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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT
The Honorable Harold W. Funderburk, Jr., Administrative Law Judge

Case No. 2017-ALJ-17-0060-CC
Appellate Case No. 2019-001933

MCENtIre Produce, INC., cuuvvveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt ee et eearae e e e e e e eeans Respondent,

South Carolina Department of REVENUE, .........cceevcuiieiiiiiiiiecieccee e Appellant.

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE AN AMICUS CURIAE BRIEF ON BEHALF OF THE
SOUTH CAROLINA MANUFACTURERS ALLIANCE IN SUPPORT OF
RESPONDENT’S PETITION FOR REHEARING

Pursuant to Rule 213 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules (“SCACR”), the South
Carolina Manufacturers Alliance (“SCMA”), by and through undersigned counsel, respectfully
requests leave to file an amicus curiae brief in support of Respondent McEntire Produce, Inc.’s
Petition for Rehearing and to address the issues identified in the Court’s March 1, 2023 Order. A
copy of SCMA’s proposed amicus curiae brief is attached as Exhibit A and is being conditionally
filed with this motion in accordance with Rule 213, SCACR.

INTEREST OF AMICUS CURIAE

SCMA is a tax-exempt organization under section 501(c)(6) of the Internal Revenue Code
and is the only statewide association dedicated exclusively to the interests of manufacturers,
serving as the manufacturing industry’s government liaison for over one hundred years. SCMA’s

membership ranges from small businesses to global operations, spanning numerous industry





sectors. SCMA’s goal is to be the voice of these manufacturers to the state’s legislative and
regulatory branches of government, as well as to promote and preserve the economic health of
manufacturers in South Carolina by seeking positive action in state government. SCMA
emphasizes that maintaining strong manufacturing industries in the state will foster and promote
the strength of South Carolina’s economy. There are more than 6,000 manufacturing facilities in
the state and the manufacturing sector employs—directly or indirectly—more than 700,000
individuals, accounting for approximately 30% of all jobs in South Carolina.!

The instant action is of significant interest to SCMA because its members require a clear
understanding of the state’s tax laws, especially the exemption provisions at issue in this case that
are used by the vast majority (if not all) manufacturers in this state and impact decisions to invest
and conduct business in South Carolina. The interpretation of these provisions by the Department
of Revenue has previously caused confusion and concern on the part of manufacturers as it often
has led to seemingly inconsistent results and a narrower application of the exemption than required
by the statute’s plain language and purposes. SCMA is concerned that this Court’s decision and
reversal of the Administrative Law Court’s order will create further uncertainty as to the
application of these provisions. This uncertainty negatively impacts current manufacturers as well
as South Carolina’s ability to attract new manufacturers (and the associated jobs) to the state.
SCMA, on behalf of its members, therefore, supports the granting of the Petition for Rehearing.

DESIRABILITY OF BRIEF OF AMICUS CURIAE

SCMA will provide a unique perspective on the issues in this case and will provide
additional information about the effect and potential consequences of the Court’s decision. While

this case primarily involves fact-specific issues, the impact of the Court’s decision will apply

! https://myscma.com/sc-manufacturing-facts/





broadly. SCMA will explain this impact and why the Department of Revenue’s—and now this
Court’s—interpretation is inconsistent with manufacturing processes in general.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons explained above, we respectfully request that the Court grant SCMA’s
motion for leave to file an amicus curiae brief in this case.
Respectfully submitted,

/s Anthony E. Rebollo

Anthony E. Rebollo (S.C. Bar No. 70488)
Carmen V. Ganjehsani (S.C. Bar No. 73515)
Benjamin P. Carlton (S.C. Bar No. 101142)
RICHARDSON, PLOWDEN & ROBINSON, PA
1900 Barnwell Street (29201)

Post Office Drawer 7788

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

(803) 771-4400
trebollo@richardsonplowen.com
cganjehsani@richardsonplowden.com
bearlton@richardsonplowden.com
Attorneys for Amicus Curiae,

South Carolina Manufacturers Alliance

April 18, 2023
Columbia, South Carolina
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INTEREST OF AMICUS CURIAE

The South Carolina Manufacturers Alliance (“SCMA?”) is a tax-exempt organization under
section 501(c)(6) of the Internal Revenue Code and is the only statewide association dedicated
exclusively to the interests of manufacturers, serving as the manufacturing industry’s government
liaison for over one hundred years. SCMA’s membership ranges from small businesses to global
operations, spanning numerous industry sectors. SCMA’s goal is to be the voice of these
manufacturers to the state’s legislative and regulatory branches of government, as well as to
promote and preserve the economic health of manufacturers in South Carolina by seeking positive
action in state government. SCMA emphasizes that maintaining strong manufacturing industries
in the state will foster and promote the strength of South Carolina’s economy. There are more than
6,000 manufacturing facilities in the state and the manufacturing sector employs—directly or
indirectly—more than 700,000 individuals, accounting for approximately 30% of all jobs in South
Carolina.!

The instant action is of significant interest to SCMA because its members require a clear
understanding of the state’s tax laws, especially the exemption provisions at issue in this case that
are invoked by the vast majority of (if not all) manufacturers in this state. The interpretation of
these provisions by the Department of Revenue (the “Department”) has previously caused
confusion and concern on the part of manufacturers as it often has led to seemingly inconsistent
results and a narrower application of the exemptions than required by the statute’s plain language
and purposes. SCMA is concerned that this Court’s March 1, 2023 opinion reversing the order of
the Administrative Law Court (“ALC”) will create further uncertainty as to the application of these

provisions. This uncertainty negatively impacts manufacturers as well as South Carolina’s ability
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to attract new manufacturers (and the associated jobs) to the state. SCMA, on behalf of its
members, therefore, supports the granting of the Petition for Rehearing.

STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

SCMA adopts and incorporates by reference the Statement of Issues on Appeal set forth in
the Final Brief of Respondent dated June 2, 2020.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

SCMA adopts and incorporates by reference the Statement of the Case set forth in the Final
Brief of Respondent dated June 2, 2020.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The standard of review is important in this case. S.C. CODE ANN. § 1-23-610(B) (Supp.

2017) provides the applicable standard:

(B) The review of the administrative law judge’s order must be confined
to the record. The court may not substitute its judgment for the judgment
of the administrative law judge as to the weight of the evidence on
questions of fact. The court of appeals may affirm the decision or
remand the case for further proceedings; or, it may reverse or modify
the decision if the substantive rights of the petitioner have been
prejudiced because the finding, conclusion, or decision is:

% sk ok sk

(e) clearly erroneous in view of the reliable, probative, and
substantial evidence on the whole record].]





ARGUMENT

1. This Court incorrectly applied the standard of review.

Following a two-day hearing that included testimony from multiple witnesses on behalf
both parties (and expert testimony in support of Respondent’s position), the ALC issued a detailed
and thorough order making specific findings of fact and applying those facts to the plain language
of the statutory exemption provisions at issue in this case. Nevertheless, with little to no
meaningful examination of the ALC’s factual findings and McEntire’s actual manufacturing
process, this Court reversed the ALC’s decision and adopted the Department’s general position
with respect to the items at issue. SCMA agrees with Respondent that this Court erred by
misapplying the applicable standard of review.

This Court recently described the standard of review in Department tax cases in Rent-A-
Center West, Inc. v. SC. Dep’t of Revenue, 418 S.C. 320, 326, 792 S.E.2d 260, 263-64 (2016), as
follows:

In reaching a decision in a contested violation matter, the ALC serves as the sole

finder of fact in the de novo contested case proceeding...When the evidence

conflicts on an issue, the court’s substantial evidence standard of review defers

to the findings of the fact-finder....

The decision of the [ALC] should not be overturned unless it is unsupported

by substantial evidence or controlled by some error of law....Substantial evidence

is evidence which, considering the record as a whole, would allow reasonable

minds to reach the conclusion that the administrative agency reached.... Substantial

evidence ... is more than a mere scintilla of evidence.
(Emphasis added and internal quotation marks and citations omitted).

This case was heavily factual, as evidenced by the forty-three page order issued by the
ALC. The testimony regarding the disputed items came almost entirely from Respondent’s

witnesses. The sole Department witness who observed the manufacturing process provided little

to no contrary factual testimony (she did testify that certain items were not exempt, but she did not





controvert any of the factual testimony presented by McEntire). Based on this testimony and the
evidence presented by both parties, the ALC made its own findings of fact—chiefly that certain
machinery was used directly in the manufacturing (versus material handling) process. On appeal,
it was the Department’s burden to demonstrate that these findings were not supported by the
substantial evidence. Accordingly, this Court should have first examined whether the Department
met this burden. But the opinion issued by this Court appears to have skipped this analysis
altogether and, instead, simply adopts the Department’s litigation position with respect to each
item at issue, which position, as set forth below, was directly contradicted by the substantial
evidence in the record and manufacturing principles in general. This was error.

This Court, therefore, should grant the Petition for Rehearing to undertake the proper
analysis to determine whether the Department met its burden on this appeal.

II. Substantial evidence and manufacturing principles support the ALC’s order.

As demonstrated by the examples set forth below, this Court erred by adopting the
Department’s position rather than determining whether the substantial evidence in record
supported the ALC’s order. Most troubling for SCMA and its members, though, is that the
Department’s position—and now this Court’s decision—with respect to many of the items at issue
contradicts not only the substantial evidence but also standard manufacturing concepts and
principles.

The most glaring example of this is the Department’s and this Court’s conclusion that
machines used on a seasonal or “as-needed” basis are not exempt. Specifically, this Court held
that certain generators were not exempt as they were only rented on a seasonal basis. However,
almost every manufacturer works on a seasonal basis to some extent and regularly adds and
removes certain machines from their manufacturing process to meet demand for their products or

to produce new or different products during the year. These machines are no less integral or





necessary to the manufacturing process and, when needed, are continuously used during such
process. This Court’s decision fails to recognize this and seemingly imposes a new requirement
that a machine be used year-around to be a part of the “manufacturing process.” The plain language
of the applicable statute, the facts of this case, and manufacturing processes in general do not
support any such ostensible requirement. SCMA suspects this Court did not intend to impose such
a requirement and respectfully requests that this Court grant the Petition for Rehearing to clarify
as much. If not corrected, this unique and unsupported conclusion could have significant negative
impacts on manufacturers by excluding from the exemption numerous machines that are integral
and necessary to the manufacturing process but may not be used for an entire year.?

Similarly, this Court held that machine tools used by thirty full time employees working
continuously to repair and maintain equipment “were not exempt as they were used on an ‘as-
needed’ basis.” This is an incredibly narrow interpretation of the machine exemption that is not
supported by the substantial evidence or the plain language of the statute, as such maintenance
tools used by all manufacturers are necessary and integral to continuous manufacturing operations.
Moreover, as discussed above, almost every machine and equipment is used by manufacturers on
an “as-needed” basis. This does not mean ipso facto that they are not used on an “ongoing and
continuous basis during the manufacturing process.” The ALC found that the maintenance tools
were used on an ongoing and continuous basis here, and the Department failed to show that the

substantial evidence did not support such a finding.

2 For example, a manufacturer may use certain machines to produce Product A during part of the
year and then use different machines to produce Product B for another part of the year. Based on
this Court’s apparent “year-round” requirement, none of these machines would be exempt. This,
of course, is not a proper interpretation of the machine exemption.





Likewise, this Court’s conclusions with respect to the exempt status of the pallet flow
brakes, forklifts, bar code scanners, blower fans, and water storage tanks are all contradicted the
substantial evidence in the record and are inconsistent with the plain language of the exemption
statute.

As to the pallet flow brakes and forklifts, Mr. Carter McEntire testified that such machines
were used directly in the manufacturing process and the ALC so found in its order. R. pp. 12-13,
23-24,26. There was no contrary testimony from the Department witness. Nevertheless, this Court
reversed and held they were only used in the material handling which occurred prior to processing.
With respect to the bar code scanners, Mr. McEntire testified that they were used directly in the
manufacturing process (as required by federal law) and the ALC found as a matter of fact they
were used in the manufacturing process. R. pp. 11, 26. This Court reversed, determining that, on a
factual basis, they were administrative machines such as office computers used for word
processing. Regarding the blower fans, Mr. McEntire testified and the ALC so found, the fans
were used in the high-care areas to control temperature. R. p. 13. This Court reversed saying
“McEntire did not provide evidence as to where the blower fans were used. . . .” However,
McEntire provided extensive testimony, as recited in the ALC’s decision. R. pp. 13, 26.

As to the water storage tanks, this Court concluded that “McEntire did not present evidence
the tanks were used during processing.” However, McEntire presented substantial evidence as
noted in the ALC’s decision. R. p. 27. Specifically, Mr. McEntire testified at length that the tanks
supplied water that was mixed with a sanitizer to wash the produce in the high-care area, which
the Department did not dispute was part of the manufacturing process. R. pp. 21-22. The ALC’s
order explicitly found as a fact that “[o]ne tank is used to mix sanitation chemicals with chilled

water. This mixture is pumped into the high-care area to wash the produce during the cutting





process,” and again that “[o]ne tank mixes sanitation chemicals with chilled water that is sprayed

on produce and on the cutting machine in the cutting room/high-care area during the production

line part of the manufacturing process.” R. pp. 14, 27. The ALC’s order noted that “the other tank

is used to capture, sanitize, and recirculate some of the runoff water so that it can be reused later

in the manufacturing process.” R. p. 14.

There was no contrary testimony presented by the Department to any of the above.

Rather, the Department’s witness gave a fair, balanced description of the manufacturing

area, which supports the Respondent’s position and is consistent with manufacturing processes in

general. She testified:

Q:

Q:

A:

And so is it fair to say that based on your tour and your understanding of the
taxpayer’s operations that there were no manufacturing or processing machines
used before this raw-material dumping?

That’s correct.

So the Department doesn’t consider the storage racks in the cooler to be part of the
process?

No.
Okay. And where did the department determine that the process ended?

The Department determined that the process ended once the finished product was
discharged from the last manufacturing machine and it was packaged for sale.

And which step would that be on the flowchart?

That would probably be after the metal detecting after the boxing, labeling, and
pelletizing.

So boxing, labeling, and pelletizing would be the last step included in
processing?

Yes. Because that finished product, the packaging materials and the
packaging machines fall within the exemptions.

Q:

And is it your understanding that the boxing, labeling, and pelletizing occurs
in the packout area?





Yes.
So would that area be used for processing then?

A:

Q:

A: Yes.
Q: And what about the pelletizing area?
A:

I think if it’s still part of preparing that product for sale to your customer, then it
would fall within the exemption.

Q: What would make it not fall within the exemption?

A: The receiving areas, the storage of raw materials, or the storage of finished goods.

Q: [Wlhere in the facility do you understand or it’s the Department’s position that
the actual processing of the produce takes place?

A: The area above where you see that raw food. So where that product is introduced
into, again — I think yesterday it was called the high-care area.

*kokosk

A: And then the RTE. Yes, that green block.

Q: Anywhere else?

A: The tomato repack area. (Tr. P. 307, Lines 1-15).

R. p. 306, lines 6-25; 308, lines 2-15; 307, lines 1-15 (Emphasis added).

The uncontroverted testimony showed, with the exception of the storage racks, virtually
every machine at issue in this matter was used in the boxing, labeling, and pelletizing areas,
specifically the high-care or tomato repack area, which the Department witness conceded was part
of the manufacturing process and thus exempt. Given that the facts of this case, as set forth in the
ALC’s order, demonstrated that the machines at issue fit squarely within the applicable exemption,

it was error for this Court to disregard these facts in favor of the Department’s position.





I11. This Court should not have given deference to the Department’s position in
contradiction to the substantial evidence in the record.

As touched on above, this Court’s decision appears to disregard much of the ALC’s
findings and the substantial evidence in the record in favor of deferring to the Department’s
position as to both the machine exemption and the pollution control exemption. While a court
“generally gives deference to an administrative agency’s interpretation of an applicable statute or
regulation,” Brown v. Bi-Lo, Inc., 354 S.C. 436, 581 S.E.2d 836, 838 (2003), such deference is
tempered, or even eliminated, under a variety of circumstances. Given the substantial evidence in
the record that demonstrated the items at issue fit squarely within the plain language of the statutory
provisions, this is one of those circumstances. /d. (“Where, as here, the plain language of the statute
[and regulation] is contrary to the agency’s interpretation, the Court will reject the agency’s
interpretation.”). This is especially true with respect to the Department’s interpretations that are
not promulgated in regulations. See S.C. Tax Comm’n Dec. 93-78 (rejecting taxpayer’s use of
long-standing agency interpretation stating that, “we do not believe there are any generally
accepted consolidation rules which exist if they are not codified.” (Emphasis added); Seigfried v.
S.C. Dep’t of Rev., 2003 WL 24004736 (S.C. Admin. Law Judge Div. 2003); S.C. Dep’t of Motor
Vehicles v. Lajuenesse, 2008 WL 1740063 (S.C. Admin. Law Judge Div. 2008); Clarendon Cnty.
Mem. Hosp. v. S.C. Dep’t of Health & Envtl. Control, 2006 WL 1430090 (S.C. Admin. Law Judge
Div. 2006). Accordingly, SCMA agrees with Respondent that this Court erred by simply deferring

to the Department’s position with respect to each machine at issue.





CONCLUSION

The ALC found as a matter of fact that all the machinery and equipment at issue in this
matter was used in the manufacturing process. There was no contrary testimony. This Court
reversed the ALC decision by disregarding the ALC’s findings of fact. It did so largely by
deferring to the Department’s interpretation of its regulations and policy documents. Such blanket
deferral is inappropriate, and this Court should grant the Petition for Rehearing to correct its
decision in this regard.

Respectfully submitted,

/s Anthony E. Rebollo

Anthony E. Rebollo (S.C. Bar No. 70488)
Carmen V. Ganjehsani (S.C. Bar No. 73515)
Benjamin P. Carlton (S.C. Bar No. 101142)
RICHARDSON, PLOWDEN & ROBINSON, PA
1900 Barnwell Street (29201)

Post Office Drawer 7788

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

(803) 771-4400
trebollo@richardsonplowen.com
cganjehsani@richardsonplowden.com
bcearlton@richardsonplowden.com
Attorneys for Amicus Curiae,

South Carolina Manufacturers Alliance

April 18, 2023
Columbia, South Carolina

10





THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT
The Honorable Harold W. Funderburk, Jr., Administrative Law Judge

Case No. 2017-ALJ-17-0060-CC
Appellate Case No. 2019-001933

MCENtIre Produce, INC., cuuvvveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt ee et eearae e e e e e e eeans Respondent,

South Carolina Department of REVENUE, .........cceevcuiieiiiiiiiiecieccee e Appellant.

CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL

The undersigned certifies that this Brief of Amicus Curiae of South Carolina Manufacturers
Alliance complies with Rule 211(b), SCACR.

Respectfully submitted,

/s Anthony E. Rebollo

Anthony E. Rebollo (S.C. Bar No. 70488)
Carmen V. Ganjehsani (S.C. Bar No. 73515)
Benjamin P. Carlton (S.C. Bar No. 101142)
RICHARDSON, PLOWDEN & ROBINSON, PA
1900 Barnwell Street (29201)

Post Office Drawer 7788

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

(803) 771-4400
trebollo@richardsonplowen.com
cganjehsani@richardsonplowden.com
bearlton@richardsonplowden.com
Attorneys for Amicus Curiae,

South Carolina Manufacturers Alliance

April 18, 2023
Columbia, South Carolina
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, the undersigned, attorney for Amicus Curiae, South Carolina Manufacturers Alliance, do
hereby certify that I have this date served the Motion for Leave to File an Amicus Curiae Brief on
Behalf of the South Carolina Manufacturers Alliance in Support of Respondent’s Petition for
Rehearing, dated April 18, 2023, by personally serving the same pursuant to Section (d)(1) of the
Supreme Court’s Order dated May 6, 2022, on the following counsel of record using the primary

email addresses listed in the Attorney Information System (if applicable):

Elisabeth W. Shields, Esquire Burnet R. Maybank, III, Esquire
Jason P. Luther, Esquire James P. Rourke, Esquire
SOUTH CAROLINA NEXSEN PRUET, LLC
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE Post Office Drawer 2426

P.O. Box 12265 Columbia, SC 29202

Columbia, SC 29211 bmaybank@nexsenpruet.com
Elisabeth.Shields@dor.sc.gov Jrourke@nexsenpruet.com
jason.luther@dor.sc.gov Attorneys for Respondent
Attorneys for Appellant McEntire Produce, Inc.

South Carolina Department of Revenue
A copy of the sent email is enclosed with this Certificate of Service.

/s Carmen V. Ganjehsani

Anthony E. Rebollo (S.C. Bar No. 70488)
Carmen V. Ganjehsani (S.C. Bar No. 73515)
Benjamin P. Carlton (S.C. Bar No. 101142)
RICHARDSON, PLOWDEN & ROBINSON, PA
1900 Barnwell Street (29201)

Post Office Drawer 7788

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

(803) 771-4400
trebollo@richardsonplowen.com
cganjehsani@richardsonplowden.com
bcearlton@richardsonplowden.com
Attorneys for Amicus Curiae,

South Carolina Manufacturers Alliance

Dated: April 18, 2023.





Carmen Ganjehsani

From: Carmen Ganjehsani

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 3:38 PM

To: Elisabeth.Shields@dor.sc.gov; ‘jason.luther@dor.sc.gov’; ‘bmaybank@nexsenpruet.com’;
‘jrourke@nexsenpruet.com'

Cc: Tony Rebollo; Ben Carlton

Subject: 2019-001933 McEntire Produce, Inc. v. SCDOR

Attachments: 2019-001933 McEntire Produce v. SCDOR (Mtn for Leave to file Amicus Curiae Brief by
SCMA).pdf

Pursuant to the Supreme Court’s Order dated May 6, 2022, please find served upon you the Motion for
Leave to File an Amicus Curiae Brief on behalf of the South Carolina Manufacturers Alliance in support of
Respondent’s Petition for Rehearing.

Please let me know if you have any question.

Thank you,
Carmen Ganjehsani

HOME VCARD LOCATION

Carmen V. Ganjehsani
Shareholder
Cganjehsani@RichardsonPlowden.com

: ’ * Richardson Plowden & Robinson, P.A.
/ 1900 Barnwell Street
« w Columbia, SC 29201
Tel: 803.253.8692

Fax: 803.779.0016
www.RichardsonPlowden.com







COLUMBIA P.O. Drawer 7788 » Columbia, SC 29202
1900 Barnwell St., Columbia, SC 29201 P 803-771-4400 F 803-779-0016

MYRTLE BEACH P.O. Box 3646 * Myrtle Beach, SC 29578
2103 Farlow St., Suite B, Myrtle Beach, SC 29577 P 843-448-1008 F 843-448-1533

o / CHARLESTON  P.O. Box 21203 ¢ Charleston, SC 29413

235 Magrath Darby Blvd., Mount Pleasant, SC 29464 P 843-805-6550 F 843-805-6599

www.RichardsonPlowden.com

REPLY TO: Columbia
E-Mail: cganjehsani@richardsonplowden.com
Direct Dial: (803) 253-8692

April 18, 2023

Via hand delivery and e-mail (ctappfilings@sccourts.org)
The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings

Clerk of Court, S.C. Court of Appeals

P.O. Box 11629

Columbia, SC 29211

Re:  McEntire Produce, Inc. v. South Carolina Department of Revenue
Supreme Court Case No. 2019-001922
RPR File No.: 010221-00001

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Enclosed for filing is the Motion for Leave to File an Amicus Curiae Brief on Behalf of the South
Carolina Manufacturers Alliance in the above-referenced case, along with our Certificate of Service. We are
also filing this Motion electronically with the Court of Appeals via e-mail at ctappfilings@sccourts.org
pursuant to Section (b)(2) of the Supreme Court’s May 6, 2022 Order.

Also enclosed is our firm’s check in the amount of $50.00 for the filing fee in this matter.

We have served this Motion on counsel of record in the appeal upon their primary email addresses
listed in the Attorney Information System.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to call.
Sincerely,
/s Carmen V. Ganjehsani

Carmen V. Ganjehsani





The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
April 18, 2023
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Attachment

cc: Elisabeth W. Shields (Elisabeth.Shields@dor.sc.gov)
Jason P. Luther (jason.luther@dor.sc.gov)
James P. Rourke (jrourke@nexsenpruet.com)
Burnet R. Maybank (bmaybank@nexsenpruet.com)
Anthony E. Rebollo (trebollo@richardsonplowen.com)
Benjamin P. Carlton (bcarlton@richardsonplowden.com)






