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M'Shoogy Animal Rescue ("M'Shoogy") appeals the denial of its request for an 
ad valorem tax exemption under § 137.100(5) and article X, section 6 of the Missouri 
Constitution for its animal rescue facility.  M’Shoogy used the property to rescue and 
house injured and abandoned animals, to provide low-cost veterinary services to the 
public, and to conduct educational tours and programs.  The State Tax Commission 
concluded as a matter of law that the care and keeping of animals was not a charitable 
use of the property under § 137.100(5) and denied the requested exemption.   
 
REVERSED AND REMANDED. 
 
Division Two holds: 
 

(1) The Commission misstated and misapplied the law when it concluded that 
caring for and housing injured and abandoned animals is not charitable.  
Although the terms charitable and charity have frequently been defined in 
terms of aid and assistance to humans, the care and comfort of animals is 
generally beneficial to mankind and has been deemed to be a charitable 
purpose. 

(2) The Commission erred in concluding that M’Shoogy’s handling of injured and 
abandoned animals at the request of state and local law enforcement officials 
was not related to the property where the animals were taken, housed, and 
provided medical attention. 

(3) Because of its conclusion that uses for the benefit of animals could not be 
charitable under the law, the Commission expressly did not address the 
additional issues that arose at the hearing related to the use of a part of the 
house on the property as a residence and occasional personal use of the 
claimed motor vehicles.  As these issues have yet to be addressed, the cause 
must be remanded to the Commission to consider them. 
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