provide a written 
acknowledgment of the filing of a tax appeal to the appropriate taxpayer or 
attorney/agent by personal hand delivery, email, or U.S. mail to the taxpayer's 
last known email or mailing address of record.  
 
 
The Board of Equalization: 
 
3.1 And the AD ensure the process for requesting an appeal is clear and 

not easily confused with other requests. 
 
3.2 - 3.3 Ensure sufficient time is provided to taxpayers to appeal their 

assessment decisions and that AD information is readily available 
to taxpayers. 

 
3.4 Send acknowledgments of tax appeals as required by county code 

and retain documentation to support the acknowledgment was sent. 

3.4 Acknowledgment of 
Appeals 

Recommendations 
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The Board of Equalization's full response is included at Appendix P. 
 
The County Executive's full response, which includes his response on behalf 
of the AD, is included at Appendix R. 
 
Initial hearings with the AD and hearing officers are not well documented or 
reviewed, and hearing officers were incentivized to quickly resolve cases, 
limiting the effectiveness of the process. As noted in MAR finding number 
1.1, over 30,000 taxpayers chose to sign a stipulation after an informal 
hearing or a Memorandum of Settlement after a hearing officer hearing rather 
than appealing to the full BOE. The process of attending an informal hearing 
and/or a hearing officer hearing is supposed to help resolve valuation disputes 
early in the process to the satisfaction of the taxpayer and the AD. However, 
the lack of support for valuations, lack of review, and emphasis on resolving 
cases quickly likely resulted in unresolved disputes and valuations that did 
not represent the true value of the property. 
 
Hearing officers maintain little or no documentation to support their 
valuations and do not always upload information to the appeals site. As a 
result, the BOE did not have information available to review a negotiated 
assessed valuation and in many cases would not be aware that a taxpayer met 
with a hearing officer unless the taxpayer discussed it in the BOE hearing.  
 
Our review of applicable hearing documentation noted that for 56% of 
hearings in which the taxpayer later appealed to the full BOE (43 of 7719), the 
hearing officer did not upload proposed MOS agreements or other notes or 
documentation to the appeals site for the BOE to review during the BOE 
hearing. Without this, the only way the BOE would know if a hearing was 
held would be if BOE members searched AD emails for a hearing notice or if 
the taxpayer discussed it before the BOE. For example, in one of the appeals 
reviewed, the BOE did not know about a hearing until it was mentioned by 
the taxpayer, and the only record of the hearing was discussions documented 
in the BOE appeal transcript. We were able to identify the other 42 hearings 
by locating hearing officer notices in the files, which were not always reliable 
as discussed in MAR finding number 4.3. 
 
Even for those cases in which the hearing officer uploaded documents, there 
was little to support the valuation. BOE members also expressed concern 
about the lack of notes and support maintained by hearing officers and the 
need for that information. Our review of 34 of 77 uploaded hearing 
documents noted the officers frequently only included the valuation and 

 
19 Of 367 appeals, only 77 were applicable because (1) the taxpayer appealed to the full BOE, 
and (2) documentation indicated the taxpayer previously had a hearing with an officer. The 
previous hearings were documented on the appeals site, in Outlook Exchange files provided 
by the AD, and/or in audio files of taxpayer testimony to the BOE.  

Auditee's Response 

4. Informal and 
Hearing Officer 
Hearings Were Not 
Always Effective 

4.1 Hearing officer 
documentation 
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minimal notes, and there was no documentation of evidence reviewed (see 
Appendix I). In comparison, some hearing documents uploaded have 
sufficient detail to support the hearing officer's valuation (see Appendix J). 
 
BOE members indicated documentation from hearing officer hearings is 
necessary so they can evaluate what was discussed, the officer's 
recommendation, and why the hearing officer did not resolve the appeal. AD 
personnel also indicated it was difficult to make a decision on the value 
without any support for the hearing officer's suggested value. Without a 
standard process for hearing officer documentation, there is limited efficiency 
and effectiveness in hearing officer hearings, and taxpayer time to attend 
these hearings is trivialized.  
 
The BOE does not adequately review or approve assessment modifications 
taxpayers agreed to with the AD or in hearing officer hearings. In addition, 
the BOE does not retain all settlement logs to document its review and 
approval. BOE members indicated they did not have adequate staff, time, or 
procedures in place to track this information, so they relied on the AD to do 
this. 
 
The BOE's only review and approval process for the majority of applicable 
stipulation and MOS agreements is for BOE members to read through and 
sign a system-generated list/spreadsheet showing the change in value by 
parcel. The list does not specify if the agreed change was the result of an 
agreement with the AD (stipulation) or hearing with a hearing officer (MOS). 
The BOE Chair indicated she selects an unspecified number of parcels from 
the list to review related supporting documentation. However, she did not 
document which parcels she reviewed or what documentation she reviewed. 
Also, as noted in section 4.1, support for hearing officer decisions is not 
always available to review, so BOE members may not be able to review 
documentation for those selected. 
 
In addition, a quorum of the BOE does not approve the lists of parcels with 
valuation changes, and consequently, does not approve the value changes and 
waiver of full BOE appeal as required. BOE approval is noted only by the 
signature of the BOE member that reviewed the list of settled appeals. We 
reviewed the stipulation/MOS lists received by the BOE and noted the 
majority of lists included less than a quorum (2 members) of the BOE's 
signatures as shown in Figure 8: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4.2 BOE review was 
inadequate 
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According to the stipulation/MOS lists for the period July 1, 2023, to July 31, 
2024, a total of 19,642 appealed parcels were approved for revision and the 
appeals were dropped. However, BOE members indicated they were unsure 
if they are provided all stipulation/MOS lists since there is no process to 
account for all stipulation/MOS lists that are offered and signed. The assessed 
valuations of these properties decreased by an average of 21%. Only 43 of the 
over 19,000 (0.2%) parcels had all 3 full-time BOE members' signatures 
showing approval. 
 
The BOE explained in a letter to the STC (see Appendix H) that "all decisions 
reached by hearing officers, in consensus with the taxpayer and assessment, 
must undergo the Board's scrutiny and receive official sign-off. . . ." Some 
BOE members indicated they use DocuSign for stipulation sign-off sheets 
and they believe some members use DocuSign and then accidentally save the 
wrong copy of the file, thus saving the blank copy and not the signed copy. 
 
Section 138.040.2, RSMo, indicates that a majority of the members present 
shall determine all matters of appeal or revision. Stipulations after July 1 and 
MOS agreements represent a revision in valuation and an agreement by the 
taxpayer to forego a BOE appeals hearing. Without an adequate, documented 
review and approval process the BOE is not only failing to meet its statutory 
duties but also effectively "rubber stamping" all revisions proposed by the 
AD or hearing officers.  
 
For 5 of 77 applicable appeals, there was no documentation that the BOE sent 
a notice of the hearing officer hearing 7 days prior to the hearing as required. 
BOE members indicated that hearing officer hearings do not qualify as 
hearings. However, Section 9125.10, Jackson County Code, refers to them as 
such. 
 
Section 9125.3, Jackson County Code, requires written notice to be sent 7 
days prior to any hearing date, by email or by U.S. mail. Timely notification 
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is necessary to provide taxpayers with ample time to prepare for hearings and 
make scheduling arrangements as needed to be able to attend the hearing.  
 
Hearing officers had an incentive to mediate as many appeals as possible. The 
second addendum of the hearing officer contract provided an allowance for 
bonuses of $100 if the officers could get 30 signed MOS agreements per day. 
While no officers reached this level, several were very close, and the incentive 
alone could have led officers to limit their documentation as discussed in 
section 4.1 and rush cases to try to achieve the bonus.  
 
An appraiser's ethical obligations under the Uniform Standards of 
Professional Appraisal Practice require an appraiser to act in a manner that is 
independent, impartial, and objective. Paying an incentive to expedite cases 
could limit the impartiality of the hearing officer (appraiser) to mediate a case, 
resulting in possible failure to ensure a fair market value is determined as 
intended.  
 
The Board of Equalization: 
 
4.1 Ensure hearing officers complete and retain documentation to 

support valuations. 
 
4.2 Ensure MOS and stipulation agreements are reviewed and approved 

by a majority of the BOE as required, and all lists of such agreements 
are retained. 

 
4.3 Notify taxpayers of all hearings at least 7 days prior to the hearing 

date in compliance with county code. 
 
4.4 And the County Legislature, along with the County Executive, and 

Assessment Department refrain from entering into contracts that 
could limit the effectiveness and impartiality of hearings. 

 
The Board of Equalization's full response is included at Appendix P. 
 
The County Legislature's full response is included at Appendix Q. 
 
The County Executive's full response, which includes his response on behalf 
of the Assessment Department, is included at Appendix R. 
 
The BOE does not issue written rulings or notify all taxpayers of its decisions 
as required by county code. Written rulings, as defined by county code, must 
be supported by competent and substantial evidence on the record. County 
code also requires the BOE to send Notice of Decision letters, which provide 
taxpayers with the results of their appeals. 
 

4.4 Hearing Officer 
incentives 

Recommendations 

Auditee's Response 

5. BOE Decisions 
Were Not 
Documented As 
Required 
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The BOE did not issue written rulings for any of the 367 cases reviewed, as 
required by county code.20 In addition, the BOE did not issue or maintain 
Notice of Decision letters for 6% of appeals tested (22 of 367). For the 
remaining 345 appeals, 51% of notices were issued more than 30 days after 
the date of the hearing (176 of 34521). While county code does not specify the 
time frame for issuance of the written ruling or Notice of Decision letter, the 
BOE tells taxpayers they should receive a decision within 30 days. 
 
The BOE stated its written rulings were a combination of the audio recordings 
from the hearings and the Notice of Decision letters; however, county code 
requires both a written ruling and Notice of Decision be prepared for each 
appeal decided by the BOE. The Notice of Decision does not include the 
classification of the property, the assessor's assessed valuations, or the BOE's 
market and assessed valuations to be on the Notice of Decision as required by 
county code. In addition, Notice of Decision letters do not contain all the 
information required to be in a written ruling, such as a description of all 
evidence presented by all parties to the appeal and a statement that the 
decision is based on the evidence presented. In addition, these decision letters 
are not issued for each appeal heard. The BOE indicated it relied on the AD 
to issue Notice of Decision letters and was unaware of the AD's plans for 
issuing the notices in batches, which in some instances meant delays in 
taxpayers receiving notices. Without written rulings and timely notices of 
decision letters, taxpayers may not have necessary information to appeal to 
the STC, which requires the decision letter when filing the appeal. 
 
Section 9125.6, Jackson County Code, indicates the BOE shall issue a written 
decision on each matter heard, which must be supported by competent and 
substantial evidence on the record as a whole. The written decision shall 
include the parcel, property classification, property description, BOE appeal 
number, parties to stipulations and the amount and date of the stipulation, 
description of evidence presented and additional evidence considered by the 
BOE, a statement the decision is based on evidence, adjusted value, and the 
date. Section 9125.8, Jackson County Code indicates a written notice of 
decision shall be mailed to the taxpayer that contains the date of mailing, 
recipient name and address, parcel number, appeal number, property address 
and classification, assessor and BOE's assessed and market values, notice of 
right to appeal, and the deadline for filing an appeal. 
 
The BOE ensure written rulings and Notice of Decision letters are issued on 
a timely basis to all taxpayers and in compliance with county code.  
 
The Board of Equalization's full response is included at Appendix P. 

 
20 Section 9125.9, Jackson County Code includes requirements of the Notice of Decision letter. 
21 Of 367 appeals, only 345 had a decision notice that was issued. 

Recommendation 

Auditee's Response 
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Organization and Statistical Information 

The Jackson County Appeals Process encompasses the entire Board of 
Equalization (BOE) as an independent body, established pursuant to Missouri 
law, specifically Chapter 138, RSMo. Jackson County is governed by a 
Constitutional Home Rule Charter established in 1970.  
 
The Board of Equalization (BOE) is comprised of 3 full-time members who 
serve overlapping terms of 3 years and are appointed by the County 
Executive. The County Executive designates the Board Chair and the Board 
Chair designates the Vice Chair. Members receive $1,500 each month, except 
for July and August in which they receive $3,000 per month. In addition, they 
receive $150 in compensation per meeting. The members of the BOE as of 
December 31, 2023, are listed below. 
 

 Member Salary 
 V. Edwin Stoll, Chair of the BOE (1)   $21,000 
 Forestine Beasley, Permanent Member/BOE (2) $21,000 
 Lauren Allen, Permanent Member/BOE (3) $21,000 
 
(1)  Nathaniel Petty was appointed as the Chair of the BOE on March 5, 2025, to replace 

Forestine Beasley. Forestine Beasley was appointed as the Chair of the BOE on March 
25, 2024, to replace V. Edwin Stoll. 

(2)  James Glover III was appointed on November 18, 2025, to replace Jacqueline Sommer. 
Jacqueline Sommer was appointed on February 24, 2025, to replace Nathaniel Petty. 
Nathaniel Petty was appointed on April 26, 2024, to replace Forestine Beasley. 

(3)  Terrell Walls was appointed on February 10, 2025, to complete the term of Earnest Rouse. 
Earnest Rouse was appointed on August 22, 2024, to replace Lauren Allen.  

 
 

Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Organization and Statistical Information 

Board of Equalization 
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Appendix A 
Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Informal Review and Stipulation Prior to July 1, 2023 

The following appendixes provide supporting documentation for the Jackson 
County Assessment Appeals Process audit and are summarized in the 
following table: 
 

 
Appendix  

Type of Supporting  
Documentation 

A Informal Review and Stipulation Prior to July 1, 2023 
B Stipulation With Assessment Department After July 1, 2023 
C Stipulation Sign Off Sheet 
D Memorandum of Settlement 
E Jackson County Assessment Department Preliminary 

Review 
F Notice of Decision 
G Assessment Do Not Reply Email as BOE 
H BOE Letter to the STC 
I Hearing Officer Documents With Minimal Notes 
J Hearing Officer Documents With Sufficient Notes 
K State Auditor Subpoenas - Forestine A. Beasley 
L State Auditor Subpoenas - Gail McCann Beatty 
M State Auditor Subpoenas - Daniel Anderson and Data Cloud 

Solutions 
N Circuit Court of Jackson County - Petition for Declaratory 

Judgment and to Enforce Administrative Subpoena 
O Circuit Court of Jackson County - First Amended Petition for 

Declaratory Judgment and to Enforce Administrative 
Subpoena 

P Board of Equalization's Responses to Audit 
Recommendations  

Q County Legislature's Responses to Audit Recommendations 
R County Executive's Responses to Audit Recommendations 

 
 
 
 

Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Supporting Documentation 
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Appendix A 
Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Informal Review and Stipulation Prior to July 1, 2023 
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Appendix B 
Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Stipulation With Assessment Department After July 1, 2023 
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Appendix C 
Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Stipulation Sign Off Sheet 
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Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Memorandum of Settlement 
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Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Jackson County Assessment Department Preliminary Review 
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Jackson County Assessment Department Preliminary Review 
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Jackson County Assessment Department Preliminary Review 
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Jackson County Assessment Department Preliminary Review 
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Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Notice of Decision 
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Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Assessment Do Not Reply Email as BOE 
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Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
BOE Letter to the STC 
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BOE Letter to the STC 

 
 
 
  



 

60 

Appendix H 
Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
BOE Letter to the STC 

 
  



 

61 

Appendix H 
Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
BOE Letter to the STC 
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Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
BOE Letter to the STC 
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Appendix I 
Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Hearing Officer Documents With Minimal Notes 
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Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
Hearing Officer Documents With Sufficient Notes 
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Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
State Auditor Subpoenas - Forestine A. Beasley 
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Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
State Auditor Subpoenas - Forestine A. Beasley 
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State Auditor Subpoenas - Forestine A. Beasley 
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State Auditor Subpoenas - Forestine A. Beasley 
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Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
State Auditor Subpoenas - Gail McCann Beatty 
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Jackson County Assessment Appeals Process 
State Auditor Subpoenas - Gail McCann Beatty 
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State Auditor Subpoenas - Gail McCann Beatty 
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State Auditor Subpoenas - Gail McCann Beatty 
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State Auditor Subpoenas - Daniel Anderson and Data Cloud Solutions 
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Circuit Court of Jackson County - Petition for Declaratory Judgment and to 
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Circuit Court of Jackson County - First Amended Petition for Declaratory 
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