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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

1.  Whether the Administrative Law Court, in accordance with applicable statutes and
legal precedent, correctly held that Appellants failed to meet the burden of
demonstrating error in the Assessor/Respondent’s valuations of the Subject
Properties for tax year 2022.

II.  Whether the Administrative Law_Court properly granted summary judgment in
favor of Respondent because the Subject Properties were not improperly reassessed.

III.  Whether the appeal should be dismissed because it lacks a justiciable controversy.

IV. Respondent requests the Court affirm the ruling of the Administrative Law Court on
any ground appearing in the record.




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This appeal emanates from an Order of the South Carolina Administrative Law Court
granting Summary Judgment in favor of Respondent York County Assessor’s Motion for
Summary Judgment with regard to the valuation of seven (7) properties in York County, South
Carolina for tax year 2022. The issue before the Administrative Law Court is whether the Assessor
correctly valued the land for each of the seven parcels for tax year 2022.

On October 3, 2024, the Administrative Law Court issued an Order consolidating the seven
cases. (R.pp. 26-28). On March 14, 2025, the parties filed a Joint Stipulation of Facts. (R. pp.
71-84). Subsequently, on March 27, 2025, the parties filed an Amended Joint Stipulation of Facts.
(R. pp. 85-99). On March 31, 2025, Appellants filed their Motion for Summary Judgment. (R.
pp. 100-130). On April 8, 2025, Respondent filed its Response (R. pp. 131-142) and Motion for
Summary Judgment. (R. pp. 150-167). On April 11, 2025, Appellants filed a Reply to
Respondent’s filing. (R. pp. 143-149).

On May 19, 2025, the Court issued an Order Granting Respondent’s Motion for Summary
Judgment and Denying Petitioners’ Motion for Summary Judgment. (R. pp. 1-22). On May 27,
20235, Petitioners filed a Motion to Alter or Amend the May 19" Order. (R. pp. 179-193). On June
16, 2025, Respohdent filed a Memorandum in Opposition to Petitioners’ Motion to Alter or
Amend. (R. pp. 194-201). On June 17, 2025, the Court issued an Order denying Petitioners’
Motion to Alter or Amend. (R. pp. 23-25) (May 19" Order and the Order dated June 17, 2025 are

collectively referred to as the “Order”).



STATEMENT OF FACTS
(as stipulated and amended by the parties and filed with the Administrative Law Court)

(R. pp. 85-99)

This proceeding involves seven contested cases, which have been consolidated, challenging the
York County Board of Assessment Appeals’ decisions upholding the Assessor’s value
determination in each case for tax year 2022. The real property at issue includes:

Property: Tax Map No. 662-07-01-165 (“11 Acre Property”)
Owner: Greens of Rock Hill, LLC

Description: 11.22 acres raw land

Property: Tax Map No. 662-07-01-162 (“15 Acre Property”)
Owner: Greens of Rock Hill, LLC

Description:

15.83 acres raw land

Property: Tax Map No. 662-07-01-282 (“Veloway Property”)
Owner: Veloway Office Building, LLC

Description: .46 acre parcel with office building

Property: Tax Map No. 662-07-01-300 (“Riverwalk Flint Property”)
Owner: Riverwalk Flint Medical Office Building LLC
Description: 2.03 acres with office building

Property: TMS #662-07-01-147 (“Building 6 Property”)
Owner: Riverwalk River District Building 6 LLC
Description: .39 acres with office building

Property: TMS #662-07-01-287 (“Building 7 Property”)
Owner: Riverwalk River District Building 7 LLC
Description: .83 acres with mixed retail and apartments
Property: TMS #662-07-01-185 (“Building 9 Property”)
Owner: Riverwalk River District Building 9 LLC

Description: .23 acres with mixed retail and apartments

The seven properties will be referred to collectively as the “Subject Properties.”

Facts Common to All Properties

1. The fair market values included for all parcels at issue have been appraised by Robert Weaver,
the Commercial Appraiser for York County. Mr. Weaver is a certified general appraiser, CG
#4493, This appeal concerns legal issues only and the appraisals performed by Robert Weaver



are not at issue. The appraised market values for the properties in question, as determined by
Mr. Weaver were obtained using the Sales Comparison Approach, Income Approach, and the
Cost Approach, with the values reconciled to reflect the market value for each, and those values
are included herein as follows:

a) 662-07-01-165: page 5, item #14 (reconciled using Sales Comparison Approach)

b) 662-07-01-162: page 6, item #27 (reconciled using Sales Comparison Approach)

¢) 662-07-01-282: page 7, item #39 (reconciled using the Cost Approach)

d) 662-07-01-300: page 9, item #53 (reconciled using the Cost Approach)

e) 662-07-01-147: page 10, item #65 (reconciled using the Income Approach)

f) 662-07-01-287: page 12, item #80 (reconciled using the Cost Approach)

g) 662-07-01-185: page 13, item #92 (reconciled using the Income Approach)

. In 2005, parent company Greens of Rock Hill, LLC (“GRH) purchased several properties
from Celanese Acetate LLC totaling approximately 1,008.73 acres. This purchase is evidenced
by the deed recorded in the York County Register of Deeds on October 18, 2005 and indexed
in Deed Book 7503, Page 099.

. Along with a small addition of additional property, these properties, totaling approximately
1,008.73 acres, were annexed into the City of Rock Hill as raw land parcels in 2008.

. The 1,008.73 acre property was rezoned from Industrial Development to Planned Development
Residential (PD-R), Planned Development Commercial (PD-C) and Planned Development
Major Employment Center (PD-MEC) by operation of City of Rock Hill Ordinance # 2008-
68, effective November 24, 2008.

. This property was divided into two parcels from which all of the Subject Properties descend.
The first parent parcel was an approximately 660-acre raw land parcel assigned as TMS # 662-
07-01-095. The second parent parcel was an approximately 349-acre raw land parcel assigned
as TMS # 662-07-01-094.

. Parent parcel TMS # 662-07-01-095, as subdivided from time to time over the years, was first
assigned a value and taxed in the tax year 2009 and its remnant has remained a raw land parcel.
The remnant parcel has been assessed at a value of $5,000 per acre since its creation. It has
been classified and taxed as agricultural real property as defined in S.C. Code § 12-43-220(d)
since its creation. It has also not been rezoned since its creation.

Parent parcel TMS # 662-07-01-094, as subdivided from time to time over the years, was first
assigned a value and taxed in the tax year 2009 and its remnant has remained a raw land parcel.
It has been classified and taxed as agricultural real property as defined in S.C. Code § 12-43-
220(d) since its creation. It has also not been rezoned since its creation. It has been assessed
at the following values in the ensuing tax years:



Year

Acreage Value PerAcre Total Note(s)

2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020

377.09 $5,300.00 $2,020,700.00
377.09 $5,300.00 $2,020,700.00
371.26 $5,000.00  $1,856,300.00 Reassessment Year

178.31 $10,000.00 $1,783,100.00
184.54 $10,000.00 $1,845,400.00
156.25 $10,000.00 $1,562,500.00
114.69 $10,000.00  $1,146,900.00 Reassessment Year
58.37 $29,400.00 $1,717,000.00

46.61 $19,000.00 $885,600.00

46.15 $19,000.00 $876,900.00

45.28 $19,000.00 $860,300.00

45.28 $19,000.00 $860,300.00 Reassessment Year

8. None of the Subject Properties have been rezoned since 2008.

9. The relevant countywide reassessment years for York County were 2011, 2015 and 2020.

Subject Property 1 is an 11.22 Acre Property, identified by TM #662-07-01-165

(the “11 Acre Property”)

10. The immediate parent parcel for the 11 Acre Property — TMS #662-07-01-132 — was created
as a result of TMS # 662-07-01-095 being subdivided by plat recorded in the York County
Register of Deeds Office on January 17, 2013 at Plat Book E177, Page 1.

11. The York County Assessor’s Office began taxing the TMS #662-07-01-132 for the 2014 tax
year. The taxes for TMS #662-07-01-132, which has remained a raw land parcel, are as

follows:

2014:
2015:

$5,000 per acre (219.88 acres, market value = $1,099,400)

$20,000 per acre (County reassessment — now 174.10 acres; market
value = $3.467,906)

2016-2021:  $40,000 per acre (26.66 acres; market value = $1,066,400)

2022:

$5,000 per acre (due to appeal change, now 26.66 acres)

12. TMS # 662-07-01-132 was subdivided, and that subdivision resulted in the creation of the 11
Acre Property, which is depicted by a subdivision plat recorded in the York County Register
of Deeds Office on August 26, 2015 at Plat Book E338, Page 5.

13. The 11 Acre Property has, at all relevant times after 2005, remained under the ownership of

GRH.



14.

15,

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22.

4.1

The York County Assessor’s Office began taxing the 11 Acre Property for the 2016 tax year.

The historic market value for the 11 Acre Property are as follows:
2016-2017:  $40,000 per acre (total of $465,200; 11.63 acres)

2018-present: $40,000 per acre (total of $448,800- slight downward adjustment
of acreage)

The 11 Acre Property was classified and taxed as agricultural real property as defined in S.C.
Code § 12-43-220(d) from its creation through tax year 2023; this classification was removed
in tax year 2024.

On or about January 17, 2023, Petitioner timely sent an appeal letter objecting to the Tax
Assessor’s determination of value for the 2022 tax year.

On or about February 9, 2023, the Tax Assessor sent a letter to the Petitioner indicating that
the assessed value would not be changed.

On or about March 9, 2023, Petitioner delivered a letter requesting an appeal hearing before
the Board of Assessment Appeals for York County (the “Board”).

On August 8, 2023, an appeal hearing was conducted before the Board, during which both
Petitioner and the Assessor’s Office presented evidence and testimony.

On August 21, 2023, the York County Board of Assessment Appeals mailed a letter to
Petitioner upholding the valuation for tax year 2022.

Following the Board’s decision, Petitioner timely filed a Request for a Contested Case Hearing
with the Administrative Law Court.

15.83 Acre Property TMS #662-07-01-162 (the “15 Acre Property”)

The immediate parent parcel for the 15 Acre Property — TMS #662-07-01-132 — was
subdivided from TMS # 662-07-01-095 by plat recorded in the York County Register of Deeds
Office on January 17, 2013 at Plat Book Plat Book E177, Page 1.

The York County Assessor’s Office began taxing the TMS #662-07-01-132 for the 2014 tax
year. The taxable value for TMS #662-07-01-132, which has remained a raw land parcel. are
as follows:

2014: $5,000 per acre (219.88 acres, market value = $1,099,400)

2015: $20,000 per acre (County reassessment — now 174.10 acres; market
value = $3.467,906)

2016-2021:  $40,000 per acre (26.66 acres; market value = $1,066,400)



24.

25

26.

2l

28.

29,

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

2022: $5,000 per acre (due to appeal change, now 26.66 acres)

TMS # 662-07-01-132 has never been classified and taxed as agricultural real property as
defined in S.C. Code § 12-43-220(d).

TMS # 662-07-01-132 was subdivided, and that subdivision resulted in the creation of the 15
Acre Property, depicted by a subdivision plat recorded in the York County Register of Deeds
Office on August 26, 2015 at Plat Book E338, Page 4.

The 15 Acre Property has at all relevant times after 2005, remained under the ownership of
GRH.

The York County Assessor’s Office began taxing the 15 Acre Property for the 2016 tax year.
The historic market value for the 15 Acre Property is as follows:
2016-present: $40,000 per acre (total of $633,200)

The 15 Acre Property was classified and taxed as agricultural real property as defined in S.C.
Code § 12-43-220(d) from its creation through tax year 2023; this classification was removed
in tax year 2024.

On or about January 17, 2023, Petitioner timely sent an appeal letter objecting to the Tax
Assessor’s determination of value for the 2022 tax year.

On or about February 9, 2023, the Tax Assessor sent a letter to the Petitioner indicating that
the assessed value would not be changed.

On or about March 9, 2023, Petitioner delivered a letter requesting an appeal hearing before
the Board of Assessment Appeals for York County (the “Board”).

On August 8, 2023, an appeal hearing was conducted before the Board, during which both
Petitioner and the Assessor’s Office presented evidence and testimony.

On August 21, 2023, the York County Board of Assessment Appeals mailed a letter to
Petitioner upholding the valuation for tax year 2022.

Veloway Property TMS #662-07-01-282 (0.46 of an acre)

The Veloway Property was subdivided directly from TMS # 662-07-01-094 and created by
operation of a subdivision plat recorded in the York County Register of Deeds Office on March
2, 2017 at Plat Book 153, Page 352.




35. Ownership of the Veloway Property was conveyed from GRH to Veloway Office Building,
LLC, by deed recorded in the York County Register of Deeds Office on March 3, 2017 at Book
RB 16263, page 179.

36. GRH owned no less than 98.99% of the membership interest in Veloway Office Building, LLC
from the formation of that entity until 2024, when GRH redeemed and purchased the minority
investor interest and became the sole owner of Veloway Office Building, LLC.

37. Veloway Office Building, LLC completed construction of an office building on the Veloway
Property in 2018, and received a certificate of occupancy on February 14, 2018. The Veloway
Property was a raw land parcel until clearing, siting and construction on the parcel began.
Between at least 2017 and 2020, several permits related to the work on the parcel were issued
by City of Rock Hill including: a construction permit for a 16,000 square foot 2-story office
building issued April 18, 2017; a permit for interior upfits and renovations issued October 3,
2018; interior office upfit permit issued August 8, 2019; a permit for interior upfits for office
space issued August 13, 2019; a permit to create a new suite issued May 5, 2020; and interior
upfit permits issued June 2, 2020.

38. The Veloway Property has never been classified and taxed as agricultural real property as
defined in S.C. Code § 12-43-220(d).

39. The York County Assessor’s Office began taxing the Veloway Property for the 2018 tax year.
The historic market value for the Veloway Property are as follows:

Year = Acreage Value PerAcre Total Land Value Building Value Total Note(s)

2018 0.46 $860,000.00 $395,600.00 - $395,600.00
2019 0.46 $860,000.00 $395,600.00 $2,805,000.00  $3,200,600.00
2020 0.46 $860,000.00 $395,600.00 $3,053,712.00  $3,488,672.00 Reassessment Year
2021 0.46 $860,000.00 $395,600.00 $2,448,795.00  $2,883,755.00
Bldg. value reduced during
2022 0.46 $860,000.00 $395,600.00 $2,265,537.00  $2,661,137.00 pendency of appeal

40. On or about October 24, 2022, Petitioner timely sent an appeal letter objecting to the Tax
Assessor’s determination of value for the 2022 tax year.

41. On or about January 9, 2023, the Tax Assessor sent a change letter to the Petitioner indicating
that the assessed building value would be reduced such that the assessed value of the Veloway
Property would be reduced to $2,661,137.00. The land value was not reduced and remained
at $395,600.



42.

43,

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

On February 9, 2023, Petitioner delivered a letter requesting an appeal hearing before the
Board.

On August 8, 2023, an appeal hearing was conducted before the Board, during which both
Petitioner and the Assessor’s Office presented evidence and testimony.

On October August 21, 2023, the Board mailed a letter to Petitioner upholding the valuation
for tax year 2022.

Following the Board’s decision, Petitioner timely filed a Request for a Contested Case Hearing
with the Administrative Law Court.

Riverwalk Flint Property TMS #662-07-01-300 (2.03 Acres)

The immediate parent parcel for the Riverwalk Flint Property — TMS #662-07-01-176— was
subdivided from TMS # 662-07-01-094 by plat recorded in the York County Register of Deeds
Office on July 15, 2015 at Plat Book E330, Page 4.

The York County Assessor’s Office began taxing the TMS #662-07-01-176 for the 2016 tax
year. The historic taxable value for TMS #662-07-01-176, which has remained a raw land
parcel, are as follows:

Year Acreage Value PerAcre Total Note(s)
2016 19.38 $25,000.00 $484,500.00
2017 19.38 $25,000.00 $484,500.00
2018 19.38 $25,000.00 $484,500.00
2019 17:35 $28,000.00 $484,500.00
2020 17.26 $200,000.00 $3,457,000.00 Reassessment Year
2021 15.8 $200,000.00 $3,160,000.00

The Riverwalk Flint Property was subdivided from TMS #662-07-01-176 and created by
operation of a subdivision plat recorded in the York County Register of Deeds Office on
March 6, 2018 at Plat Book 157, Page 162.

Ownership of the Riverwalk Flint Property was conveyed from GRH to Riverwalk Flint
Medical Office Building LLC by deed recorded in the York County Register of Deeds Office
on May 8, 2018 at Book RB 16963, page 197.

RH owned 100% of the membership interest in Riverwalk Flint Medical Office Building, LLC
from its formation until April 12,2019, when GRH sold a 10.01% interest to an investor. GRH
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was the managing member. Riverwalk Flint Medical Office Building, LLC sold the building
in 2023 and GRH redeemed and or purchased the minority interest in 2024.

Riverwalk Flint Medical Office Building LLC completed construction of an office building on
the Riverwalk Flint Property in 2019, and received a certificate of occupancy on May 2,2019.
The Riverwalk Flint Property was a raw land parcel until clearing, siting and construction of
the parcel began. Between at least 2018 and 2020, several permits related to the work on the
parcel were issued by City of Rock Hill including: a permit to upfit an existing shell building
issued August 24, 2018; a permit to extend a roof screenwall issued March 20, 2019; and a
permit to construct interior walls, a ceiling with new electrical panel and circuits and new vav
boxes for the mechanical system issued June 30, 2020.

Neither the Riverwalk Flint Property nor its immediate parent parcel TMS #662-07-01-1 76 has
ever been classified and taxed as agricultural real property as defined in S.C. Code § 12-43-
220(d).

The York County Assessor’s Office began taxing the Riverwalk Flint Property for the 2019
tax year. The historic market values for the Riverwalk Flint Property are as follows:

54.
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Year Acreage  Value PerAcre Total Land Value Building Value Total
2019 2.03 $ 700,000.00 $ 1,421,000.00 $ 1,421,000.00
2020 2.03 $ 70000000 $ 1,421,00000 $ 2,935075.00 $ 4,356,075.00 Reassessment Year

2021 2.03 $ 70000000 $ 1,421,00000 $ 4,030975.00 $ 5451,975.00 Bldg value increased after appeal

2022 2.03 $ 70000000 $ 1,421,000.00 S 2,509,802.00 $ 3,930,802.00 Bldgvalue decreased after appeal

On or about September 21, 2022, Petitioner timely sent an appeal letter objecting to the Tax
Assessor’s determination of value for the 2022 tax year.

The Tax Assessor sent three change letters to the Petitioner indicating that the assessed building
value would be reduced such that the assessed value of the Riverwalk Flint Property would be
reduced to $3.930.802.00. The land value was not reduced.

On July 7, 2023, Petitioner delivered a letter requesting an appeal hearing before the Board.

On August 8, 2023, an appeal hearing was conducted before the Board, during which both
Petitioner and the Assessor’s Office presented evidence and testimony.

On August 21, 2023, the Board mailed a letter to Petitioner upholding the valuation for tax
year 2022.
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Following the Board’s decision, Petitioner timely filed a Request for a Contested Case Hearing
with the Administrative Law Court.

Building 6 Property TMS #662-07-01-147

The Building 6 Property was subdivided directly from TMS # 662-07-01-094 and created by
operation of a subdivision plat recorded in the York County Register of Deeds Office on May
23, 2014 at Plat Book E253, Page 5

Ownership of the Building 6 Property was conveyed from GRH to Riverwalk River District
Building 6 LLC by deed recorded in the York County Register of Deeds Office on July 30,
2014 at Deed Book 14275, Page 4.

GRH owned 100% of the membership interest in Riverwalk River District Building 6 LLC
from its formation until 2016, when two investors (one of which is wholly owned by GRH and
one of which is an unrelated entity) each purchased a .01% interest in Riverwalk River District
Building 6 LLC. GRH bought out the investor interests in 2024, and has owned 100% of
Riverwalk River District Building 6 since that date.

Riverwalk River District Building 6 LLC, completed construction of a mixed-use building on
the Building 6 Property in 2016, and received a certificate of occupancy on March 10, 2016.
The Building 6 Property was a raw land parcel until clearing, siting and construction on the
parcel began. Between at least 2014 and 2019, several permits related to the work on the parcel
were issued by City of Rock Hill including: a permit to construct a retaining wall, issued
December 16, 2014; permits for interior upfits, issued July 8, 2015, October 5, 2015, and
November 9, 2015; a permit for an awning issued May 17, 2016; and a permit for an interior
upfit issued on August 13, 2019.

The Building 6 Property has never been classified and taxed as agricultural real property as
defined in S.C. Code § 12-43-220(d).

The York County Assessor’s Office began taxing the Building 6 Property for the 2015 tax year.
The historic market values for the Building 6 Property are as follows:
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Year Acreage Value PerAcre Total Land Value Building Value Total Note(s)
2015 039  $256,000.00 $99,840.00 - $100,000.00
2016 039  $256,000.00 $99,840.00 - $100,000.00
2017 039  $256,000.00 $99,840.00 $3,298,000.00  $3,398,000.00
2018 039  $256,000.00 $99,840.00 $3,298,000.00  $3,398,000.00
2019 0.39  $256,000.00 $99,840.00 $3,298,000.00  $3,398,000.00
2020 0.39 $1,000,000.00 $390,000.00 $5,583,635.00  $5,973,635.00 Reassessment Year
Bldg. value reduced during
2021 039  $750,000.00 $292,500.00 $5,435,879.00  $5,728,379.00 pendency of appeal
Bldg. value reduced during
2022 039  $750,000.00 $292,500.00 $2,265,537.00  $5,093,430.00 pendency of appeal

On or about November 16, 2022, Petitioner timely sent an appeal letter objecting to the Tax
Assessor’s determination of value for the 2022 tax year.

On or about January 9, 2023, the Tax Assessor sent a change letter to the Petitioner indicating
that the assessed building value would be reduced such that the assessed value of the Building
6 Property would be reduced from $5,728,379 to $5,093,430.00. The land value was not
reduced.

On February 9, 2023, Petitioner delivered a letter requesting an appeal hearing before the
Board.

On October 10, 2023, an appeal hearing was conducted before the Board, during which both
Petitioner and the Assessor’s Office presented evidence and testimony.

On October 17, 2023, the Board mailed a letter to Petitioner upholding the valuation for tax
year 2022.

Following the Board’s decision, Petitioner timely filed a Request for a Contested Case Hearing
with the Administrative Law Court.

Building 7 Property TMS #662-07-01-287

The immediate parent parcel for the Building 7 Property - TMS #662-07-01-146 — was
subdivided from TMS # 662-07-01-094 and created by operation of a subdivision plat recorded
in the York County Register of Deeds on May 23, 2014 at Plat Book E253, Page 5.

The York County Assessor’s Office began taxing the TMS #662-07-01-146 for the 2015 tax
year. The taxes for TMS #662-07-01-146, which has remained a raw land parcel, are as
follows:
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Year Acreage Value PerAcre Total Note(s)

2015 2.65 $70,000.00 $185,500.00 Reassessment Year

2016 2.65 $70,000.00 $185,500.00

2017 2.65 $70,000.00 $185,500.00

2018 1.37 $400,000.00 $548,000.00

2019 1.37 $400,000.00 $548,000.00

2020 1.37 S500,000.00 $685,000.00 Reassessment Year

2021 1.37 $500,000.00 $685,000.00

2022 1.37 $350,000.00 $480,000.00 Value reduced during appeal

TMS # 662-07-01-146 was subdivided into the Building 7 Property by operation of a
subdivision plat recorded in the York County Register of Deeds Office on June 27,2017 at PB
154, Page 455.

Ownership of the Building 7 Property was conveyed from GRH to Riverwalk River District
Building 7 LLC, by deed recorded in the York County Register of Deeds Office on June 29,
2017 at Deed Book 16451, Page 197.

GRH owned 99.99% of the membership interest in Riverwalk River District Building 7 LLC
from the formation of that entity until 2024, when GRH purchased the .01% investor interest
and became the sole owner of Riverwalk River District Building 7 LLC.

Riverwalk River District Building 7 LLC completed construction of a mixed-use building on
the Building 7 Property in 2019, and received a certificate of occupancy on March 19, 2019.
The Building 7 property was a raw land parcel until clearing, siting, and construction on the
parcel began. Between 2017 and 2019, several permits related to the work on the parcel were
applied for by the LLC and subsequently issued by City of Rock Hill, including: a permit for
construction of a concrete podium and shell building, submitted August 11, 2017; an upfit
permit issued February 26, 2019; a retail upfit permit issued March 6, 2019; and interior upfit
permits issued April 11, 2019, October 18, 2019, and March 9, 2020.

Neither TMS # 662-07-01-146 or the Building 7 Property has ever been classified and taxed
as agricultural real property as defined in S.C. Code § 12-43-220(d).

Prior to construction of the office building, the Building 7 Property was a raw land parcel.

The York County Assessor’s Office began taxing the Building 7 Property for the 2018 tax year.
The historic market values for the Building 7 Property are as follows:
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Year Acreage Value PerAcre Total Land Value Building Value Total Note(s)
2018 0.83  $1,000,000.00 $830,000.00 - $830,000.00
2019 0.83 $1,000000.00  $830,000.00 - $830,000.00
2020 0.83  $1,000,000.00 $830,000.00 $9,867,110.00  $10,697,110.00 Reassessment Year
2021 0.83 $750,000.00 $622,500.00 $12,695,482.00  $13,317,982.00
Bldg. value reduced during
2022 0.83 $750,000.00 $622,500.00 $10,486,441.00  $11,108,941.00 pendency of appeal

81. On or about November 16, 2022, Petitioner timely sent an appeal letter objecting to the Tax
Assessor’s determination of value for the 2022 tax year.

82. On or about January 9, 2023, the Tax Assessor sent a change letter to the Petitioner indicating
that the assessed building value would be reduced such that the assessed value of the Building
7 Property would be reduced from $13,317,982.00 to $11,108,941.00. The land value was not
reduced.

83. On February 9, 2023, Petitioner delivered a letter requesting an appeal hearing before the
Board.

84. On October 10, 2023, an appeal hearing was conducted before the Board, during which both
Petitioner and the Assessor’s Office presented evidence and testimony.

85. On October 17, 2023, the Board mailed a lette