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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

Durlng the Hearlng on May 26, 2015 in front ofJudge Lenski, Mr Sapp

( 5Professnon‘al Appralsaljmctlce Mr Sapp did NOT follow
~ the Unifo'rm‘ Standarde Of Professional Appralsal Practnce in developlng hIS purport_ed Appralsal
ot 680 |vmp|e'ment' Road, at ..D'ec'ember 31; 2013. Those flaws .in'cl_udelthe ’foIIowir'\g;

FIRST Lack of requwed Record Keepmg |

SECOND Vacant Land is NOT an approprlate Comparab|e to the Re5|dent|al Equestrlan

‘ _Property at 680 Implement Road |
THIRD, The Assessor ie NOT required to Appraise the whole paroel, vt/hen:the only portiori
protes_ted wae 'Lavn'_d Market Value. - |

- FOURTH, The Assessor had multiple error.s in his use of the M'arshall & Swift Cost Tables.

HREE ‘Mr. Sapp s purported Appralsal of the property at 680 implement
Road had a total of $598 037, of Wthh $395 745 reIated to Improvements Market Value, and
$194 876 related to Land Market Value. As the taxpayer had prevrously agreed to the Appralsed
Market Value of all Improvements' at 680 implement Road, the onIy issue protested was Land -

Market Value. While Mr. Sapp’s purported appraisal indicated a Land Market Value of




. $194,876, Mr Sépp, for some .unknov(/n reason,.increased the Assessed Land Market Va_lu'e :

~ from $19_4,876 to $287,296, an unexplained increase of $92,4.20‘.“'_.~ -

R: As haVe.exprésgéd from day._l, my P'ropérty Tax P_rotest.is_for La._n.d

| ,Markgt Vaiue_dNLY. I haye acééﬁted tﬁe ASSessed Market Valué.f;r ALL Im_prpvevrﬁ-en‘ts.
| : Hc;wé{/gr,l have be‘e.n. told By the Assessor;_a‘nd't.he A_ss'éssor testifi'ed_l |n Court, tﬁét He MUST
.vapr'aise‘t.HenV‘VHQl;_E' Propertyat 680 _Imblemén_t Road. Thé_y can NOT _App_raise the Land M'a.rk‘et
Vallu,e éf my._Equ'est‘r'ian vP‘roAp’er.'ty»':at 680 Irhpiérﬁent Rqaa by _itsélf;' Based on the faftsn and other |

- evidence collected, the Assessor’s stance is incorrect.




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

bThe Nature of th_is:ac_tio._n, is that the‘_Appellant'protested his 2‘013 Prope'rty Ta'-xes,'related to
-} ‘Land Market \(alue;’The Appellant protested the AssesSors Decemb_er 31,2013 Assessed"iLandl
Market Valu'e. ONLY. The- App'ellant accepted the Assessor's December 31, 2013 Assessed |
'Market Value for all Improvements Wthh included a House and a Barn with a Canopy
’».'Appellant s Protest is for Land Market Value ONLY.
| : ': Appellant fllled h|s Request for Conference wnth the Alken County Assessor on August 22
2014 Subsequently the Conference with the Aiken County Assessor yvas held and a Request for
o a Hearing by _the.Aiken_: County Board of Assessrnent Appeals, was Signed & Flled on Noyember

, S, 2014. The C.a.se was heard by the Aiken_County Bo‘ard_of Assessment Appe_als on January 29,

. 2015.‘T‘he Aiken County.B_oardof Assessment Appeals ruled i‘.n favor of the Aiken County
Assessor on the' same day; for an. A‘ppraised'\l/alue of $598,037, Which" was for the Whole

Property, NOT for Land Market Value ONLY Appellant f|led a Request for a Contested Case

- Hearmg on February 5, 2015 The ALC Hearlng was on May 26, 2015 Judge Lenski ruled in favor

of the A|ken County Assessor on December 4, 2015, for an Appralsed Value of $598 037, Wthh
was for the Whole Property, NOT for Land Market Value ONLY.

Subsequent to the May 26 2015 ALC Hearlng, | reVIewed documents which mdncate that
Mr. Sapp did NOT properly conduct h|s Appraisal, in accordance wnth the Unlform Standards of
Professnonal Appralsal Practlce As a result Mr. Sapp s Appralsed Market Value of $598 037is |
now suspect.

- "Furt_her, subsequent to the May 26, 20'15. ALC Hearing, | collected docume-nts whicvh indicate

‘ that Mr. Sapp perjured himself in front of Judge Lenski. Based on the evidence collected, Mr. "




B Sapp d|d mtentuonally I|e in front ofJudge Lensk| and that the coIIected eVIdence meets the

requirements of Felony' P__erjury (§;9’t;!thgﬁceg«amgg;1;g&;§§ga Se‘“ctmn z1529§10) As a result Mr. Sapp
_ Impeached his Testimony & Wo'i’k Product, including his Appraisal, and all are no'w suspect.

Appeliant then filed a Notice Of Appeal on Decemb_el_' 18, 2015."



ISSUE NUMBER ONE
Durmg the Hearmg on May 26 2015 in front ofJudge Lenski, Mr Sapp d|d mtentronally I|e

_in front ofJudge Lenski and the evrdence meets the requurements of Feiony Perjury (South

%gfdllnaL \W; Section’ Gegztg). In doing so,_Mr. Sapp'lmpeached his Testimony and his Work '
| 'Product mcludmg h|s Appralsal
ISSUE NUMBER ONE - FACTS

' During the Hearing in front ofJudge Lenskl Mr. Sapp provuded hIS Appralsai (ALC ,

: PETFIilQi\ﬁER’S% EQ(FiIB 3 A/R p. 164) whlch mcluded 29 Specnflc Adjustments However Mr. Sapp
prowded NO documentatlon in support of those 29 Spec1f|c Adjustments Under Cross

Examination numerous reque'sts were made for the supportmg documentation for Mr. Sapp’s _

29 Specific Adjustments and for the supportmg documentatlon for the 21 (greater than $5, 000) o '

- Downward Adjustments WhICh Mr Sapp did NOT record on h|s Appralsal Agaln Mr. Sapp
- provided NO documentation in support of hlS 29 Specnflc Adjustments or these 21 (greater than

¢ _}____,_gg‘_gl P 1line

Msmgﬁeﬁ
 11/R. p. 86,_ lines 6-11)

Later in my Cross Examination of Mr Sapp_, I. asked wh.y there was no» Downward

) Adj'.ustment for tlhe Swimming Pool at. Mr. Sapp’s Comparable #4. 'Whil.el did not Akno.w this at
that time, Mr. Sapp, with his response',‘ appeared to perj.ure himself in front of.Judge Lenski. I
“have sm.ce puIIed together ewdence, which includes the followmg,

| FIRST 2014 Property Card with an effectlve date of December 31,2013 (ALCMTI.NERS

§3942 Farmer@Road/R pp 154 159), shows a Gunite pool built in 2006,

| Exulslifiéi:;;fér




with a Market Value of $20,139. IT SHOULD BE NOTED, that this 2014 Property Card, -

~.was ’pr'in"'c_ed from the informatibh in the Assessors System, w,h'ich \‘Nas' cbnﬁ'rrhed by Mr.

cA13iline08 through Line 11/R. p. 72, lines 8-11, AND|

Bushiz2/R. p. 76, lines 3-22)
_ 'SECOND,'Mr_. Sapp’s visited 3042 Farmer Road (Compa_rableb#4) on 2014.02.06 (@:@
. RESPONDENTS EXHIBIT 9/R. p. 188).

o THIRD, When Mr. Sépp prepared his AppréiSal; he accésséd the'Assessbrs Syster‘n', to source _

bt reets Syt vt

and confirm information né_eded for his Appraisal (Transcript: Page 113 Lines 08

B4/R. p. 73, line 24-p. 74, line ), (FEARSEHRY FagE 16 IS
EQIR p. 75, i_irié _]:8ij 55, line 25)
FOlVJRTH., Mmr. Sapp’s .Teét‘ified at th',el Hearing in fréht of Judge Lengki, that ”at the daté of the
' sale of the'property', there was no pool attaéhed to that b?rticula'r.prqperty” (ﬁ%ﬁgj

' Pagelibailine 3ithrough Page 153 Line/10/R. p. 99, line 3-p. 100, line 10).

‘FIFTH: When ydu 'accéss) the Assessbrs Sys_teni and Parcel 205-00-06-005'(3042 Farmer
Road_),.the SAME Aésessors Syst'ervn used by Mr. Sapp to source and o.:onfi.rm information
needed for his App'raisa'l., the Assessors System continues to show fhat a Gunite pool,
‘built in 2006, With a Market Value of $20;13§, continues fo be attached to this Parcel

_ kriown_as‘304_2 Farmér-Road. This information can'be_éccessed as f_’olloWsj
Website: https://www.aikencountysc.gov/
Click-On ONLINE SERVICES
Click-On LAND RECORDS

scroll down and Click-On “Yes, | accept the’above statement”
Click-On Search by Parcel Number

VVVVYVY
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1

> In the Parcel ldentlflcatlon Number box enter 205-00-06- 005 and then C|ICk-
~ On ”Search By Parcel ID”
" » Click-On Parcel Number 205-00-06-005
Scroll to the bottom of the page : P ,
> Under “Miscellaneous Improvement Information” under Building Type see
”Pool Gunite (SF)” under Year Built see “2006” and under Market Value see
“$20, 139"

A4

“SIXTH: When you Iook'at South Carolina Law, Section 16-9-10, it states as follows;

SECTION 16- 9 10. Perjury and subornatlon of perjury :

SECTION 16-9-10 (A)(1) It is unlawful for a person to wullfully glve faIse mlsleadmg,
or mcomplete testimony under oath in any court of record, jUdICIa| ‘
admlmstrative, or regulatory proceeding in this State _ :

" SECTION 16-9-10 (B)(1) A person who violates the prowsuons of subsectlon (A)(l) is
- guilty of a felony and, upon conviction, must be fined in the discretion of the
- court or |mpr|soned not more than f|ve years, or both '

_'SEVENTH:'Thus based on the above facts, all of which were presented at the Hearing in
front ofJudge Lenskn Mr. Sapp did |ntent|ona|ly I|e in front ofJudge Lenskl about the

pooI at 3042 Farmer Road Parcel Number 205-00-06- 005 Further based on the

provusmns of Southtmm gollnagLaw;ﬁfSectlonﬂlﬁ 9@2, Mr. Sapp commltted Felony Perjury
ISSUE NUMBER ONE - ARGUMENT

Mr Sapp testlfled that his purported Appralsal was prepared in accordance wnth the

; %fﬁéﬁ”pralsaléwamce The Eth|c gRuIe of the Unlform

Standardss:O ngrofessmangliAppralsalfP :actlce states as follows; -
“An appral’ser must not engage in criminal conduct." :
“An appraiser must not communicate assignment results in a misleading or fraudulent ~

~ manner.”
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Mr Sapp s testlmony regardmg Comparable #4’s pool breached the Ethlc"‘ Rule'ofthe '

“ UnlformﬁStandardsﬁOf Professuonal ’In accordance with Mr. Sapp s

testlmony (Trans ﬁég;geaBngeg%gﬁ%throug mg;G/R p. 72, lines 8-16) the information

w&a&a.mﬂm-&w

about Comparable #4 3 pool was in the Assessors System to Wthh Mr. Sapp had access. In

. accordance with_Mr.'Sapp's_test_.imony (Mﬁggggﬁ;}}ﬂi e
: f’i%!;‘;/R.vp. ".15,.Iine 18-p. 76, Iine 25), Mr‘. Sa'pp accessed' Comparable #4;5 -information' in the

" Assessors System when he was preparmg hlS purported Appralsal Based on the facts the

’ mformatlon concernlng thIS pool yvhlch was constructed in 2006, was in the Assessors System
Wthh Mr. Sapp accessed when Mr Sapp.was preparmg his purported Appralsal Mr Sapp then
mtentronally lled in front ofJudge Lenskl about this pool statlng that there was no pooI on this
parcel. | | | .

" Based on Mr.' Sapp’s actions,' Mr. Sapp’s testimony breached %@yEthﬁsfti% of the Uniform

ISSUE NUMBER ONE - REQUEST OF THE COURT

Based on Mr. Sapp’s actions, and the evidence collected Mr. Sapp did intentionally lie in

front ofJudge Lensk| and that the evrdence coIIected meets the requnrements of Felony Perjury

1 7, ‘*‘10) As such, Mr. Sapp Impeached his Testlmony&Work

Product mcludmg his Appralsal Further Mr. Sapp |mpeached the credlblluty and correctness of

his 29 Spec1f|c Adjustments (ACL%PETITI.NERsﬁEXHIBII H/R. p. 164) and the 21 (greater than
$5,000) Downward Adjustments that Mr. Sapp did NOT record on his Appraisal. Thus, are'a|l

" now in question.

11




Therefore, it-'is" hereby requested, that M'r. Sapp be required to provide det'ailed supporting

: - documentatlon in support of each of h|s 29 Specnflc Adjustments (AL@&%@ITIOE?R“}’ .

- R p. 164) AND the 21 (greater than $5 000) Downward Adjustments (see NOTE foIIowmg),

whrch Mr Sapp dld NOT record on h|s Appralsal
Further based on Mr Sapp s actlons order Mr. Sapp to relmburse Mr. Grles, for the cost of

‘ thls Appeal ($100 00) and the cost of the Transcrlpt ($1,196.50) from the May 26, 2015 ALC

Heanng

' NOTE The 21 greater than $5 000 Downward Adjustments mclude the foIIowrng,

Comparable#l _ - ,
Framlng/Sldmg S $17847 DownwardAdj

S

| ALC\PETITIONERS_»&QNWI]}M/R pp. 166-168 Line 81, ColumnJ
Luvmg Area Square Footage ’ $11 133 Downward Adj
NI, Sapp’s Gross Living Area, ‘Market Value per Sq. Ft. used, AFTER adjustments for
Room Count, Garage/Carport and Porch/Patio/Deck - = $89.50/sq. ft.
_WEWPETWI@NERW IBIT*EH/R p- 164 Line 17, Column B, Less Lme 17, Column C =
483 sq. ft.
Line 17, Column D = S43 226/483 sq ft.= $89 50/sq ft _ _
680 Implement Road’s Market Value per Sq. Ft. AFTER adjustments for
h’s/PI bmgF tures, Porch/Patlo/Deck and Garage/Carport $66 44/sq. ft.
TION KHIBIT.M/R. pp. 166-168 Line 98, ColumnE . = $285 236
Less Lme 127 Cqumn E (Plumbmg letures) -=- 27,824
Less: Line 117, Column E (Porch) =- 21,020
Less Line 125 Column E (Attached Garage) =- 18,588
Sum T 7 $217,804
~ Total Area ' S 3,278 5q. Ft.
- Remainder Market VaIue per Square foot ' $66.44 |
Stables/Barns S o $23,754 Downward Adj.
IB‘I_"i'?’ﬁM‘/R pp. 166-168 Line 48, Coluan '
Mlscellaneous o $6 261 Downward Adj.
W“ETITDNERS@?EXHIBWM/R pp 166-168 Line 54, Column J

Corn'parable #_2&

12




Stables/Barns L . $48,650 Downward AClj
ALC‘PEElﬁIONEﬁ‘”S“i‘EXHleN/R pp. 169-171 Line 48, Column |

' Comparable #3:

* Hardwood Floorlng S - $7 303 Downward Adj
~ RicPer PETITl@NERWHlBiT‘o/R pp. 172-174 Line 76, Column J -
Framlng/Sldmg . ' '$18,207 Downward Adj.
R mfj;&E ITIONI fRS§EXH%Q/R pp 172-174 Line 81, Column )
o Lrvmg Area Square Footage $24,110 Downward Adj.
Mr. Sapp s Gross lemg Area, Market Value per Sq. Ft. used, AFTER adjustments for
Room Count, ‘Garage/Carport and Porch/Patlo/Deck _ = $89 50/sq. ft.

WWN
1,046 sq. ft. ‘
Llne 17, Column H= $93 611/1 046 sq. ft $89 50/sq ft.
680 Implement Road’s Market Value per Sq Ft. AFTER adjustments for
Bath's/PIumblng Fixtures, Porch/Patlo/Deck and Garage/Carport = $66 44/sq. ft.

EXHlB"]’jﬁQH/R p- 164 Line 17, Column B, Less Line 17, Column G =

' ALC PETlTlONERS EXHlBlTwO/R pp. 172-174 Line 98, Column E ’ = $285,236
Less: Line 127, Column E (Plumbing letures) =- 27,824 | -
Less: Llne 117, Column E (Porch) -~ .~  =- 21,020
Less: Line 125, Column E (Attached Garage) =- 18,588
Sum o s217,808
Total Area -~ z - 3,278Sq.Ft.
Remainder Market Value per Square foot " $66.44
Stables/Barns - $63, 879 Downward Adj
ALC PETITIONERMBITO/R Pp- 172 174 Line 48, Column J:
Other Outbunldmgs R o - $6,780 Downward Adij.

» / Llc% Eg .NERS% HlBlF@/R pp. 172- 174 Llne 51, Coluan

| Comparable #4:

Hardwood Flooring - - $34 020 Downward Adj
‘ ALClPETlTlONERS E HlBlT*P/R pp- 175-177 Line 76, ColumnJ
Frammg/Sldlng o g $45,362 Downward Adj.

ALC%PETITIONERS ERSIEXHIBI ﬁﬂ;j . pp. 175-177 Line 81, Column J

Age $52,500 Downward Adj.
‘AL@*PETITIGNW%?EXHIBIFP/R pp. 175-177 Mr. Sapp Market Value after Adj s =
Lme 43 Column G '

-Llne 40 Column D

13



Stables/Barns S s, 422 Downward Adj.'
o WWPETITIQNERS‘%XHIBIT@I”/R pp. 175-177 Line 48, Column J

O_ther Outbwldmgs E : $7,493 Downward Adj :
AL&%&TITIONERSg HIBIT»'P/R pp. 175-177 Line 51, Cquan :
Mlscellaneous ‘ $19 344 Downward Adj. .

" ALC PET; i) IONE ﬁ% HIBIT /R pp- 175- 177 Line 54, Cquan

, ’Comparablle‘#S'

Framlng/S|d|ng Do o $23,044 Downward Adj.
"A”ﬁ‘?PETlTloNERSEowIT%/R pp. 178 180 Line 81, ColumnJ
Living Area Square Footage 821, 851 Downward Adj." :
M. Sapp’ s Gross Living Area, Market Value per Sq Ft. used, AFTER adjustments for
- .. Room Count, Garage/Carport and Porch/Patlo/Deck - =$89.50/sq. ft.
_ _ALC%ETITI@NERMIM/R p. 164 Line 17 Cqumn B, Less Line 17, Column K=
1’948 sq. ft. '

" Line 17, Column H= $84 836/948 sq. ft - $89. 50/sq ft.
680 Implement Road’s Market Value per Sq Ft. AFTER adjustments for :
Bath's/P|umb|ng Fixtures, Porch/Patio/Deck, and Garage/Carport $66. 44/sq ft

RLCRE PETITIONERS EXHIBIT.Q/R. pp. 178-180 Line 98, ColumnE  =$285,236
Less Line 127, Column E (Plumbing letures) o=-.27, 824
Less: Line 117, Column E (Porch) ' =- 21, 020
Less: Line _125, Column E (Attached Garage) . =- 18,588
Csum . . . s17804
~ Total Area ' : . 3,2785q. Ft. -
' Remamder Market Value per Square foot : - $66. 44
Age ' - $13 500 Downward Adj.

AlCP ETlTlONER“S“'%’EXHmleQ/R pp. 178-180 Mr. Sapp Market Value after Adj s =
Line 43, Column G :

AL@%MP&ETE Tl NERS@EXHIBI&Q/R pp 178- 180 680 |mp|ement Road Market Value |
=Line 40, Co|umn D.

Stables/Barns o L 421,545 Downward Adj.
: %&PET; IONERS EXHlBIT, [:Q/R. pp. 178-180 Line 48, Columnl)
Other Outbuildings _ $6,300 Downward Adj.

 RICPETITION ERg%&é%)p(mlﬁmﬁniQm/R pp. 178-180 Line 51, Column J'
ISSUE NUMBER TWO

_'14



Durlng the Hearlng on May 26, 2015 Mr Sapp and Mr. Jansen made certam statements .

s%ulth‘ sgcnomz 50%’450 and the Umform

about the Apprarsal Process Based on CarolmaﬂLaw}

“l‘?’élgPractice, Mr. Sapp did NOT follow the UmformIIStandafds

)

tandard ;g f Profesag@?ﬁAp

: Mrofes onal'A pransaJMtlce in developmg his purported Appralsal of 680 Implement
Road at De’cember 31. 2013._ Those flaws include the following; .‘ : |
.‘ vFIRST Lack of requured Record Keeplng | | -
SECOND Vacant Land is NOT an approprlate Comparable to the Resudentlal Equestrlan
Property at 680 Implement Road
THIRD The Assessor is NOT requured to Appralse the whole parcel when the only portlon
protested was Land Market Value.

: FOURTH Multlple errors in the use of the Marshall & Swuft Cost Tables '

ISSUE NUMBER TWO FACTS

FIRST: LACK OF REQUIRED RECORD KEEPING ‘Numerous tlmes, mcludmg ;I'ranscrlp

s o Ny

ugh%O/R p. 78 lines 2-10, Iasked Mr Sapp about his documentatlon in
E support of the 29 adjustments, he made on h|s purported Appraisal of the Resudentlal

v Equestrian Parcel at 680 Implement Road. H|s response to each such request, mcludlng

’ ;I;};ggnscrlpt %Pﬁggiﬁ A Ardu"’ﬁg‘@“ﬁ"’fé‘/n p. 78, Ilnes 2 10 was that he had NO such

ddcumentatlon. Further, Mr. Sapp on many occasions, mcludmg Tra scrrpt gPage 106 Llneslsls

¢ i

o

through ZO/R p 68, lines 16-20, stated that his purported Appralsal was prepared in

accordance with the Umfor Standards@f"ProfessmnalﬂAppralsal Practlce, to Wthh

SC.GOV.LLR has a dlrect link,

15



ppna"i"sg‘gé‘liéﬁrafeti’ce

In regards to ReCord'Keep'ing, the Unifo ’i'rﬁfStandards

L.«umuéa.wm% FTavrE

CT Professionl

eepmg

'state as foll.o_'yvs (Recor Keepin une er»?Ethlcs sRule) ”The workflle must mclude all other data,
| : information,_a-nd documentation' nece_ssary to support the appraiser’s opmions a_n_d conclusuons .
and _toshowv coran_iance yvith't‘his Role‘anvd a‘II other ap.plicabl'e Stan'dards, or references to the
3 | Iocation(si of such otherdocun\entation .

SECOND VACANT LAND IS NOT AN APPROPRIATE COMPARABLE TO THE RESIDENTIAL

o EQUESTRIAN PARCEL AT 680 IMPLEMENT ROAD Numerous tlmes, mcludlng Mscnptﬁ,ﬂi@ge

) %WG Lmes‘*16»«throughw20/R p. 68, lmes 16-20, Mr. Sapp stated that he was requured to use

: Vacant Land comparable sto value the land at the Resndentlal Equestrlan Parcel at 680 |

Implement Road. Further, Mr; Sapp on many occasions, including L ,r;“arisw%

| thro! I %/R p. 68, Iines 16-20, stated th'at his purported App‘raisal was prepared in

~ accordance wnth the Unlform ;Standards 6Tgrofg%§y:gonal Appralsa,.n

Eheetn el

-actice, to which

SC.GOV. LLR has a d|rect Imk

In regards to th|s issue, the Umform*’Standards%f;,if”ﬂ essiol

follows (Stn ards Ru

K

St(a)g(lv)) ”an appraiser must: (a) (iii) value of the property by saIes of

comparable propertles" The Staté@gof Souttharolma, in its L§aw“§SECT |@N3”§6 30/R pp- 133- :

137, states the same, ”’Vacant Land’ means any parcel or combinatlon of parcels of real
property W|thout mdustnal commercnal and re5|dent|al bunldmgs

THIRD THE ASSESSOR IS NOT REQUIRED TO APPRAISE THE WHOLE PARCEL, WHEN THE -

ONLY PORTION PROTESTED WAS LAND MARKET VALUE. Numerous times, incIUding ?J&gﬂéggpt

i

T s*

Pag %11 Llne ﬁl’“‘l\throu 13/R p.71, Imes 11 13, Mr. Sapp stated that he was required to

Appraise the whole Residential Equestrian Parcel at 680 Implement Road, as-opposed to just
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'Sapp, on numerous occasrons, mcludmg

* the Land Market"Value, which was the only 'piece'protested._bFurther, Mr. Jansen stated that

3/R p. 121 ||ne 24-

ige loetined

ion, you have

l@"lmm e

ranscript: Page 20

~lines 1-9, has claimed that his 24 Improvements Adjustments were all based on the Marshall &

N Swift Cost Tables, AND that heused these Cost Tables in a proper manne’r.'

When you compare Mr Sapp s end results, you end up W|th many questlons For mstance

' the Market Value per Square Foot for the resrdence at 680 Implement Road is $87 02 wh|ch is

_$285 236 Re5|dence Market VaIue/3 278 Sq Ft. (ALC$ ] TITIONE%ﬁTﬁE’ x”nfﬁm?“’/n pp. 140-143)

When you Iook at Mr Sapp s Comparable Propert|es, their Market Value per Square Foot AFTER
Mr. Sapp s adju‘s;tments are $98.02/sq.- ft., $99.77/sq. ft., $118.21/sq. ft. & $99.98/sq. ft.,
calculated as follows; .

Compa‘rable #1: 301 Boyd Pond Road :
" Property Card Market Value @ 12.31. 2013 ', $243 744
WPETITI@NERSz;EXl-lIBITlF/R pp. 144- 146 Bunldlng ID: 2, Market
Mr. Sapp s Appralsal Residence Adjustments (4) $77,556
A%&%}ETIJ gIO RMHIBW/R p 164, Column D, Sum of Lines 16 17 18& 19
Mr. Sapp s Market Value - = o $321 310
ALC ‘ S E} HlBlTﬂgw/R pp. 166 168, Column G, Line 43
680 |mp|ement Road Square Feet ‘ 3,278 _
_Mr. Sapp’s Market Value Per Square Foot $98/02/sq.ft
| ALC%EWNER CHIBITIVI/R. pp. 166-168, Column H, Line 45
M. Sapp s Over Valued Amount Vs $285,236 _ $36,074
ALCMTIONERS EXHlBlT M/R pp 166-168, Coluan Line 45
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: _Comparable #3: 484 Coleman Brldge Road | ,

Property Card Market Value @ 12. 31.2013 $207,606 ,
CiPE] IONERS SIEXHIBITE/R. pp. 150-153, Building ID: 2, ‘Market .
- Mr. Sapp s Appraisal Residence Adjustments (4) $119,451
ITIONERSgEXHIm/R p. 164, ColumnH,  ~ Sum of Llnes 16 17,18 & 19

M, “sapp’s Market Value £$327,057

KLC%PETITIQNERS;EXHIBITL%LQ_/R pp 172 174 Column G, Line 43"

680 |mplement Road Square Feet
- Mr. Sapp’s Market Value Per Square Foot :
 ALCPETITIONERSIEXHIBIT.O/R. pp. 172-174, Column H, Line 45

Mr Sapp s Over Valued Amount Vs $285 236

3278 -

$41 821 :

. Comparable #a: 3042 Farmer Road ,
Property Card Market Value @ 12.31. 2013 © $352,255
" . AUCPETITIONERSEXRIBITF/R. pp. 154-159, Building ID: 60599, Market
" Mr. Sapp’s Appraisal Residence Adjustments (5) - $35, 233
| gmﬁmsm/ap 164, Column J, Sum of Lines 14, 16, 17,18 &

19.

Mr Sapp’s Market Value $387 488
—WT* SEgE
N ALC&*PETITI@NER&;EXHIBIngg/R Pp. 175- 177 Column G Line 43 -
680 implement Road Square Feet _ ' .. 3,278
. PR
ol

Mr. Sapp 3 Market Value Per Square Foot ‘ : $118:21
%"W""W i

ALC&%}]’ITlONERS EXHlBlT P/R. pp. 175- 177 Column H Llne 45
" Mr. Sapp’s Over Valued Amount vs $285,236 $102 252

,Lji'[ilONERSgEXHIBIT ﬁ/n pp. 175-177, Column J, Line 45

Compa'rable #5: 1'874'Joyner Ponid Road
' Property Card Market Value @ 12. 31. 2013 '~ $210, 556
ALcﬁ&@ITIONERS EXHIBITfF/R pp 160- 163 BUIldIng ID: 1, Market
Mr. Sapp’s Appraisal Resndence Adjustments (5) $117,176 '
Al.Ci,PETI'léI@NERég«;EXHIBITﬂtH/R p. 164, ColumnL, - Sum of Lines 14, 16 17, 18&

19 : |
$327 732

Mr Sapp s Market Value ”
RUCPETITIONERS EXHIBIT Q/R. pp. 178 180, Column G, Line 43
3,278

680 implement Road Square Feet _
Mr Sapp’s Market Value Per Square Foot
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. nggsrlrlonensﬂzxulslrﬁlo/* R. pp. 178-180, Column H; Line 45

' j'Mr Sapp s Over Valued Amount vs $285 236 v_ - %42, 496
: ALCPE* yonm?l’é”‘)’i”ﬁlsgﬁoln pp. 178-180, Coluan L|ne a5

- We have the sa‘me 'Situation yvhen it comes to Barns/Stables.’ Again the Market Value per .

. Square Foot for the barn at 680 Implement Road is $20 59 WhICh is $24 710 Barn/Stable Market -

o Comparable Propertles, thelr Market Value per Square Foot AFTER Mr Sapp s adjustments are
$4O 38/sq ft $61 13/sq ft $73 82/sq. ft., $30 11/sq. ft. & $38. 54/sq ft., calculated as follows

Comparable #1 301 Boyd Pond Road _
Property Card Market Value @ 12. 31.2013 $48,464 _ _
TITI XRIBIT F/R. pp. 144146, Building ID: 1, Market
Mr Sapp 3 Appralsal Stable/Barn Adjustments NONE _
ALCPETITIONERS;EXHIBIT H/R. pp- 16_4, ColumnD,  Lines 20

‘Mr. Sapp’s Market Value = . . 548,464 .
, WW%EXHIBIT%M/R pp 166-168, ColumnG Line 48
680 Implement Road Square Feet - - 1,200 _
Mr. Sapp’s Market Value Per Square Foot N %ﬁgmgg/sq@ftl
Mr. Sapp’s Over Valued Amount - - 823, 754
| W;-TlTIONER%)W/R pp. 166-168, Column J, Line 48

Comparable #2 217 Boyd Pond Road _ :
Property Card Market Value @ 12.31. 2013 $73,360 |
ATCPETITIONERS EXHIBIT.F/R. pp. 147-149, Building ID: 2, Market - -
Mr. Sapp’s Apprarsal Stable/Barn Adjustments NONE

| %LCWlTlONERWlBIT H/R. p. 164, Column F, Lines 20
Mr. Sapp’s Market Value - o . . $73,360
AL%ETlTlONEI&%XHIBlT««N/R pp. 169-171, Column G, Line 48
680 implement Road Square Feet . .1,200 _
Mr Sapp’s Market Value Per Square Foot ' ' " SGﬁﬁwfﬁﬁ* 2
Mr. Sapp s Over Valued Amount ' . $48,650

iALEC PETITION gEXHIBIT N/R pp 169- 171 Coluan Line 48
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-Comparable #3: 484‘Coleman Bridge Road IR
Property Card Market Value @ 12.31.2013 - $128,589
ALCPE PET|T|0NWBW "E/R. pp. 150-153, Building ID: 1, Market
Mr. Sapp s Appraisal Stable/Barn Adjustments (1) $40 000

ALC PETlTlONERsf‘*E)"E”ﬁlBN'i”?’*H/R p. 164, ColumnH,  Lines20
MK Sapp’s Market Value , o 1$88,589
~ RICRETITIONERSIEXHIBIT O/R. pp. 172-174, Column G, Line 48
- 680 |mplement Road Square Feet . . © 1,200
- Mr. Sapp’s Market Value Per Square Foot - N | $73*~82/éowff}§

R S R ST

ETITIONERS.EXHIB

Mr Sapp’s Over Valued Amount - o %63, 879
,?I'aO/R PP 172-174 Coluan Lme 48

‘ Comparable #4: 3042 Farmer Road . o 3
‘Property Card Market Value @ 12.31.2013 $36,132 . - g
?Rri‘ieaPETlTleERExm‘TF/R pp. 154-159, Building ID: 2, Market

Mr Sapp s Appraisal Stab|e/Barn Adjustments 'NONE

- RLCPETIT GNERS*EXHIBIT H/R p. 164 Coluan Lines 20 -

Mr Sapp’s Market Value . . $36 132 ’
RTCPETITIONERSIEXHIBIT P/R. pp. 175-177 Column G Line 48

680 implement Road Square Feet _ , 1,200 . -
Mr Sapp s Market Value Per Square Foot o . 5301~I7~;a;§
Mr Sapp s Over Valued Amount ' R $11,422

IONERS%EXHIBI‘I@Q/R pp 175-177 Coluan Llne 48

Comparable #5: 1874 Joyner Pond Road :
Property Card Market Value @ 12.31.2013 ~ $48,755 _
'EXHIBIT F/R. pp. 160-163, Building ID: 2 Market

ALCPETITIONERS EXHIBIT

Mr. Sapp 3 Appralsal Stable/Barn Adjustments (1) -$2, 500

' AL@“PETITlONERS EXHIBIT H/R p. 164, Column L : Llnes 20

Mr. Sapp s Market Value S $46,255

| I@NERS%R pp. 178 180, Column G, Line 48

680 |mp|ement Road Square Feet ; . 1,200
Mr. Sapp s Market Value Per Square Foot o 5
Mr. Sapp’s Over Valued Amount ~ 21, 545
ALC«*PETlTIOM,BIT»Q/R pp- 178-180, Column J, Line 48 '

ISSUE NUMBER TWO - ARGUMENT
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~ Mr. Sapp s purported Appralsal of 680 Implement Road was NOT prepared in accordance

wnth the Un|form§Standards‘“‘0§§Profess onal A pp[ &;;s;a;l&Practlce

Numerous times mcludmgi[ranscriipt Page§121 Lmes Zia,hrough 10/R p 78 lmesz 10, Mr,

: Sapp confirmed h|s Iack of documentatlon in support of hlS 29 adjustments Th|s lack of

documentatio'n by Mr. Sapp', breaches the Record Keeping provision (uhclerﬁ.Ethi”c”s”?Rule) of the

L Umform*Standardsif isal Practlce, WhICh states as follows ”The workfile
must include:_ all other dat.a'l 'information, and dvocumentation necessary to support the
'appraiser’s opini_ons vancl concluSionls and:to show compliance vi/ith this Rule and'all other -
appIicable:Standards,v.or_reterences to the_location(s) of such other documentation." Based on
Mr. Sapp’s testimon'y‘l, his wo.rkfil.e contained NO documentation' |n 'support.‘o.f .h'is.“2.9

: adjvustments - | |

Numerous times mcludmg iﬂganscript Jg}“l?’&‘gkge 106’iLmes §6§throu'gh§20/R p. 68, lines 16 20,
Mr. Sapp stated that he. was requlred to use Vacant Land comparable s to value the land at the
Resndentlal Equestrlan Parcel at 686 Implement Road Further Mr. Sapp on many occasions

N

mcludmg Transcrlpt gw;g 5106&L|nes 6§{through20/R p 68 Imes 16- 20, stated that his

purported Appralsal was prepared in accordance with the UniformgStandarld %szyPrgofessmnal

Appralsgm%ractlce In regards to this issue, the Uniform’ Stanﬂard 5/0f, Prof ssmna

: Pra??tiéé state as follows (StiandardsééRufleaﬁés%(a\)i’(ii‘i)) “an appraiser must: (a) (iii) value of the

3 property by sales of comparable properties” The State“%of:éSouth; “arollna, in its LawiiSECI ION

3 éﬁjSO/R pp 133- 137 states the same, ”’Vacant Land’ means any parcel or combinatlon of

- parcels of real property without industrial, commercial and residential buildings”. Thus, Mr.

‘Sapp’s use of"VacantLand, to value the Land at the Residential Equestrian Parcel at 680

21




- Practice, Standards Rulﬂﬂg@gﬁ( )(v)) OR Stﬂ%éof Sout

g .

.Implement Road is NOT in accordance wrth Unlform Standards

Phe i s

fessronaI;‘Appralsal

A ke

133-137.

Numerous tnmes mcIudmg Lran dcrlpt Pa
- Mr. Sapp' stat_ed that he was required to Apprai_se the whole Residential Equestrian Parcel at

- 680 Implement Road, as 'opposed to just the Lan_d Market Value,'which was the only piece .

_ .' 12._'60.25.‘ Therefore, as t_he Taxpayer protested Land Market Value ONLY, Mr. Sapp has NO
_' legal support to justify appraisi.ng the W_hole Parcel, as opposed to the Land Market Value ‘

' : ONLY, wh|ch the Taxpayer specrflcally protested

A

The objectlve of an Appralsal is to form an oprmon of market value (Unlformgg

e

Pérofessmna |

OF M&b,lsa &graalce,wlef nltlo _;3ffMarket Value) In accordance wrth ?K‘rtr

w;w-w;tvx wm:-m

South Car;olm%m eal Property Valuatlon"Reform@iActiSECTION 12”‘37 3140/R p. 197 for an ATI

saleina glven year, its assessed Market Value at December 31 of that year is to reflect its true
and correct Market Value at that date which fact was confirmed by Mr. Sapp in his testlmony
o (Transcrlpt Page@elos Li ne”Zlutﬁi'oughi' PageavlllOELme 04/ R. p. 69, line 21 p 71, Ime 4) Thus

when revrewmg the reasonableness of Mr. Sapp s24 |mprovements adjustments, whlch Mr

_ Sapp cIa|ms were based on Marshall & Swift Cost Tables (Transcript;Page:12 __ng}i;th 1 through

Qg/R. p. 77, lines 1-9), it is.appropriate to start with the Decer_nber_ 31, 2013 assessed Market
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NEﬁéEmBlt F/R pp 139- 163) When revuewmg the

- Value on the Property Cards (ALC*P?"FIJ’-I
'reasonableness of Mr Sapp 3 adjustments to h|s Comparable Propertles Re5|dences and his

adestm’ents’ _to his C_ompara_ble Properties_ Barns/StabIes, we have som_e _huge dlsparltres as

'follows;-
""Comparable‘ lv?er Mr. Sapp - 680Imp.|ement Road’ ll/lr. 'Sa‘pp :
o | Ma;rketValue, o MarketValue’v : __OverVa_lue
e Per.Sq. Ft. . B PerSq.Ft. ‘_ Total :

Number 1."Res_idence '$9A8.02/sq.ft. - $87.02/sq.ft.. .$36,or4 |

| ) vNumberv3 Residence -- ‘599..77/5(]. fr. $$7;02/sq. _ft,. L $41;821.
'.Number4:Residence" | V.$,118_.21/sq., ft. ’$87..0V2/sq.‘>ft. R - $102,252

Number 5"Ré§idénc‘é "v‘,'$99>.9‘8/Sq.’ftv.‘ . $87.02/sq. ft. | - 5_42,496

Numher LBam - '$'4o.3s/sq'. f. - $2059/sq.ft. B 523,754
:Number_\’_z‘l‘Barn-' $61.13/sq.ft.u. ‘l . $20.59./sq.ft.v. N -$48,650

'NumherBFBarnv o 1$73 82/sq ft _ ~ $20.59/sq. ft._' | o . $63,879

" Nurhbers Barn 38, 54/sq . $2059/sq.ft ‘_ o '521’5451

When you see over valued amounts like these, which range from belng overvalued by 13% to
B bemg overvalued by 258%, you must questlon whether Mr Sapp used the approprlate Marshall
& SW|ft Cost Tables to determlne the amount of his 24 Improvements adjustments And as Mr.

Sapp has provnded NO documentatlon to support these Adjustments, h|s adjustments are NOT

- ST R A
in accordance wnth the Reco&dgKem%plng provnsmns of the ‘Unifor

- ISSUE NUMBER TWO — REQUEST OF THE COURT
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Based o'n the evidence presented, confirm that Mr. Sapp’s Appraisal of 6804Implement Road

was NOT prepared in accordance wuth the Umformgﬁstandards Of: ProfeWAppralsal |
Practlce, and that sand Appralsal is Dlsallowed

‘ Further conflrm that the Correct Market Value of the Land at 680 Im‘plement Road is the
amount the’Appellant requested at the ALC Hearing, whnch was $161,961 calculated as follows;

Cla|med Market Land Value of $10,041 per ACRE is derived as follows; - -

L Purchase Price Apnl 3, 2013 ‘ : : ~ $10,183 per Acre
. Purchase Price - S -~ $475,000
. Improvements Assessed Value at 12. 31 2013 . $310,741
| Remainder $164,289
~ Acres 1813
' Purchase Price Per Acre ' T ' $10,183 -

= Average Assessed Value of Nine Comparable 2013 Resndentlal
Equestrian Parcel ATI Sales - _— ' - .89, 899 per Acre
4 WLC %JITI@NERS&EXHIBIT E/R P 138, Column M Line 39

AVERAGE OF THESE WO NUMBERS ($1o 183 & $9, 899) 510.041 per Acre’

" LAND MARKET VALUE_ - 16.13 Acres X $10,041 per acre

|ssuE N'uknm THREE |
| er Sapp s purported Appralsal of the property at 680 Implement Road had a total of

$598,037, of whlch $395 745 related to Improvements Market Value and $194 876 related to
Land Market Value As the taxpayer had prevnously agreed to the Appralsed Market Value of aII
_ lmprovements at 680 |mp|ement Road the only issue protested was Land Market Value. ‘While
| Mr. Sapp’s purported appraisal mdlcated a Land Market VaIue of $194 876, Mr. Sapp, for somev
.- unknown reason, mcreased the Assessed Land Market Value from $194 876 to $287 296, an
unexplained inCrevase ofA$92,42(-).- ' |
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© ISSUE NUMBER THREE - FACTS
A s_u_mmary of Mr. Sapp’s pljrperted A‘pprévisal is as follovs_/s; ,

© Average Averege S _'Av_erage o

- land - Improvements  Total
~.-'Market . . Market Market

Value Value Value

g

”L %ﬁ'ﬁTIONERSiEXHIBIT’*I/R p.165

’ [t bl bl

Column P, Line 11 $143,476 L : ,
ColumnP,line8 - : $475,451
Remamder (5475, 451 $143 476) $33‘1_,975V .

| ﬁﬁ@gmggmegﬁestngﬂ/n. p. 164

Average LocationAdjuStmen'ts" , S o
Line9 - . $2000 | -$2,000

Average Site Adjustments , S : . C
Line10 = . 549 a0 - ‘ $49,400

- Average Age Adjustments o _ A s o
' Line24 =~ - $13200 - $13,200

Average Room CountAdj'ust‘ments | , T
Linel6 -~ %500 . $6500

Average Gross Livving.A_rea AdjuStments T . -
Linel7 . $35,098 - $35,098

- Average Garage/Carport A‘destments v R :
Line 18 : 817,472 - $17,472

: Average Porch/Patlo/DeckAdjustments _ ‘ S
line1s R %0 - S0

' Average Stable Adjustments . : _
line20 o : -$8500 - - -58,500
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TOTAL Market Value at 12 31. 2016 INCLUDING Mark Sapp | .
Adjustments | $194 876 ~ $395,745 ' _'$590,62_1

‘ .AssessedMarketValue S B
By MarkSapp | $287,296  $310,741 1$598,037

~ ISSUE NUMBER TI-‘IRVEE - ARGUMENT

: The objectlve of an Appralsal is to, form an op|n|on of market value ( ni

@Appra §Pract|ce;« Definiti mtronof Market&VaIue) In accordance wnth Artrcle‘gw

i

: Professwnal

B South%”arolnnaék al Prc perthuatlo eform@ii;’ct §Ec“T|‘on12%37*f3140/R p. 197 for an ATI
o sale ina glven year, |ts assessed Market Value at December 31 of that year is to reflect its true

and correct Market Value at that date Wthh fact was conflrmed by Mr. Sapp in h|s testlmony

»(wnscrlpt Paé%‘fifﬁ”ffu_ne{zf ?H‘“i%@t‘i“gihgp“%’“’g” "“*’;110 Tine 04/R p. 69, line 21-p. 73,1 llne 4). Thus, -

'when revnewmg the reas‘onableness of Mr. Sapp s Land Market Value, it is approprlate to start

.~W|th the December 31 2013 assessed Market Value on the 2014 Property Cards (ALC
&gg‘[ylAl®NERS EXHIBI}]‘@F/R pp 139 163) Based on the facts when revnewmg the

o reasonableness of Mr. Sapp s Land Market Value of $287 286 you have an unaccounted- for-
diffe_rence of $92,420. |

B_ased o'n the Market 'Value' informati‘on'inthe 2614 Property Cards and Mr. Sapp’s 29 |

adjustme’nts-'the answer ‘is .verylslmpl'e. Mr. Sapp' took $'92,4'20 of his lmpr_ovements Market

' Value Adjustments and a55|gned them to Land Market Value |ncreasmg the Land Market Value

from Mr. Sapp s determlned Market Value of $194 876 to an unsupported mflated Market
Value of $287,286. - |

 ISSUE NUMBER THREE — REQUEST OF THE COURT
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Based on the evudence presented conflrm that lvlr Sapp’s reported Appralsed Market Value.
| of Land at $287 296 is overstated by an amount greater than $92 000 and based on th|s

| co.nflrmatlon find that Mr. Sapp s Appralsal has Fatal Errors, and conflrm that the Correct
;Market Value of the Land at 680 lmplement Road, |s the amount the Appellant requested at the
: 'ALC Hearlng, wh|ch ‘was $161 961, calculated as follows | |

Clalmed Market Land Value of $10 041 per ACRE, is derlved as follows,

. Purchase Price Apnl 3, 2013 - : .. $10,183 per Acre
Purchase Price - ' . $_475,000
Improvements Assessed Value at 12.31.2013 . $310,741

‘ Remainder = - : N } $164,289
~ Acres . U ' . 1613

Purchase Price PerAcre o o 810,183

'_' » 'Average Assessed Value of Nine Comparable 2013 Re5|dent|al v
_Equestrlan Parcel, ATI Sales j , ' _ ' $9 899 per Acre
ALC U,E»‘,l'ITIONERSl{E’ X

" AVERAGE OF THESE'TWO NUMBERS ($10,183 & $9,899) * $10,041 per Acre

LAND MARKET VALUE - 16.13 Acrés X $10,041 per acre -
Further, based on Mr Sapp s actlons order Mr. Sapp to relmburse Mr. Gr|es for the cost of

: the Appeal ($100) and the cost of the Transcrlpt (51, 196. 50)

'lSSUE NUMBEP FOUR
As l'h_ave expressed from dayvl, vmy Pr‘operty Tax Protest is for Land Ivlarket Value ONLY. |
have'accepted the Assessed Market Value for ALL Improvements l-lowever' | have been told by
the Assessor and the Assessor testlﬁed in Court that he MUST Apprarse the WHOLE Property

" at 680 lmplement Road They can NOT Appralse the Land Market Value of my Equestrlan
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Proper_tyat 680 implement Road by itself. Based on the facts and other evidence available, the
_Assessor’s St_anCe is incorrect. _
ISSUE NUMBER FOUR - FACTS

*g@ WW it ]
S
é

% —w’r axatlonsstates«@asffoll S g GN%Q.Z QO 5
SECTION 12 60 450 Appeal of proposed assessment contents of wrltten protest
_(B) The'wrltten protest must contam:

(4) |f re|evant the nature and kmd of tax indispute

‘ TAXPAYERS PROTEST/APPEAL Property Tax for Land Market Value ON LY

o rThe ‘I-.an.d Market \»/alue.' ONLY for Mr: Sapp's 5'.Corn.parable ‘P.roperties is calctrlated as
foIIows, using the followmg sources | | N
ALC MIONERS EXHIBITfF/R pp 139- 163 for Parcel # Locatlon and Land Assessed
, Market Value' |
| N

ALG@PETlTIONERS Exni Lpifféﬁ”/k p. 164 for sale Date and Location Adjustment

RICRESRONBENTSENAIBITELT/R. p. 195 for the Format

~land
, Assessed
I'_Land i _ Market
‘ o N , ‘ ~ Assessed  Land Value
Parcel# - Location Sale Date Mkt Value  Acres Per Acre
. _073-07-0_2-001 _‘30_1. Boyd Pond Rd 03/22/2013 219,840 18.32 12,000
' 073-06-01:014 217 Boyd PondRd  05/21/2013 119,850  7.99 15,000
| 188-00-12-009 484 Coleman Bridge 06/21/2013 226,800  12.96 17,500
205- 00 06-005 3042 Farmer Rd " - 11/20/2013 92,550 . 1 17.17 5,390
Locatlon Adjustment - : 5,000 . 291
191- 00-09-029 1874 Joyner Pond Rd 10/10/2013 58,338 - 15.09 " 3,866

'LocationAdjustment - _ ' - 5000 - . - 331
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ToTAL 7273718 7153

Average Assessed Market Value Per Acre ($727,378/71.53 acres) : . 10,169 o

R Taxpayers Acres - . - .. A - 1613
‘Land Market Value . - o ' $164,026

| ‘.I$SUE NUMBER F_OUR - ARGUMENT .

- As AppelIant/Taxpayer has stated from the begmnlng, Appellant/Taxpayer is protestlng |
Land Market Value ONLY Appellant/Taxpayer has accepted the assessed Market Value for aIl
Improvements, of $309 946 for Total Bunldmg Market Value and $795 for Total MISC Market
Value WhICh totals $310 741 (WLciPETITIGNERSWHIBITlF/R pp- 140 143) Judge Lensk| fully
understood th|s fact This understandlng is ewdenced based on his question durlng my Cross

: Examlnation ‘of Mr. Sapp, which_was ”Before we go any further, are ‘you objectmg_to the
valuation of the b‘uilding and 'm'iscellaneous prop'erty items?:l th.ou.ght the issue was’just about
.the Iand” (Transcrlpt *Page 1%L|n%?h'roﬁgh 19/R. p 81, lines 16-19) |

atlon, SECT I(DN@?IZ 60 450 Appellant/Taxpayer s protest of

In accordance "v'vith ﬁm
E Land Market Value ONLY nas' met_the' requirements of SECTION 12-6_0-450. SECTION 12-60-450
__ (4) states as follows; : | | | |
“gf relevant. the nature and kindo'f tax in‘dispute"'
‘ Appellant/Ta)tpayer has protested Land Market Value ONLY and has relterated thls fact at
each level of thls process. In front ofJudge Lenski, Appellant/Taxpayer stated that “on the 680
| Implement Road's 2014 property card, $22,000 market value per acre on Page two is the one

and only item I am protestmg Okay I’ 'm not protestmg acreage, I'm not protestmg bmldmgs
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I'm not protestlng barn re5|dence, other (m%qérfm‘gfa? '

, Ilnes 13 20)

m ngo 450 and Appellant/Taxpayers contmued

- declaratlon that Appellant/l'axpayer is protestmg Land Market Value ONLY Mr Sapp s
o Appralsal should have been Ilmlted to Land Market Value ONLY Wthh Mr Sapp d|d NOT do
- _ ISSUE NUMBER FOUR REQUEST OF THE COURT |
: Based‘o‘n“ tvhe e\ridence presented,'eonflrm that there was NO Sout_h' Carolina State Law or
other'South.:Carolina State D.irectiiv.e, which required Mr S'abp'to ‘assevss the \.N'hole Property at
680 lmple'rnent Road, asopposed to only.the item pr_otested, which was Land Market Value
ONLY. | o |
Further conflrm that Mr. Sapp 3 Appralsal should have been on Land Market Value ONLY,
using his 5 Comparable Resrdentual Equestrran Propertles WhICh were aII 2013 ATI Sales and
: that the correct Land Market Value is $164 026 as calculated above |
| Fmally, based on Mr Sapp s actlons order Mr. Sapp to reimburse Mr. Gries, for the cost of

- the Appeal ($100) and the cost of the Transcrrpt (51, 196. 50)

- Respecti\rely Submitted, J_une 12, 2_017

rett Gri€s, BBA, MBA, CPA, Retired
- 680 Implemant Road '

Aiken, SC 29803

(815) 342-2628 -
brettgries@aol.com

Appellant (pro se)
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Other Counsel of Record:

. Mr. James Holly

Aiken County Attorney

1930 Unlver5|ty Parkway, Swte 3600 .
Aiken, SC 29801

(803) 642-3628

Attorney for Respondent (Arken County
Assessor) '




CERTIFICATION

| Brett Grles, Appellant certlfy that the above ”Fmal Brlef Of Appellant" complles wnth Rule

} 211(b). ‘
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‘Brett Gries, B

680 Implement oad
Aiken, SC 29803 -

© (815) 342-2628

" brettgries@aol.com .

Appellant (prose)

RH@IE}T VEB
5 JUN 14 2017
SC COUl’l‘ o Abpeals




PROOF OF SERVICE OF FINAL BRIEFS

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM COLUMBIA COUNTY
Administrative Law Court

S. Phillip Lenski, Administrative Law Judge

Case No. 15-ALJ-17-0050-CC E@EWE'
Brett Gries, Appellant. , JUN 14 2017
. SC Court of Appeals

Aiken County Assessor,
PROOF OF SERVICE

| certify that 1 have served the Appellant’s Final Brief and Appellant’s Final Reply Brief, on the
Aiken County Attorney, by depositing a copy of each, in the United States Mail, postage
prepaid, on June } Z , 2017, addressed to Mr. James Holly, Aiken County Attorney, 1930
University Parkway, Suite 3600, Aiken, South Carolina 29801.

June 12, 2017

Aiken, SC 29803
(815) 342-2628
brettgries@aol.com

Appellant (pro se)




Brett Gries, BBA, MBA, CPA Retired
" 680 Implement Road

Aiken, SC 29803

June JA. , 2017

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings

RECEIVED
South Carolina Court of Appeals
P.O. Box 11629 - ~ - JUN 14 2017

Columbia, SC 29211

SC Court of Appeals

RE: Brett Gries vs Aiken County Assessor
Appellate Case No. 2015-002637

Dear Clerk Kitchings:

Please find enclosed, one loose copy and 14 bound copies of Appellants Final Brief.

Also, please find enclosed, one loose copy and 14 bound copies of Appellants Final Reply
Brief. '

The Certificate required in accordance with Rule 211, is included as the last page of each
copy of each Final Brief and each copy of each Final Reply Brief

Hopefully, these end products meet all the requirements of Rule 211 SCACR.

Yours very truly

Brett Gries, BBA, MBA, CPA Retired

Pro-Se

Cc: Mr. James M. Holly
Attorney for Respondent



