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Texas Supreme Court 

1. Valero Refining-Texas, L.P. v. Galveston Cent. Appraisal Dist., 519 S.W.3d 66 (Tex. 2017) 

 

Holdings: trial court had jurisdiction over taxpayer’s appeal of valuations from only 

certain accounts; some evidence supported jury’s finding that medium conversion refinery 

was comparable to taxpayer’s heavy conversion refinery; component accounts of 

taxpayer’s refinery could be compared to analogous accounts of comparable refineries 

without consideration of total valuation; value of pollution control equipment not required 

to be considered to determine unequal taxation; and refineries’ values could be adjusted by 

calculating equivalent distillation capacity.  

 

Valero challenged some, but not all, of the account appraisals for its refinery before the ARB on 

the basis that the appraisals exceeded market values and were not equal and uniform compared to 

the two other refineries in Galveston County, a larger one belonging to BP and a smaller one 

owned by Marathon. The ARB reduced the values for some of the challenged accounts, and 

Valero appealed to the district court. Valero argued that the other two refineries constituted “a 

reasonable number of comparable properties” under Tex. Tax Code § 42.26(a)(3). The Galveston 

Central Appraisal District (“GCAD”) disputed this, given the large disparity in the capacity of 

the three refineries. The jury found the property was appraised unequally and rendered judgment 

for Valero.  

 

On appeal, the GCAD argued that the trial court lacked jurisdiction to determine an unequal 

appraisal challenge on the individual accounts rather than the appraised value of the refinery as a 

whole. The court rejected this argument and held that while there was some evidence the three 

refineries were comparable, there was no evidence to support the jury’s verdict. Valero and the 

GCAD each sought and received review by the Texas Supreme Court. The high court agreed that 

the trial court had jurisdiction over Valero’s appeal and that there was evidence to support the 

jury’s finding that Marathon’s refinery, though smaller, was a comparable facility for the 

purpose of Valero’s equal-and-uniform challenge. Finally, the court held that because the GCAD 

appraised the three refineries using individual accounts for separate components, the values can 

be compared for determining Valero’s equal-and-uniform challenge. 

 

 

2. ETC Marketing, LTD. v. Harris Cnty. Appraisal Dist., 518 S.W.3d 371 (Tex. 2017) 

 

Holdings: gas implicated interstate commerce; gas was not in transit and had a substantial 

nexus with the state, even though much of it would be sold outside the state; ad valorem tax 

was internally consistent; tax did not discriminate against interstate commerce; and tax 

was reasonably related to state services. 
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ETC challenged ad valorem taxes, arguing that its stored gas was in the stream of interstate 

commerce and thus immune from taxation. The trial court granted the Harris County Appraisal 

District’s (“HCAD”) motion for summary judgment. The appeals court affirmed, assuming the 

gas was in interstate commerce but accepting the HCAD’s argument that the tax satisfied the 

four-pronged test to determine the constitutionality of state taxation of interstate commerce laid 

out by the U.S. Supreme Court in Complete Auto Transit, Inc. v. Brady: the tax must apply to an 

activity with a substantial nexus with the taxing state; be fairly apportioned; not discriminate 

against interstate commerce; and be fairly related to the services provided by the state. ETC 

appealed.  

 

The Texas Supreme Court affirmed the court of appeals, first disposing of ETC’s argument that 

the stored gas was not located in Texas for longer than a “temporary period” per § 11.01(c) of 

the Tex. Tax Code on the grounds that the claim was not included within ETC’s motion for 

summary judgment. The Court then found the gas was in interstate commerce as a result of its 

placement within a pipeline connected to an interstate network. In its Complete Auto analysis, the 

Court concluded that storing the gas broke continuity of transit, creating a substantial nexus with 

the state of Texas. The Court also held the tax internally and externally consistent. Likewise, the 

Court held the tax to be nondiscriminatory and related to services provided by the state, such as 

police and fire protection.  

 

 

Texas Court of Appeals 

3. City of Austin v. Travis Cent. Appraisal Dist., 506 S.W.3d 607 (Tex. App. – Austin 

November 10, 2016, no pet.) 

 

Holdings: city failed to plead injury sufficient to confer standing to challenge 

constitutionality of Tax Code provisions; and city failed to exhaust its administrative 

remedies in connection with its challenge to appraisal levels.  

 

The City filed a petition with the ARB challenging the Travis Central Appraisal District’s 

(“TCAD”) level of appraisals on certain categories of property for the 2015 tax year under 

§ 41.03(a) of the Tex. Tax Code. The City and TCAD presented an agreed motion to the ARB, 

requesting an order denying their challenge to allow the City to file suit in district court. The 

ARB complied. In the resultant suit, the City claimed the 2015 level of appraisals of C1 vacant 

land and F1 commercial real property were unequal as compared to other property categories; 

requested a reappraisal of all property within those categories; and challenged the 

constitutionality of § 41.43(b)(3) and § 42.26(a)(3) of the Tex. Tax Code because those sections 

incentivize taxpayer protests, diminish appraisals to a median value below market value, and 

result in unequal taxation. The district court granted a plea to the jurisdiction and a motion for 

summary judgment filed by separate groups of commercial property owners.  

 

On appeal, the court ruled that the City did not have standing for their constitutional challenge 

because it is not charged with implementing the specified sections of the Tex. Tax Code. The 

court also ruled that the City failed to exhaust its administrative remedies because, by its lack of 

presented exhibits, testimony, or argument, the City effectively deprived the ARB of the chance 

to decide the merits of the challenge petition. The court reasoned, following the Texas Supreme 
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Court’s logic regarding taxpayer protests in Webb Cnty. Appraisal Dist. v. New Laredo Hotel, 

that the City essentially failed to appear by requesting that the ARB deny its challenge petition.   

 

 

4. Parker Cnty. Appraisal Dist. v. Bosque Disposal Systems, 506 S.W.3d 665 (Tex. App. – Fort 

Worth December 28, 2016, no pet.) 

 

Holding: Wells can be separately assessed from tracts of land on which they were located.  

 

The Parker County Appraisal District (“PCAD”) appraised subsurface saltwater disposal wells 

separately from the owners’ tracts of land and surface improvements. Following denial of their 

protests by the ARB, the owners brought suit, arguing that the additional assessment based on 

the income stream from the wells subjected the land to “multiple appraisals for the same 

property.” The trial court granted owners’ motion for summary judgment, asserting that the tax 

code does not authorize the PCAD to separately value and tax the disposal wells and the fee 

simple surface tracts.  

 

The appeals court reversed, rejecting the owners’ argument that separate assessment of the 

surface and subsurface is prohibited without severance and conveyance of all or part of the latter 

estate. The court also rejected the owners’ claim that taxable real property must fit in one of the 

categories listed in chapter 25 of the Tex. Tax Code, because some of the categories overlap.  

 

 

5. Cypress Creek Fayridge, L.P. v. Harris Cnty. Appraisal Dist., 2016 WL 7164032 (Tex. App. 

– Houston [1
st
 Dist.] December 8, 2016, no pet.) 

 

Holding: unless imposed by statute, a requirement that all evidence specific to a property 

be “taken into account” is not a requirement that any piece of evidence is ultimately 

determinative or must be relied upon by an appraisal district. 

 

Cypress Creek sued the Harris County Appraisal District (“HCAD”), asserting its low-income 

apartment complex was appraised over its market value. Cypress Creek relied on the opinion of a 

licensed real estate broker, while one of the HCAD’s professional appraisers testified on their 

behalf. The trial court found that Cypress Creek’s evidence was not persuasive and accepted the 

HCAD’s appraisal of the complex’s value.  

 

Cypress Creek appealed, arguing that the HCAD carries the burden of proof for a market 

valuation of property and that the evidence entered at trial was legally and factually insufficient 

to support the trial court’s finding. The appellate court cited precedent contradicting Cypress 

Creek’s burden of proof claim before noting that Cypress Creek had not demonstrated that no 

evidence supported the finding. Cypress Creek argued that the appraisal was not supported by 

legally sufficient proof because the HCAD’s appraiser failed to rely on the complex’s actual 

expenses when calculating market value. The court quoted from the record to show the HCAD’s 

appraiser did consider those expenses, adding that the Tex. Tax Code does not mandate reliance 

on a specific type of data. The court also ruled that Texas Department of Housing and 
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Community Affairs data regarding low-income housing constituted legal sufficient evidence of 

comparability for § 23.012(a)(2) of the Tex. Tax Code.  

 

 

6. Flores v. Grayson Cnty. Cent. Appraisal Dist., 2016 WL 7384161 (Tex. App. – Dallas 

December 21, 2016, no pet.) 

 

Holdings: taxpayer had burden to provide evidence in support of claim that property was 

overvalued; and valuation opinion, without factual basis, is legally insufficient to render 

directed verdict improper. 

 

Flores sued the Grayson County Central Appraisal District (“GCAD”), claiming his residential 

property was overvalued. At trial, Flores testified the property was worth around $37,000. The 

trial court excluded the comparative market value analysis Flores tried to present upon the 

GCAD’s objection, the GCAD explained its appraisal process, and the court granted a directed 

verdict for the GCAD.  

 

The appeals court affirmed, rejecting Flores’s contention that the trial court must ensure the 

GCAD’s appraisal was supported by evidence. Instead, Flores failed to meet his burden to 

provide evidence that the property was overvalued or that the appraisal was wrong. The court 

also ruled that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in excluding Flores’s market value 

analysis because Flores did not address the GCAD’s objections on appeal and made no showing 

there was good cause for his failure to timely provide the analysis in discovery or that the failure 

to do so would not unfairly surprise or unfairly prejudice the GCAD.  

 

 

7. Chambers v. San Augustine Cnty. Appraisal Dist., 514 S.W.3d 420 (Tex. App. – Tyler 

February 8, 2017, no pet.) 

 

Holding: oil and gas leases authorized pooling but not cross-conveyance of mineral 

interests, precluding taxation in county in which land was not located. 

 

Chambers owned land in Shelby County and entered into an oil and gas lease. Their interest was 

included in production units that included interests in land in San Augustine County. The San 

Augustine Central Appraisal District (“SACAD”) sent Chambers a notice of appraised value for 

Chambers’ fractional royalty interest. Chambers protested before the ARB, which ruled for the 

SACAD. Chambers filed suit, arguing that their mineral interest is in Shelby County and is 

correctly appraised and taxed there. The trial court granted the SACAD’s summary judgment 

motion, siding with their contention that Chambers cross-conveyed their mineral interest through 

pooling.  

 

Although precedent holds that participants in a pooling agreement typically do cross-convey to 

one another an interest in the minerals underlying the agreement, the appeals court reversed 

because in this case Chambers’ lease controlled and expressly prohibited such a conveyance.  
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8. Samshi Homes, L.L.C. v. Harris Cnty. Appraisal Dist., 2017 WL 631850 (Tex. App. – 

Houston [1
st
 Dist.] February 16, 2017, no pet.) 

 

Holding: the trial court had no discretion to fail to hold an oral hearing on the motion to 

reinstate when the motion was timely filed and properly verified.  

 

Samshi filed suit against the Harris County Appraisal District in May 2009 and amended its 

petition in 2010. After Samshi’s bankruptcy action was dismissed, it amended its petition again, 

in 2012. A year later, the trial court dismissed the case for want of prosecution. Samshi filed a 

motion to reinstate, verified the motion with an affidavit from its attorney, and requested a 

hearing on the motion. The trial court took no action on the request and the motion was overruled 

by operation of law. The appeals court reversed and remanded, because Samshi properly filed the 

motion within 30 days of the dismissal order and it was verified, as required by Texas Rule of 

Civil Procedure 165a(3).  

 

 

9. City of El Paso v. Mountain Vista Builders, Inc., 2017 WL 912154 (Tex. App. – El Paso 

March 8, 2017, no pet.) 

 

Holding: ARB required to have decided whether alleged lack of notice of taxes due 

prevented the assessment of interest and penalties, so trial court lacked jurisdiction; and 

developer waived affirmative defenses of payment, waiver, and estoppel.  

 

The City filed a tax suit against Mountain Vista in May 2009. Mountain Vista filed a general 

denial and presented evidence at trial that it was developing the land at issue by building and 

selling homes. Mountain Vista claimed it paid tax bills it received, presented evidence that some 

tax notices were misaddressed, and noted that any outstanding taxes should have been addressed 

by the City at closing. Mountain Vista learned of the tax delinquency in 2011. The City argued 

that lack of notice must first be presented to the ARB and the developer’s general denial did not 

support its apparent affirmative defenses, which must be specifically pled.  

 

On appeal, the trial court’s ruling for Mountain Vista was reversed. The appellate court ruled that 

any defense based on lack of notice must have first been raised with the ARB. Additionally, the 

court ruled that Mountain Vista’s arguments at the trial court amounted to affirmative defenses 

of payment, waiver, and estoppel that were not specifically pled as required.   

 

 

10. Avery v. Guadalupe Cnty. Appraisal Dist., 2017 WL 1337640 (Tex. App. – San Antonio 

April 12, 2017, no pet.) 

 

Holding: taxing entities had constitutional authority to impose and collect ad valorem 

taxes.  
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Avery filed protests with the ARB for his three properties, claiming that they were over market 

value, unequally appraised, and more generally, that ad valorem property taxes are 

unconstitutional. The ARB issued an order on the market value and unequal appraisal claims on 

July 22, 2015. Avery requested the ARB rule on his other issues for him to perfect an appeal. 

The ARB issued a second, separate order on these issues on October 16, 2015. At trial, the 

Guadalupe County Appraisal District (“GCAD”) moved for dismissal of Avery’s appeal on the 

first order, on the grounds that it was not timely. The GCAD also moved for traditional and no-

evidence summary judgment on Avery’s appeal of the second order, which was granted.  

 

On appeal, Avery made no argument regarding his market value or unequal appraisal claims, so 

the court moved on to his issue of whether his property could be taxed at all. The court rejected 

Avery’s claim that ad valorem taxes are unconstitutional state taxes, because the state neither 

imposes nor controls them. The court then detailed statutory and constitutional authority for the 

ad valorem taxes at issue. The court also found Avery’s affidavit and exhibits, including quotes 

from the Founding Fathers on the subject of taxation, failed to show he was entitled to a tax 

exemption. 

 

 

11. Dish Network Corp. v. Collin Cent. Appraisal Dist., 2017 WL 1536511 (Tex. App. – Dallas 

April 27, 2017, no pet.) 

 

Holdings: applying one appraisal method when another method would produce better 

results is not a clerical error as defined in the Tex. Tax Code; and correction of appraisal 

roll under § 25.25(c)(3) not authorized when business personal property did exist at 

location in appraisal roll.  

 

Dish Network filed a protest for “excessive appraisal, unequal appraisal and appraisal of 

intangibles” of its business personal property with the ARB in July 2011. The ARB denied the 

protest, and Dish Network sued in September 2012. Dish Network claimed it presented the ARB 

with argument under § 25.25(c) of the Tex. Tax Code that clerical errors inflated their tax 

liability for 2011. The Collin Central Appraisal District (“CCAD”) filed a motion for summary 

judgment, which the trial court granted.  

 

The appeals court affirmed. In reviewing the affidavit provided by the CCAD’s appraiser, the 

court found that the CCAD and Dish Network disagreed on valuation theory and that the 

discrepancy was not a clerical error, because that term does not include “a mistake in judgment 

or reasoning” per Tex. Tax Code § 1.04(18). The court also reasoned that correction of the 

appraisal roll is only allowed if the roll incorrectly shows a particular form of property exists at a 

specified location when, in fact, there’s no such property there. Dish Network conceded it 

maintains business personal property at the location listed on the roll, so amending the roll under 

§ 25.25(c)(3) was not authorized.  
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12. Gonzales v. Dallas Cnty. Appraisal Dist., 2017 WL 1684667 (Tex. App. – Dallas May 3, 

2017, no pet.) 

 

Holdings: appeals court lacks jurisdiction to reconsider judgment when plenary power has 

expired and judgment is not void; and inadequate briefing presents nothing for appeals 

court to review.  

 

Gonzales sued the Dallas County Appraisal District, the ARB, and Lyons Equities, claiming her 

property was unequally taxed compared to property owned by Lyons. The trial court dismissed 

Gonzales’s claim, because she did not own the property at issue, and awarded attorney’s fees to 

Lyons. The appeals court affirmed, concluding Gonzales lacked standing because she sold the 

land, despite the fact that Gonzales owned the corporation that bought the land from her. Lyons 

filed a motion for turnover, which the trial court granted. Gonzales appealed, once again 

challenging the dismissal of her original suit and the imposition of attorney's fees in same.  

 

The appeals court dismissed Gonzales’s attack on the underlying judgment, having already 

addressed those arguments in the prior appeal. Gonzales’s arguments regarding that judgment 

constituted an improper collateral attack. Because Gonzalez did not show the judgment to be 

void, her arguments were dismissed for lack of appellate jurisdiction. The court also dismissed 

Gonzalez’s complaint that the trial court erred in signing proposed findings of fact and 

conclusions of law and a proposed judgment without giving Gonzalez the chance to object 

because Gonzalez provided no discussion or legal authority to support her claims. The turnover 

order was affirmed.   

 

 

13. Schneider v. Williamson Cent. Appraisal Dist., 2017 WL 2417836 (Tex. App. – Austin May 

31, 2017, no pet.) 

 

Holdings: unequal appraisal claim requires evidence specified by § 42.26(a) of the Tex. Tax 

Code; ultra-vires claim must be brought against state actor, not state agency; and trial 

courts do not have jurisdiction over claims for declaratory and injunctive relief in ad 

valorem tax cases. 

 

Schneider sued the Williamson Central Appraisal District (“WCAD”) after protesting his 

property taxes, claiming the WCAD’s appraisal method was unconstitutional and illegal. The 

trial court granted the WCAD’s plea to the jurisdiction and no-evidence motion for summary 

judgment. On appeal, Schneider sought de novo review of the WCAD’s appraisal and argued his 

property was not appraised equally and uniformly. The court rejected this claim because 

Schneider’s evidence did not address the issue of median appraisal values as required by § 

42.26(a) of the Tex. Tax Code. The court agreed Schneider’s ultra-vires claim that the WCAD 

acted outside its statutory authority was defective and correctly dismissed by the trial court 

because he did not sue any state actors in their official capacity. Finally, the court dismissed 
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Schneider’s constitutional claims because declaratory and injunctive relief is not available in ad 

valorem tax disputes. Instead, exclusive original jurisdiction belongs to ARBs.   

 

 

14. United Airlines, Inc. v. Harris Cnty. Appraisal Dist., 513 S.W.3d 185 (Tex. App. – Houston 

[14
th

 Dist.] June 2, 2017, pet. denied) 

 

Holding: pleading certain grounds of relief is not a jurisdictional requirement to maintain 

an ad-valorem tax appeal, so changing the specific grounds for the appeal doesn’t affect a 

district court’s jurisdiction. 

 

After exhausting its administrative remedies, United filed suit asserting the appraisal was in 

excess of the property’s true market value and seeking a reduction under § 42.25 of the Tex. Tax 

Code. United later amended its petition, challenging the appraisal under § 42.26 of the Code 

instead of § 42.25. The Harris County Appraisal District (“HCAD”) filed a plea to the 

jurisdiction, claiming the trial court lost subject matter jurisdiction when United amended its 

petition to change the grounds for appeal. Before this plea was heard, United filed a second 

amended petition, returning to its original theory under § 42.25. The trial court granted the 

HCAD’s plea to the jurisdiction and denied United’s motion for new trial.  

 

The appeals court reversed, ruling United met the jurisdictional requirements by timely filing its 

original petition. The court rejected the HCAD’s claim that a ground of relief is a jurisdictional 

requirement, calling it contrary to Chapter 42 of the Tax Code and noting the lack of statutory or 

precedential authority for that standard.  

 

 

15. Vick v. Floresville Ind. School Dist., 505 S.W.3d 24 (Tex. App. – San Antonio June 9, 2017, 

pet. denied) 

 

Holding(s): prior suit by authorities against homeowners did not serve to waive 

governmental immunity in later action; attorneys representing authorities were entitled to 

governmental immunity; Uniform Declaratory Judgment Act did not waive authorities’ 

governmental immunity; and trial court did not err in granting authorities’ pleas to the 

jurisdiction without allowing homeowners to amend their pleadings.  

 

Vick’s exemption and tax deferral status under § 33.06 of the Tex. Tax Code was removed 

without notice. An attorney for the taxing authorities sued Vick to recover delinquent ad valorem 

taxes. Vick argued he applied for the deferral and sought relief from the court to maintain it. 

Vick filed an affidavit showing his entitlement to the deferral, per § 33.06(c) of the Tex. Tax 

Code. Vick claimed the tax suit was automatically abated. During the abatement period, Vick’s 

mortgage company paid the deferred taxes and the taxing authorities nonsuited their collection 

claims.  

 

After seeing his mortgage payments skyrocket, Vick sued the taxing authorities for declaratory 

relief and actual and exemplary damages. The taxing authorities alleged governmental immunity. 

The trial court sustained each plea to the jurisdiction and dismissed Vick’s claims. On review, 
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the appeals court affirmed, agreeing there was no waiver of governmental immunity for tort 

claims arising from the collection or assessment of taxes. That immunity extended to the 

attorneys representing the taxing authorities. Further, the taxing authorities’ immunity was not 

waived by filing the tax suit, which they nonsuited after payment, or under the Uniform 

Declaratory Judgment Act, because the Vicks sought money damages while ostensibly 

challenging § 33.06(a) of the Tex. Tax Code. 

 

 

16. Advanced Powder Solutions, Inc. v. Harris Cnty. Appraisal Dist., 2017 WL 2561338 (Tex. 

App. – Houston [14
th

 Dist.] June 13, 2017, no pet. hist.) 

 

Holding: the trial court did not have jurisdiction over a § 25.25(c) claim when the property 

owner did not timely pay its taxes under § 25.26. 

 

After being served with a tax warrant in September 2014, Advanced Powder paid its tax bill in 

full and filed a Form 25.25 to correct the appraisal roll regarding its 2013 taxes. At the ensuing 

hearing, Advanced Powder could not show the undisputed amount of its 2013 taxes were paid 

timely and the ARB dismissed the Correction Motion based on a lack of jurisdiction. Advanced 

Powder filed suit, and the trial court granted the Harris County Appraisal District’s plea to the 

jurisdiction.  

 

The appeals court affirmed, concluding that Advanced Powder forfeited its right to final 

determination by the ARB because it failed to comply with the payment requirement of § 25.26 

of the Tex. Tax Code. The trial court had jurisdiction to consider the ARB’s order under 

§ 42.01(a)(1)(C) of the Code, and the appeals court agreed the ARB’s dismissal was proper. Like 

the ARB, the trial court did not have jurisdiction to render a final determination on Advanced 

Powder’s Correction Motion.  

 

 

17. Harris Cnty. v. Harris Cnty. Appraisal Dist., 2017 WL 2686328 (Tex. App. – Houston [1
st
 

Dist.] June 22, 2017, no pet. hist.) 

 

Holding: the Foreign Trade Zone exemption did not apply to PRSI’s inventory during the 

applicable tax years.  

 

In October 2013, Harris County filed a petition with the ARB challenging the Harris County 

Appraisal District’s (“HCAD”) grant of Foreign Trade Zone exemptions to PRSI Trading and 

seeking back-appraisal for related accounts for tax years 2006 to 2013. The ARB denied the 

challenge, and the County filed suit under Tex. Tax Code § 42.031.  

 

The challenge centers around property within Subzone 84-N, which was created in 1995 and 

covers a Pasadena refinery. Goods held in a subzone are exempt from state and local ad valorem 

taxation. The refinery was sold to PRSI in 2004. At the time, PRSI was organized as a Delaware 

corporation. In January 2005, PRSI entered into an agreement with the Port of Houston, the 

grantee of Subzone 84-N, authorizing the refinery’s operations. The next month, PRSI requested 

that US Customs and Border Protection (“CBP”) approve it as the new operator of Subzone 84-
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N, subject to the Port’s concurrence. The Port assented, and CBP approved PRSI as the new 

operator. In August 2006, PRSI was merged into its parent company, and was reorganized as a 

Connecticut corporation (“PRSI(CT)”). PRSI(CT) then applied to CBP for approval as a new 

operator of the subzone. As before, CBP required concurrence from the Port.  

 

Soon thereafter, PRSI(CT) changed its position and asserted that it was not a new operator and 

didn’t require activation approved by CBP. The Port then informed CBP it needed approval from 

the County to provide its concurrence. Throughout this period, CBP granted PRSI(CT) month-to-

month extensions to operate Subzone 84-N from April 2008 to March 2013. During that span, 

the CBP twice issued letter rulings holding that PRSI(CT)’s reformation necessitated a new 

application for activation of the Subzone. CBP formally deactivated Subzone 84-N in August 

2013.  

 

The trial court granted PRSI and the HCAD’s cross-motions for summary judgment. The 

appellate court reversed, ruling that the reorganized PRSI(CT) never obtained approval from 

CBP to operate Subzone 84-N. The court ruled that without activation of Subzone 84-N pursuant 

to approval of a new operator, the company’s inventory was not properly admitted to the subzone 

and so was not entitled to tax exemption.  

 

 

 

 


