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I\ DI:X


C'ertillcatc'


Qucstions Presentcd..


Arguments


1. THE COLJRT SI-IOULD HAVtr HELD l'IJAl' 1'1lE MAIN PROPERTY AND


\t,lcf ItlORh-(l I)ROI't,l{ l'\' .\l{tr ('O\ I l(;I Ot'S PROPI]R]'lF.S IN 1'l IE SAl\1E


O\\'NERSIIIP.'\NI) llltrs.'\Rl: \Ol S[:l'\R'\lll t)ROI'}llRl-lES ]'O BE-IAXED Al'


DIITFERL.T-CI RATIS. ...........3


t't{l: (lOtJItl SIIOT'l D IL\\ l-. Rl:\'l:l{SI-.f) IIiE LO\ /lrR


IIOLDING -IHAT 
PE l'lTIONtrR'S HOLTSE ON ADJACEN.|


COTJRI"'S F,RROT{ IN


PROPERI'Y IS NOT


I-OCATED ON l-HE Si\NIl: PROPI'.RTY.\S HIS RESIDENCE


3. TIIIr COLJRI'SllOtlt-D II.,\\'F. Rirt.FI) l-ll,\'l ftlt: AD.fOINING HOUSE DOES NOT


IIAVE 1O BE OCCUPIED Il\'.\N I\1\1EDl.'\fE ITAMII-Y MEMBER TO QUALIFY


l:OR T'lll: I.O\\'FI{ .\SSI:SS\11:\ l'. .'.'...'............7


l. 'l'tll: COTJR'l'SIlOt'L-i) tl.\\'l-- (llVL:\ I)t'I: DI:l"l,RI:Nt'[: I O l'llE SOtJ'l'H CAROLIt".-A


DI,PARI'N4lrN-f Otr RHVII\UL REGI-LAflo\ 117-1800. ............8







5. TI{E COLIR-I SIIOtil-D NOI' ILA\rL-. \llSCO\S-l'Rl.lhD 1-llir WORD "OCCIJPIEtSI'


S-l-A I'Li l'I A\l) t)t:1"\R I \1lr\ I Ill:(]l-rl-A'f ION I l7- I 800- l .l ) AS(F()I \D I\ I III:


'RI SII)I-,S' r0







(-l:ll'l'llrl('.'\ I I: Ot: ('OL \SI:l


Petitionc-r certitles that the l)etition lirr Rehearinll \\as rnade ar.rd finally'ruled on


br the Courl ol'Appcals t'rn.TLir.rc 10. l(Jll.'i'he Rc-rrittitur nas recalled on Septernber 21.


2022.


Qt.LSl IO\S PI{ESI:\ I I:l)


1. Dicl the ('rlr.rrt rrl'..\ppcals err irr ignr'r'inu thc prine iplc ot'contiguitv enunciated in


Sonoc'o Produt't.s ('tttulturt.t't'. .\outh ('trt'oliuu I)apu'tment of'Revenuc Jl,3 S.C'.


i8i. 662 .\.1:.2d 599 r2()0tit in holdirrg tl.iat mair.r pfopert) and neighboring


propcrtY arc scl)a|iltL'proncftics uith dill-err-nt ta\ map numbers'l Do ditlbrent tax


ntap r-I-rnrbc|s act to clclcat conllgLllt\'l


2. Did thc C'ourt o1-.Appeals err in atfinning thc lor,ier court's decision in holding


that ['etitionL'r's h()Llsc on itrliaccnt pfopr-r1\ is r-rot located on the same propertv as


his residcncc ancl. thu'clirre'. is not,-'ntitlcrl lo a -1 pcrcent rcsidential assessnrent'.)


3. Did the Court of ,.\ppeals err in atfinning the lou'er court's decision in its


accr-ptancc of- Responclent's contention tha1. in ordcr fbr the adjoining house to


qr-ralil\ lor thc loricr asscssnrcul. it ha,s to bc occr-r1-liccl br an immcdiate tamilr


member'l


1. Dicl the C'ourt of ,\ppcals crr in not gir ing dLrc dcf-erence to the South Carolina


[)cpartnrcnt of' Rc-r cnue Ilcculution I l 7- 1 80() uncl I l 7- 1 7-50.]'l







-5. I)id the C'ourt ot' Appeals err


sut)stituting the uord "resides"


and tlic departmcnt rc'cLrlationl


r.nisconstruing a ker uord irTthe slatute.


the uord "occupie[sl" found in the statute


S l'\l-l:\1F\'l OI' llll, ('.\SIl


'fhis case ariscs ll'onr tno ad.jaccnt. contiuuous propcrtics onned b1'Petitioner.


Petitioner resicles at 2ltl \eiipark Placc (i'\1S-001917-01-056) r,r'hich w'as purchased on


.luly 16.20i0. I'he othcl propcrtr is ll-l \e'ripark I)lacc ('f\'lS-001917-01-057) ri'hich


uas purchased on Octobcr ll. 1011. (R.,\ p. 39 - -ll) l-hc house on221 is not used lbr


business purposcs and is not le'asecl to a third part\. ll8 and 22.1 are situated on separate


rcsidential lots ancl havc rrot historicallr bccr.r nsscsscd as a single r"rnit; thel'have not


historicirllr bccn in thc san-rc orincrship. as thc\ arc no\\.


l-cgal Ilcsiclencc Spc'cial .-\sscssr-r.rcnt lirr ll-l \\ils not appliccl fbr at thc time of


purchasc as Petitionel rias tolcl that it clici not qLralil-r. c\cn thor,rgh it w'as not rented nor


Lrsed lbr business at thc tinrc. lt uas appliccl for un October 17.2018 (RA p.38) after it


had ceased being rentcd fbr orcr ii )car. I'hc'application uas denied b1'Respondent.


Pctitioner tinrcll appealed to the [-exington ('our-rtr .,\ssessnent Appeals Board. -l-he


appeal r.ras denied. I)ctitior-rcr thcn tinrelr appcaled to thc.\dnrinistrative Lau,'Court. A


hcaring uas hcld on Scptcnrbe'r l-1. l0l9 at thc ol'1lccs o1'the'Adnrinistrative [.a* Court


in Colurnbia. South C'iirolina. ..\ ['inal Orclc'r clenlinq the appeal uas issued on October


17. 2019 ancl ordclc,l that thc' .,\sscssor shall asscss 
-l\1S 


0019-+7-01-057 at thc 6 % rate


I l-t


tbr







tirr thc l0l8 tar \r'i-lr' (l{ \ p I 5). uhclcLrpon l)r'titiorrcr lllcd an '\ppeal fj'onr thc-


r\dnrinistratiic [.ari ('ourt on \o\cnrbcr 7. ]019. l-hc ('oLtrt ol.Appeals atflrrned the


iudgement o1'the lorier court and Petitioner frled 1br a rehearing which was denied on


Junc l0- 2022. Pctitiorrc-r did rrot rc-cei\c r-roticr' ot'thc clenial. nhich nent or.rt br regular


mail onlr, i\ \lotron to Rccall rias llletl antl slilr-ltccl, lhc I{cnittitur rvas recalled on


Scptenrber 21. 1021. Petitioner secks a urit ol'ccrtiofari to reviell the dccision of the


C'ourt ol'Appeals.


\t{(;t \1t:\ |


l'tlE C'Ol.lRl SIIOT-t.D FlAVtr IIL:L.D 'l-ll,\l' 1'llE MAIN PROPERTY ANI)


NEICiI{BORING I']ROPER I'\' .\R[: C]O\-1-lC;t'O[]S PROPITR'l'llis IN 1'llIl


SAMII O\\'Nt:RSIllP \\D I'llt S .\Rlr \OI' SI:P.\R,\'fE I)ROPtrRl'lES TO


Ill: TAXI:D .\'t' I)lf [:f:i{l\G R.\ ] trS.


Irr its Iandnrark nrling in .\ttttttt'o Prodtrt'ts ('ont1'tcut.t'l'. South Curolincr


[)apurtttten/ ol Rcrarttra 3 -,r .S ( -],\,i 66: .\ fi.ltl 5()9 (20(),\l thc Suprcntc Court


cstablishcd the gcncral propositiorr "...that rilrcrc lots ur lands arc contiguous and in one


orinership thcy rlar be assessed as a unit." Thc Court cited.lppeal q/ Su.squehunnct


('ollicrie.s ('o., JJi I'u. ji- 6 .1.:d ,\3l. ,!jl t 1939t (rlhich stated that. 'urhc're


"cor-ttiguor.rs tracts o1'land. separatelv assessed in thr- hands of difterent owners. are


acquired b1 a singlc o\\'r-rer and Lrsed in the concluct of a singlc operation. thel'necd not be


assessed scparatclr. but nrar bc'consolidatccl in a single asscsstnent.")


I'his gcncral proposition. n hich nra\ [r.' tcrr]rc-d 
-l he General Principle


('ontigr"rit1. has bccn ignorecl b1 thc collrts hclori in the casc at hand.'['he Court


ol


ol







.\ppeals in its opirrion. apart 1ronr citing '.\ ll-ll-ll0(c)(1). does ltot mention contiguit)


at all in its oltinion. Io it. c()ntiguit\ Irclns rtotltins at all: cotttigt-ttttts or not. the


neighboring propcft) is to he tured at thc'6 pcrcc'nt nlt'. sincc. according to the coLlrt the


ntain propertl'and neighboring propert\ are t\\o separate properties with different tax


nrap nunrbers.


ln this regarcl. thc Cor-rrt lblloriccl thc dccision ol'tltc Court tn ,1.,V. Guthrie und


Lotr [). (iuthrie v.s. Orungebttrg Cotrttl.t'.Jrtc.isol Doc'ket .\'o. 0]-.41,,1-17-0173-('(' (20011


uhcrc the court opinecl. "Onlv urrder a straincd and litrcral dcflnition of "legal residence"


could thc tenn hc construcd in lhc trrrl-r;11gs"s lltrLrr ttr inclitdc t\\o scpatatc dncllings on


t\\ o separatc lots. n hether contiguous or not." 1l:mphasis added). As stated b1


Petitioner in his Final Briet. it is this last phrasc - "rihethcr contiguous or not" - that


constitr.rtes reversible crror it-t the Gr-rthric cttse . ([]inal Ilriet-p 6)


'l'he ciecision


cor-rtiguity, enunciated


not ha\e thc benctlt o1


at hand.


o1'thc ('our1 ol-.\ppeals pr.rts it in conllict rvith the principle of


ir-r thc SLrpreme Cor.trt decision in Sonoc'o.'fhe Guthrie court did


'thc.Sorroc'o cle'cision. SLrch is nttt thc case uith thc coltrt in the case


'l'he.,\dntinistratirc- I.ari CoLrrt. irhilc. it concedes that the two properties are


corrtig1rous- declincs to tbllo* througl-r riith thc- inrplicatit'ris of tl-ie Sqpgpdecision.'l'he


Respondcnt also. thile concr'dinu thc ctintiguitr o1.thc propcrtics. likcu'ise declines to


fbllow tl-rror.rgh *ith tl-ic irnplications o1'the pfopertics beirrc contiguous. [:ach. in their


o\\n \\av. hare sought to det-cat thc general proposition enutrciated by'the Supreme Court


in rhe Sonoc'o casc - thc ('()Llr1 ol- \ppc'als br ignorins it altogethcr: the- AI-C in restrictinrt







tlic lcgal resiclencc to thc actual residencc nhc-n it statcs "llnder these tacts.224 and 228


are se paratc. and distinct propertir's and Scction ll--li-22ti(cX 1 ) specificalll' requires


additional dn'ellitrgs to bc "locatcd on thc san'rc' pr'opr'rt\'. ": arld the Respondent b1


insisting that thc additioni.rl diiclling has to irc oecupicd br a lirntill ntcnrber to qualil,r


tbr the lorver assessment. [:ach. in their o\\'n \\i]\. hare fbrciblv construed the statute to


arrive at the samc cnd resr-rlt -a dcnial of the gcnetrl plirrciplc of contiguity enunciated in


.\ortoco resulting in arr incclLritablc taring o1'propcrti.


It is clear tiont the S'onoc'o case that -just as a rotrd ol pr-rblic right o1'wa)' - lr'hich


arc physical t-eatures - c1o not act to dcstro) contiglrit). still lcss do incidental separations.


ar,d propcrn lines uncl tar nrap nLrnrbcrs rihich arc cr)nstructs ol'thc ntiud. While the


.\rttloc'o casc dealt uith a nrlrnr-rl'actuling tircilrtr. ancl thc casc at l-rar-rd inr,'olves residential


propert). thel'are both gorerned b1 Scction 12-13-220 o1'the statute. under different sub-


sections: thr-rs. the consideration o1'contis.rrit\ and its irnplications should be consistcnt


tirr both trpcs o1'propcrt\. []r icnoring contigLritr. thc ('ourt o1',Appeals dccision is in


contlict riith the prior Sr"tprc'lnc C'oLtrt dccisiott itt .Srlir.rc'r.,.


'\s tar as [)r'litiotrcr ts a\\ar!'. thc SLrprenrc' ('tturt has not ruled on the issues


I lrLr.. r'r()\ cl rlLlcstion ttl' lltri Ilar e'xist that need to bc


in this statc.


pre scnte'cl in


addressed br


thc casc ul hlutt'l


the highc-st coLrlt


2. TIIE COI.-IR-f SIIOiJI-]) FI.A\/}., REVERSI--I) TIIIl


Ir- IIOt.l)l\(r III.\ I I)l,l'll'lO\irR S IIOt SI: O\


NO'l LOC.,\ f LrD O\ I Ill: S'\\'1lr I)lloPl:R'l'\' .\S


I,OWER COURT'S F,RROR


,\l).1'\('EN-f PROPirli"'l Y IS


I IIS RF-SIDENCh.







1-he r\t-C crrcci in constrLring thc phrasr. in Scction l2-1i-220(cXl). "located on


rlic same propcrtr" as tltc propcft\ ol' the ltctLral tesidc.tlcc ancl not the contigLrotrs


propertl'. 'fhis is elidr.ncecl b1 thc'ontission o1'the crucial uords. "...and not more than


flye acres contigr,tor,rs thcrcto...." in its clLroting o1'the statute in the decision. and in


pr.rtti69 thc uords. "locatcd on thc sanrc prollct'tr" in bold trpc. ln restricting additional


clnellings to the salre propert) as the'actr-ral residcncc. rhe AI-C has gutted the statute.


Ilere. the AI-C soLrght tbr an interpretation irr tlte Respottdetrt's far.'or r,vhere the plain and


Irnantbiguous languag,-. o1' thc u orcls onrittcci 1l'ont the statllte left no room for


coltstrLlction. colttra ,\ottlltett.stt'r'rt-Ktt Lut. lnt. t'..\ttttth ('ut'ttlintt '['ux ('ttmmi.s'sion' 2-6


.S.('. J8-, 189. :,\0 S l:.)d i- j,\ rl9,\lt


Ir is ts bc notcd rhar thc.\l .l's rulinc in thc cesc ill hand is glaringll inconsistent


$ith hcr ruling in a p|cr ious cl-rsc rclcn'c,"i trt in thc hcuring.


THE COl-iRT: So. in thar case. I rLrled that this other hottse \\'as - - because it


uas contiguous anci it rias nttt rcntecl out ttncl it uas ttot ltsed tbr anv br,rsiness. that it 
"ias


cntitlcd to thc firrtr pet'ccnt ( Ir I)" -l-i I n -l 8: It \ 11. l.n -l lJ)


\\rhen irskecl by thc.\1..1 to clistinguish thc casc. at hand riith the ruling in that


case. llcsponclerrt replicd it clepcncls on thc'conclitiott ot'tltc ltortsc. ('fr. Pg 45. Ln 12 - li:


R,\ il. l.n ll - li) .\ sh..rl uill ilLriililr rihilc a lirublc strLtctt-trc non'tl Such is the


absLrrditl that rcsults tl'ont thc stt'ainc-rl cotlstructiorr o1'thc statLlte.


Thc AL]'s rr.tlins in the other case. as statcd br her. is" in Petitioner's opinion.


corrcct. npcl shoLrlcl har c bccn .rppliccl ltcrc as il ctrcapsltlates the l)cpartrrlent of







Ilcrcnuc's regulation as discusscd undcr.\rsutrent -l bc'lo*.'l-o avoid the inconsistenc\.


the AI-C resgrted to the c0nstllcti0r"l that it (lid. thLrs dcnring the principle of contiguitl'


in practicc. uhilc' gir ing il lip scrr ic.' irt principlc. l'hc ( ourt o1't\ppcals should hare


rgclscd bLrt dicl ltol. Itol crcli gir irtg lip scrr icc to etrtltisttitr.


l. 'l'Fllr COtlRl SIlOL.t-D I{.\\'1, Rt.l-l:l) ftl.\'l l-lllr ADJOINING IIOtiSE


DOI]S NOT I]AVI, IO BI: OC('T PII:D I]\' A\] IN4MIIDIA'|I] FAMII-Y


\4E\'1BI:R fO Qt'.\l-ll:Y t'OR f I It: t.O\\'l:R -\SSESSN'lENl-.


-fhis 
casc bcgan urth thc uicnial br Rcsponclctil ol'l'ctitiottcr's application tbr the


lbur perccnt assessmcnt of th.'ac'l.ioining housc. l'he rc'asott gircn tbr the denial \\as that


thc- house \\as lrot occurpiccl b1 un inrnrecliatc lirnrily ntentbcr. At issue here is the


consrruction o1'thc coniunetion "arrd" in Scctiotr 1l--13-ll0tc)t 1l: "and occupicd br


irnrnediate tarnill rncntbers o1'thc o\\ucr o1'tltc interest". ls it a sinc qua non. as


Respondent contcnds. (-fr. Pg -17. t-n 8 - 10. R.\ Pg 31. Ln 8 - 10) or a concL'ssio as


arguecl by l)ctitior-rcr to Responclent. at hcarins. and iu liis Firtal llrief (pg l0-13)?


I-hc dcntal br Resporrcicnt ol'I)c'titiorrcr's application. sLrpported b1'thc Countl


[Joard o1-Appeals. \\as appealcd to thc.\l-C lbr a ruling on this specilic issue. Strangell.


thc.\l.C'did nor rurlc directlr ancl dcllnitirclr on this rcn inrportaut issr-re. It omitted the


tttrd "ttnlr^'bclirrc "il'' irr its tlccisiorr. stutitt!.. "..\ driclling clLralilics lbr thrs reduccd rate


ilit is occupied br irlr-ncdiatc l'antill nrcr-nbcrs o1-the o\\lter o1'the interest and is located


on thc salue properl) as the legal rcsidence.". In so doing. the AI-C left unansr,r'ered the


question as to \\he.thcr thc- "anrl" in thc'strltute is lr sinc- quJ non ol'a c()neessro. It is noted







that tlic .\1.(' dcclinct,l to di:c1r-ralilr I),-'titioncf 5 irppcr.ll on the groltncls arguccl b1


I{c-sp6nclcnt - tSeit thc dricllins llLrsr bc occLrpieil br an intrtrecliate tarnill'nlenrber rl'het-t


it Iad an opportunitl,to do so. It did not constflle lhe "and" of the statute. (''and occupied


bi intntediatc lantilr nrcntLrcr:"). as a sinc c[ra lrolr. AS clocs Rcspondent. IIo$'ever. the


,\t.('dcnicd l,ctitioncr's al)pc'al on thc groLrnd that thc Itottsc \\as not locatcd on thc sanle


properl\ as the legal rcsidcnce. In so rloing. the .\l-C'crred. as argued above.'fhe Court


o1'Appeals. likeliise. did not adclress the issLrc and oflcr anr clarification. The Court of


Anocals let this !-rror Staltcl artd thLts its clccisron should be rcrcrsed.


-+. -l'IIIr COLiR'l SIIOt.'t-l) F{.\\'L CIVLr\ Dt,,t: DEtjl-ltENCti 'fO fHE SOUl-}l


CAROI-INA DL:Pr\R'f\Itr\]' OIr REVE\i t: RFi(lt. i-A'flON I 17-1800'


Chav'on t,.^S..1.. lnc'. t'. \1?1)('. 16^ i ^\ ,\i- rl9,\Jt cstahlishcd the doctrine of


C'ftcrrol t]cf'crcncc iu ultich il c()Llrt uill girc thc itscncr Il)epartrnentl def-erence in


antbigr,u'rus situatior-rs as long its thc agcnc\ intcrprctation is reasonable. Thus, the ALC


and Court ol'Appcals nti.i\ not sLrbstitLrtc thcir orin constt't-tction ol'the statLlte fbr the


Departrnent's interprctation of it. as thel harc'done iti thc case at hand.


Conspicuous br its ahscnce in the argLurcnts b1 the Respondent. and the


dccisions ol' thc .\l (' i.lllrl thc ('t-rrtl't tlt' '\p1Tcnl5. is atlr rete rcncc to Departnlent


regulatiorrs that bear on thc isslrc at hanc1.-l'hcse rc-culatiorts militate against the fbrced


and strained construction ol'thcsc argunrr'nts. IIad thc.\l.C dc-ferred ttl the Department's


slltt!.I-ucltt lls t() \\hat constitutcs thc lc!.al rcsiclcncc. it ttoLtlcl not haYe onritted the phrase.


"and not utore than tlrc acrcs c()lrtisLt()Lls thcrcttr" in citirts thc statute. and would not


hare ruled as it did.







It is clear that the statute is ambignoLls: e\en the I{espondent and the AI-.1 admit as


nr uch.


\lR. ANDFIRSON: ... l'hc Asscssor has -- has to tr) to r"rphold the lau'the best he can


uncler the l2-,13-220. r.ihich is a ierr -- a courolutecl statute. in my opinion. It's just that


ther -- Ithink thcr rttrght to stafi tlrcr arrd shortcn it ttp,


1'tlIl COtrR'f : l'hat rioltlil llli.lkc ()tll' lir cs lr littlc casicr


\IR. ANDET{SON: lt ---


T'fIE COURT: --- uouldn't it?


N{R. ANDERSO\: It rioLrld.


1'tlE COLIR'f : Sontcboclr ;rLtt r1'rr oLrl of a.jotr'


NIR. ANDERSON: In -- instead o1'.iLrst clarit,ring sonrr-thing. thel'add to str,rfTto the end


ot.it,'l'hcy,.iust kcep aclding stulTand -- and I iust -- I get li'trstrated vrith it. btrt that's


another stof\. . . . (l'r'. pg -il Lrr ll pg 5,r- l.rl 1 I t


It is also clcar that l)cpartnrc'nt rcgulation 117-1800 is reasonable. As Petitioner


ftas argged in his ]:inat Rcptr llric'f . the regulatiot.t is clc-gant in its simplicit.v combining


the tuo discpralil\ing situations in the statute - "rcsidcnccs (tlie plural is to be noted)


riliich are rented ()r i'rn\ busirrc:s lirr prolit." itt onc rcclLtirctlrcl-lt. "shall not include an)


pgrtiort r.rhich is r.rot ouned ancl occr,rpiccl tirr lesidential purposes.". Simplicity is the


essencc ol- rcasonablene-ss. 
'l-hus. thc tuo rL-qLlifelttcltts ol- ('/rci'ron are met. Chevron


cjcfcrcnce is nccclccl in ihc casc lt huntl to pfc\clrt thc orcrrcach o1'thc tax collector.


Pctirioncr's Irinal Rc;rly llricitpaues I - 6)scts lbrth firllr his arglllllcllts as to the


[)cpiirtnrent's regulations and hou thcr unclcrcut thc arguntcnts o1- Respondent uhich


hare been crroneouslr uphclcl br thc.'\t.('and a1'llnrcci b1 thc Court of Appeals.







ITIE ('OI-iR'I SIIO[-L-D \OI II..\\'I: \,lISCONS'I'RIJED'fI-IE WORD


"OC'(lt'l'llrIS;' 1l:OI rNI) I\ l'llt S.l'.\ fl.l'l] .\\i) [)l:l'.\R]'11l]N-f RllGtll.A-flON


1 17-1800-1.1 ) AS "RHSII)lrS".


In its decision thc Court ol. Appcals citcd .Sorrllleu.\lern-Kuson. Inc. v. South


('ut'olitttt 'l'u.r ('onutri rrloir -r-6 .\ ( 1,\- l\9 :,\/i .S l..ltl -i-,5,\ (19,1/i. ("AS a gcncral


rurlc. tar ere'ntptior-r stiitutcs arc strictlr cr)nstrLled against thc tarpalcr.")'. id. ("'l'his rule


of strict construction simplr nrcans tl-iat constitlltional and statutorl language u'ill not be


stfainecl or libcralll construrecl in thc'tarparr-r's taior."): fu/ ("lt does not mean that Ian


appcllatc coLrrtl riill s.'arch lirl r.rn intc'rprctation in Ian ASScssor's] tavor r,ihere thc plain


and unantbiguurlrs languagc lcares l-ro roonr lbr consit'uction."): irl at 489-c)0.280 S.E.2d


at --i8 ("Onlv uhen the litcral application of a statute produces an absurd result rlill we


considcr a diflcrcnt nrcaning." ):


In constnrirrg "occr-rpics Lls "rcsidcs'" thc ('or-rrt of ,\ppeals has sought lbr and


conte Llp rvith an interpretation in the assessor's 1aror. Respondent argued at hearing that


Pctitioner does not occLlD\ thc aclioining ht'rttsc-.


NtR. ANDFIRSO\: ... IIc docsn't occLrp\ it. OLrr position is he's not occLlpving. Fle's --


he's -- )ou can onlr hare onc residence and the resider-rce in thc c'rne house next door.


That's rrhcrc hc lires. l'hat's rilte'rc l'ic gocs to slccp at niglit. ('l'r pg'13 Ln 21 - pg 44 Ln


l. R.\pglc)[.n2l pg]0 Inl)


10







In its decision. the f'ourt of .\ppeals echoc.s Rtr.spondent's interpretation of


"occLrp)'rihcn it sars. "\'cu rcsidcs at rnuin pr()pcrt\. rrot ncilrhboring propert)."


Its reasoning seents to be. il'l)ctitiorrc'r is not resiciing in the ad.ioining house. he is


not occup)ing it. lf he is not occltp\ing it. hc does not qualifl' tbr the lower


asscssntcnt. IIoucr cr'. i-ts trrgllctl in l)ctitioncr's I:itral Rrie'1- (pagc l0). the term


''occupr inu'". ortlinarilr " is a tcrnr sir.1nil'r ins i.tctLtal ptrssc:sitttr.


"l-l,c uord "occlrpation" nrav be so uscd in connection r.lith other


cxpressions. or under pecr,rliar tacts ol'a case. as to signil,l a residence. But


ordinarilv the crprcssions "oce upatiorr". "l'rosscssio pcdis". "subject to the


riill :rncl control". arc cnrplurcd as svnonvll()Lls tcl'lls. and as signil'r'ing


actual posscssir)1r." Ltntrcuct'v. l"ttltott l9 ('ul. 6,\3 tl862t ,Supreme ('otu't


ol ('ulilorniu


,'\lso. as argLrcd in I)ctitioncr's linal Ilricl'tpugr' 10). Ilcspondent's tbrced


irrtcrprctatittn ol-the- uord "occLrpation" leacls ttr an absurd rcsltlt - il structllrc that


is lirable clocs not clualif,r tbr special assessment. rihile a sl"red r"ith a bathroom


does. ('l'r. pg 46. I-n 2-l - pg 17. I-n 1). fhis pLrts the ta\ collector in the position of


an architectural boarcl to clctcrnrinc ulrich stfucturc rlLralilics and nhich cltlcs not:


surclr. sourcthing thc l-cgislatLrrc did uot cout!'r"uplatc. lhc Cottrt of'Appeals. in


tacitlr accepting Respondcnt's interprctation o1' "occt-tpr" is br-rrderred w'ith the


absLrrd r!'sLll t r) I' Rcspttnclcnt' : i tt tcrltrctaI i ( ] lt.


( o\('l.L'slt)\


l-hc Court ot-r\ppeals. in its aillrnrins thc .\l-C, decision. failed to ans\\'er an1 of


the issgcs raiscd br' ['ctitioncf its to thc strainr'c] cotrstt'uction o1'the statute bl Respondent
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ancl thc Al-C" and the errors ol'the,\l-C clecision.'l'his case begs for a proper


constlrction ol' thc statutc. 
'l clnrs likc' "l.cgul rcsidcttcc". "occtlp\'". and e\ en the


conlunction "and". harr'br-.cn strained alnrosl belond rc'cognitiott to the advantage of the


tax collector" resultinc in an uniust enrichuent.


Becausc the issues raisc-d herc are o1'considc'rable constitutional signif-icance. in


Petitioner's.iuclgenrcnt. as relating to l.lri,rttcrs attectrng tar policr and procedures - more


specifically. r-rnilbrntitr ol.practice in the ta\ assessmctrt of contigltous properties in one


ori'nership. be ther rranut-acturir.rg or resic'lential - thc issue of Chevron defbrence and the


.jurisprudcncc of this statc. th.'cclLritablc ancl consistcrrt tarittg of rcsidential propertr


across thc dil-flrcnt .iurisdictions. ancl bccairse nranr ntorc citizcns of this state are


iltpacted than Petitioner alone. Petitioner belic'res that thel ought to be considered b1'the


highest court in this state and prais that cc'rtiorari bc gran1cc1.


Respectlirl I1 subrnittecl.


I)r.nis Yco
ll8 \c*park Placc
('olLrnrbia. SC' lq2l 2


80i -1+7-06 1 5


Pro Se


October 20. 2012
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