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By way of re-affirzance, we again quote ycu the
direct helding on the polnt af the Supreme Court of Texes
in the cage of State v, Mallet Land & Cattle Co., 88 S, W,
(2¢) 471, The court stated es follows:

"The rule has beou repeatedly sannounced that,
in the sbsence of fraud or $llegality, the aotion
of 2 bdoard of egualization upoa a particular sssess-
=ent i3 finelj and, furtheramore, that sueh value=-
tion will not be sat aside marely upon & showing
thet the seaze i= in feot exgesslve, If the board
fairly and honestly endeavors to fix & felr and just
valuation for taxing purposes, e mistake on Lite part,
under sugh circumstances, 1s sot subject to review
by the oourts, Texne & Pacific Ry. Co. v, City
of El Paso (Tex. 3up.) 85 8. W. (24) 2453 Kowland
Ve Gity of Trler (Tex. Come App.) 5 3. W, (24)
956] Drussdow v, Baker (Tex. Com. App.) 289 8, W,
4833 Tuek v, Pesler, 74 Tex. £88, 11 B8, ¥W. 1111}
State v, Chicage, E. I« & G, 8y. Co. {Tex, Com,
App.) B&3 S. ¥, 249 Sunday Laks Irca Co, V. Wake-
risld, 247 U. B. 350, 38 B, Ot, 495, 62 L, Ed, 1154,"

In the above guoted sase the Supreme Court ia saying
that the faot thnt ez exoessive valuation wes pleced oa pro-
party does ot of Lfteelf authorize & re~assessseal of said
proparty. You ares sccordingly so advised, '
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