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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Mitul Enterprises, L.P., Docket No.12-ALI-17-0126-CC

Petitioner,
vs.

FINAL ORDER AND DECISION
Beaufort County Assessor,

Respondent.

APPEARANCES: For the Petitioner: ). Ashley Twombley, Esquire
For the Respondent: Stephen P. Hughes, Esquire

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
This matter came before me pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 12-60-2540(A) (2000) for a
contested case hearing requested by Mitul Enterprises, L.P. (taxpayer), against the Beaufort County
Assessor (Assessor) contesting the imposition of additional taxes for the tax year 2009 to reflect the
value of new improvements to the real property identified as TMS # R122 001 000 0001 0000
(parcel), located in Beaufort County, South Carolina at 2225 Boundary Street in the City of Beaufort.
The taxpayer exhausted all prehearing remedies with the Assessor and the Beaufort County
Board of Assessment Appeals (Board) and is now seeking a contested case hearing before the
Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court). The hearing of this matter was conducted on November
15, 2012 in Columbia, South Carolina. |
~ Aftera thorough review of all the evidence and the arguments presented by the parties at the
hearing, | find that the taxes assessed to the subject parcel by the Assessor and affirmed by the Board
are correct.
ISSUE '
Whether the Assessor properly imposed taxes on the value of a newly constructed inn on the
subject property for the 2009 tax year via a tax notice correction issued after the original tax bill was

paid.

FILED
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POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES

The Assessor argues that, upon discovery that the value of the newly-constructed inn on the
subject property escaped taxation in 2009, it had the authority and duty to impose the increased tax
pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 12-39-220 (2000) (Section 220).

Petitioner argues that the Assessor had no autherity to impose the additional tax because:

1. the Assessor should be estopped from relying on the provisions of § 12-39-220 because

he testified before the Board that the hotel was not omitted property; and

2. only the Auditor, and not the Assessor, has authority to collect taxes on omitted

property.

FINDINGS OF FACT
~Based’ upon the evidence presented, 1 make the following findings of fact, taking into
consideration the burden on the parties to establish their respective cases by a preponderancé ofthe
evidence and taking into account the credibility of the witnesses:

This Court has personal and subject matter jurisdiction. Notice of the date, time, place and
nature of the hearing was timely given to all parties.

" The taxpayer is the owner of the parcel of real property identified by TMS # R122 001 000
0001 0000, located in Beaufort County, South Carolina at 2225 Boundary Street in the City of
Beaufort. The subject property, with pre-existing improvements which consisted of a restaurant
building, was valued for tax purposes at $930,300.00 prior to tax year 2009. This resulted in a tax
bill for 2008 of $13,220.75

In 2007 taxpayer obtained a building permit and began construction of a hotel or inn on the
subject property. A certificate of occupancy for the new inn was issued during 2008.

The Beaufort County Assessor engaged in a countywide reassessment program and valued
the parcel, including the newly constructed inn, at $11,775,674 based upon a mass appraisal. The
Assessor issued an Assessment Notice on September 28, 2009 reflecting the $11,775,674
assessment of value. The taxpayer appealed, taking the position that the value of the propeity was
$9,000,000. Upon reconsideration, the Assessor adopted the taxpayer’s number for value and issued
a notice on April 7, 2010 reducing the market value of the property to $9,000,000. Both the
September 28 and April 7 notices erroneously listed the taxable value and capped value as

$1,069,868. $1,069,868 represents the capped value of the property with the pre-existing



improvements without accounting for the increased value attributed to the newly constructed inn. In
short, despite the fact that the Assessor appraised the new inn and added its value to the “market
value” line of the notice, the “laxable value™ and “capped value” lines of the notice failed to account
for the new construction. This error was caused by a computer programming error which caused the
program to only consider new construction that had both building permits and certificates of
occupancy in 2008.

Taxpayer timely paid the original property tax bill issued forthe tax year 2009 in the amount
of $14,290.10.

On June 23, 2010 the Assessor notified taxpayer that the taxes paid in the amount of
$14.290.10 did not include the value associated with the newly built hotel and transmitted a
corrected tax bill issued by the Beaufort County Treasurer. This bill reflected the tax due for the
value of the newly constructed inn which the Assessor values at $7,930,132.00 (the diffcrence
between the total value of the property and the value of the land and preexisting improvements). The
additional taxes levied on taxpayer total $105,282.48.

Taxpayer filed a timely protest to the payment of the additional tax and a hearing was held
before the Board, which issued its decision by letter dated February 3, 2012, The Board upheld the
Assessor’s position that he acted in accordance with § 12-39-220 in levying the additional tax and
denied the taxpayer’s appeal. Taxpayer then timely requested a contested case hearing before the
ALC. ‘

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact, 1 conclude, as a matter of law, the following:

S.C. Code Ann. § 12-60-2540 (2000) authorizes the South Carolina Administrative Law
Court to hear this contested case.

The issue at stake in this case is whether S.C. Code Section 12-39-120 should apply to
require Beaufort County to collect past taxes on the subject property. Section 120 is commionly
referred 1o as the “omitted property” provision because it requires that property that was omitted
from taxation be charged with the taxes for every year that the property escaped taxation:

If the county auditor shall at any time discover that any real estate or new structure,
duly returned and appraised for taxation, has been omitted from the duplicate, he
shall immediately charge it on the duplicate with the taxes of the current year and the
simple taxes of each preceding year it may have escaped taxation. And if the owner



of any real estate or new structure thereon, subject to taxation, has not reported it for
taxation, according 1o the requirements of this chapter, and it has not been appraised
for taxation, the auditor shall, upon discovery thereof, appraise it and, upon making
return of such appraisement, shall charge it upon the duplicate, with the taxes of the
then current year and the taxes of each preceding year it may have escaped taxation,
with twenty per cent penalty upon such taxes of preceding years. And if any real
estate shall have been omitted in any return, the auditor of the county shall appraise it
immediately for taxation, file such appraisement in his office and charge it with the
taxes of the current year and the simple taxes of preceding years it may have escaped
taxation.

S.C. Code Ann. § 12-39-220 (2000).

The Assessor takes the position that, because the value of the inn was completely omitted
from the calculation of the tax bill, the inn is omitted property and thus, must be assessed the
appropriate taxes for the 2009 tax year pursuant to Section 220.

The taxpayer érgues that Section 220 does not apply to the facts of this case because:

1. The Assessor should be estopped from relying on Section 220 because he took the
_ position at an earlier hearing before the Board that this was not omitted property.

5 Section 220 refers to the “county auditor” discovering the omitted property, appraising
the property, and charging the taxes and therefore, the Assessor has no power to act on behalf
of the County to collect the tax.

3. This is not omitted property because the property, including the inn, was appraiscd and
the taxable value was reflected on the tax bill.

Estoppel
The argument that the Assessor should be cstopped from asserting Section 220 is unavailing
for two reasons. First, the hearing before this Court is a hcaring‘de rovo in which this Court
considers the law and facts anew as if no hearing had been had in the first instance. Marlboro Park

Hospital v, DHEC, 358 S.C. 573, 595 S.E.2d 851 (2004) (citing Brown v. DHEC, 348 S.C. at 512).

Secondly, estoppel will not lie against a government entity where a government employee gives
erroneous information in contradiction of a statute. Morgan v. S.C. Budget and Control Board, 377

S.C. 313, 659 S.E.2d 263 (Ct. App. 2008).

A party asserting estoppel against the government must prove (1) lack of knowledge
and of the means of knowledge of the truth as to the facts in question, (2) justifiable
reliance upon the government's conduct, and (3) a prejudicial change in position.
Absent even one element, estoppel will not lie against a government entity, however,
citizens are presumed to know the law and are charged with exercising reasonable
care to protect their interests.



- Id., at 320 (inlernal quotes and citations omitted). Here, Petitioner presented no evidence of
justifiable reliance upon the statement that the inn was not omitted property nor of a prejudicial
change in position.

Authority of fhc Assessor

Petitioner next argues that because Section 220 refers to the “county auditor,” the Assessor
has no power to act on behalf of the County to collect the tax pursuant to the statute. Both parties
acknowledge that the language of Section 220, and indeed several other code sections, is obsolete
because it refers to the county auditor performing functions related to the taxation of real property
that are now routinely performed by assessors in each county. Section 220 speaks of the Auditor
maintaining the duplicate, charging the rea} property taxes, and appraising the real property. All
those are duties which currently fall under the authority and duties of the Beaufort County Assessor.'

Petitioner argues that tax statutes must be strictly construed in favor of the taxpayer, and
therefore, because the Assessor and not the Auditor issued the corrected tax bill, that the County

acted without authority under Section 220. The general principle that taxing statutes are construed in

favor of the taxpayer is not as broad as Petitioner assests. In Cooper River Bridge, Inc. v. S.C. Tax
Commission, 182 S.C. 72, 188 S.E. 508 (1936), our Supreme Court held that, “[W]here the language
relied upon to bring a particular person within a tax Jaw is ambiguous or is reasonably susceptible of
an interpretation that will exclude such person, then the person will be excluded, any substantial
doubt being resolved in his favor.” The Supreme Court recently expounded on the strict
interpretation principle in Alltel Communications, Inc. v.S.C. Dept. of Revenue, 399 S.C. 313, 73]
S.E.2d 869 (2012):

The usual rules of statutory construction apply to the interpretation of tax
statutes....Generally a court must apply the rules of statutory interpretation to resolve
[an] ambiguity and discover the intent of the legislature. However, in the enforcement
of tax statutes, the taxpayer should receive the benefit in cases of doubt, Where the
language relied upon to bring a particular person within a tax law is ambiguous or is
reasonably susceptible of an interpretation that will exclude such person, then the
person will be excluded, any substantial doubt being resolved in his favor.

1d., 399 S.C. at 319-20. Here there is no doubt or ambiguity concerning whether the Petitioner is

subject to the property tax or as to the amount of the tax. The only question is whether a Beaufort

' The county no longer maintains a handwritten “duplicate” but instead relies upon computer records that are shared
among the various county entities 1o maintain the property tax roll and associated information.
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County official other than the Auditor has the althority to discover the eyror, appraise the property,
and issue a bill for taxation of omitted property. The South Carolina Supreme Court resolved that

issue in 1977. Columbia Developers, Inc. v. Elliott, 269 S.C. 486,238 S.E.2d 169 (1977). Inacase

analogous to the instant situation, the Supréme Court noted that the trial court had properly ruled that
the five additional floors added to a multi-story building were omitted property that had escaped
{axation where the increased value of the property attributable to the new construction was not
reflected in the property tax assessment.? In that case, the County Assessor discovered and notified -
the taxpayer of the ervor.® There is no doubt or ambiguity that Petitioner was subject to be taxed on
the value of the inn constructed on the subject property in tax year 2009. Therefore, I must conclude
that the Assessor had the authority under Section 290 to discover that property was omitted, to
appraise the omitted property, and to assess the tax on any omitted property.
Omitted Property

Petitioner next afgues that the inn was not omitted property because the property, including

" the inn, was appraised and the taxable value was reflected on the tax bill. Petitioner cites Long Cove

Home Owners’ Ass’n, Inc. v. Beaufort County Tax Equalization Board, 327 S.C. 135, 488 S.E.2d

'857 (1997) for the principle that property may not be treated as omitted property under Section 220
simply because an error was made in the appraisal of the property resulting in real estate value
escaping taxation where the property was included on the tax rolls. The Long Cove court held, “the

power to assess omitted property does not carry with it the power to revalue property already

assessed.” 1d. at 140. Long Cove differs from the current case and the Columbia Developers case in
that the common areas at issue in Long Cove had been appraised at a value of $0 and taxed on that

basis. In both this case and the Columbia Developers case, the subject property had been recently

improved with new structures. In both cases, the increased value attributable to the new construction
on the property completely escaped taxation. Long Cove is inapposite to the instant situation because
there the assessor sought to conduct a spot reassessment o correct an error in an appraisal without

conducting the investigation provided for by law for such reassessments. In this situation, there is no

2 The Courl noted that it need not reach the substantive issues presented in this case in light of its ruling on the exhaustion
of remedies, but went on to explain that the trial court’s factual finding that the subject property escaped taxation and was
subject to Section 220. This dicta was apparently included in the decision in order to overrule a contrary interpretation
by the S.C. Attorney General. Seg 1965 Op. S.C. A’y Gen. 167.

374 is not clear from the order which county official issued the notice of back taxes owed.

6



dispute that the appraised value assigned to the newly improved property by the Assessor is accurate.
However, the taxes billed Io'the Petitioner were calculated on the value of the property prior to the
new improvements. Thus, the value of the new improvements escaped taxation despite the valid
appraisal that had been conducted by the Assessor.

Petitioner cites In Re: United AG Services, Inc., 37 Kan. App. 2d 902, 159 P.3d 1050 (2007)

in arguing that the omitted property statute does not apply to this case because the real estate and

* some improvements were taxed. In United AG Services the Kansas Court of Appeals held that newly

constructed improvements on a tract did not escape taxation because some improvements on the real
property tract were listed on the tax rolls and assessed. This holding, construing the Kansas omitted

property statute, is contrary to the South Carolina Supreme Court’s decision in Columbia

Developers. Therefore, I decline to adopt the United AG Services rule.
For all these reasons 1 find the circumstances in this case to be controlled by the South

Carolina Supreme Court decision in Columbia Developets. The $7,930,132.00 value of the newly

constructed inn was property that escaped taxation for the 2009 tax year under the provisions of .
Section 220. The Assessor’s determination that $105,282.48 in additional taxes is due for 2009 is
accurate,
ORDER

Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, it is hereby

ORDERED that Beaufort County shall levy $105,282.48 in additional taxes due for the real
property identified as TMS # R122 001 000 0001 0000, located in Beaufort County, South Carolina
at 2225 Boundary Street in the City of Beaufost for the tax year 2009.

 Bins Brode BPordun

DEBORAH BROOKS DURDEN
Administrative Law Judge

December 14, 2012
Columbia, South Carolina
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Page 1

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT
Docket No. 12-ALJ-17-0126-CC {

Mitul Enterprises, L.P.,
‘Petitioner,

V.

— et et e e e
=

Beaufort County Assessor, )

Respondent. ) -

ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING

* ok ok ok ok ok ok ok i

Thursday, November 15, 2012 !

10:11 a.m. - 1:42 p.m.

The hearing before the Honorable Deborah Brooks V :

Durden was taken at the Edgar A. Brown Building, 1205

Pendleton Street, Suite 224, Columbia, South |
Carolina, on 15th day of November 2012, before %
Christine A. Cortright, Court Reporter and Notary f

Public in and for the State of South Carolina.
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11

12
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14
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16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

THE COURT: Who is that? ' ¢

MR.

THE COURT: Ed Hughes.

ED HUGHES, being duly sworn, testifies as follows: i

MR.

Q:

Page 15

TR e et

witness, which is Mr. Ed Hughes.

TWOMBLEY: Ed Hughes.

HUGHES - DIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. TWOMBLEY:
Mr. Hughes, 1f you would please state your name
for the record.
Edward Hughes.
'And where do you work, Mr. Hughes?
I work for Beaufort County as the Beaufort

County assessor.

Okay. And is that your title, the assessor?
Yes, sir. I'm the Beaufort County assessor.
Okay. And how long have you been the Beaufort
County assessor?

I was selected as the Beaufort County assessor
in September of 2005.

Okay. So throughout the course of the handling

of the tax issues associated with this parcel

of property that we're here about today, you
were the assessor for Beaufort County?

Yes, sir.

Who 1s the auditor in Beaufort County, Mr. £

Hughes?

T S R e B R Y N o I P T Y M o0 YRR P R S SN N T T AR T
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR.

THE

MR.

THE

MR.

Currently the auditor is Sharon Burris.
Okay. And how long has Ms. Burris been the
auditor?
I believe Ms. Burris has been the auditor for
nearly 20 years.
Okay. So, again, during the times in question
that we're here about today and the property
taxes we're here.about today, during those
relevant time periods Ms. Burris would have
been the County auditor, correct?
Yes, éir.
Okay. And you've never served as the Beaufort
County auditor, correct?
No, sir.

TWOMBLEY: The exhibits, can I show the witness
those exhibits, or do you prefer to -- 1 guess
you want me to use that copy?

COURT: That's fine, or you can use another

copy, whatever, as long as it's the same. You

can put it on the document --

TWOMBLEY: Sure.

COURT: -- reader so that everybody in the court
can see it, and he'll have it on this screen,
or you can hand it to him.

TWOMBLEY: Okay.

16
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1 Q:
2 A
3 Q:
4
5
6 A
7
8
9
10 Q:
11 A:
12 Q:
13 A:
14 Q:
15
16 A:
17 0Q:
18
19 A:
20 Q:
21
22 A
23 Q:
24 A
25 0

And who is that?

Henry Copeland. °

Okay. And did Mr. Copeland -- well, when you
say he was assigned to the appeal, what does
that mean?

When the office the recipient of appeals,
appeals are distributed amongst the appraisal
staff, and he was the named appraiser in this
particular appeal.

And he worked for your office?

Yes, sir.

He worked for the assessor's office?

Yes, sir.

He didh't work for the auditor's office,
correct?

He was an employee of the assessor's office.

Okay:. Do you know whether he's ever worked for

the auditor's office?

I'm not aware of that.

Okay. Do you have any employees in your office

that also work at the auditor's office?

No, sir, I do not.

Those are two separate distinguishable offices?

Yes, sir.

And different physical office space?

Page 39
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Page 403

1 Az Yes, sir. %
2 Q: Different duties and responsibilities? %
3 A: Yes, sir. é
4 Q: Mr. Hughes, isn't it true that Mr. Copeland in %
5 your office was the individual who discovered é
6 this error? g
7 A: I believe he was. %
8 Q: And he sent you an email about it; is that %
9 right? %
10 A: He sent his supervisor an email about it. %
11 Q: And that email was ultimately sent to yéu, %
12 correct? %
13 A: I believe it was sent to his supervisor, Mr. %
14 Reames. §
15 "Q: Let me show you the email. It's out of order %
17 A: Okay. é
18 Q: -- when y'all are looking at the documents,Abut %
19 wasn't this email forwarded to you on June the %
20 18th, 20107? §
21 A: That's what -- %
22’ Q: That's the first page. This is the second %
23 page. %
24 A: This is the email thread. This was —-- the %
25 original email was sent to Robert Reames. §

a2033bec-7287-4566-858e-34415723dabf



Page 41 é
1 Robert Reames then forwarded that to me, and %
2 then I sent that to our administrator who §
3 handles our appeals. z
4 Q: Okay. And was this the first time that you'd §
5 heard about this error that had taken place? ;
© A: I don't recall. ;
7 Q: Okay. What did you do after you discovered g
8 that an error had been made? §
9 A: Well, we investigated the nature as to why it §
10 occurred. §
11 Q: And the results of the investigation were? %
12 A: The valuation associated with the Holiday Inn %
13 was omitted from the tax roll. g
14 Q: And what did you do next? %
15 A: I notified the taxpayer of the omission. %
16 Q: Did you do anything else in between the time
17 when you discovered it and when you notified §
18 the taxpayer? %
19 A: We had to make the necessary reviews of the %
20 file and notification to the County auditor and é
21 the County treasurer for an adjustment to the %
22 tax roll. g
23 Q: And iﬁ's your testimony here today that you g
24 notified the County auditor? %
25 A: We notified them. Yes, sir. §

a2033bec-7287-4566-858e-34415723dabf
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Page 44

1 A: Yes, sir. é
2 Q: And that was the same assessment that was from %
3 the October assessment notice, right? %
4 A: From the September assessment notice. %
5 Q: Right. Well, the two we put into -- %
6 Ac: Yes, sir. %
7 Q: -— evidence, October one and the September one? %
8 A: Yes, sir. | %
S Q: Now, let me back up just for a minute, Mr. é
10 Hughes. In between the time ‘that the appeal %
11 was filed and the appeal was resolved in the | %
12 " document we just looked at, isn't it correct %
13 that the taxpayer paid the taxes that had been %
14 originally assessed against the property? %
15 A: Yes. ] A §
16 Q: And wrote the assessor's office a check? E
17 A7 Wrote the treasurer's office a-chéck. Yes, %
18 sir. %
19 Q: Wrote the treasurer's office a check. And the %
20 treasurer;s office received that money from him
21 as payment for the taxes?
22 A: That's my understanding. He paid those taxes §
23 timely for tax year '09. %
24 Q: As far as you know, they were accepted? %
25 A: Yes, sir. ”

a2033bec-7287-4566-858e-34415723dabf



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19.

20

21

22

23

24

Now, the $11,000,000 figure that we saw on the
first and second assessment notices, where did
that figure come from?

That figure is generated out of the assessor's
appraisal software.

And did that figure include the value of the
newly constructed Holiday Inn?

Yes, it did.

So if we go back to Respondent's Exhibit Number
2, which was dated September 28, 2009 for this
parcel number, the value of the newly
constructed Holiday Inn is included within this
$11, 000,000 number?

Yes, sir.

And again, the second assessment notice dated
October 15, 2009, it also included the value of
the newly constructed Holiday Inn, correct?
Yes, sir.

And of course the resolution of the appeal in
Respondent's Exhibit Number 4, it also included
the value of the newly constructed Holiday Inn,
it just lowered it from the $11,000,000 number
to $9,000,0007

Yes, sir.

Now, Mr. Hughes, would you agree with me that

Page 45
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Page 50§
1 additional properties that were not initially ?
2 taxed. é
3 Q: Okay. Now, aré these two documents, is this ;
4 what your office sent to the taxpayer to notify g
5 him of the éhange that you were making? i
6 A Yes, sir. %
7 Q: Okay. 2nd may I see those back? I put them on é
8 'the ELMO, thank you. %
9 Q: Now, in this letter -- did you type this é
10 letter? %
11 A: I did. %
12 Q: Okay} And you sent it to Mitul Enterprises, é
13 L.P., right? | %
14 A: Yes, sir. ;
15 Q: And it's about the same parcel number? %
16 A: Yes. %
17 Q: Okay. And it says a tax notice correction. %
18 What does that mean? %
19 A: There was-a —— as a result of the filed appeal, g
20 it was discovered that the tax notice, the %
21 original 2009 tax notice, was incorrect. - %
22 Q: And this is when you acknowledged that the §
23 taxes were paid in January of 2010 of %
24 $14,290.10, right?
25 A: Yes, sir.
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1 value of this property for tax year 2009 would §
2 have included the capped value of the real §
3 estate and the preexisting improvements as well i
4 ' as the full market value without the cap of the §
5 newly constructed inn -- | %
6 A: Yes, sir. %
7 Q: -— is that correct? Okay. Now, you've been z
8 | talking in response to Mr. Twombley's questions i
9 about the tax roll? |
10 A: Yes, sir. ’ %
11 Q: and my understanding that the word tax roll is %
12 used synonymously wifh the term tax duplicate | f
13 -- | | %
14 A: Yes, sir. %
15 Q: -- is that correct? Would you explain to the %
16 Court exactly what is -—- what the tax %
17 duplicate, the tax roll 1is? %
18 A: Certainly. 1In reading the statutes, prior to |
19 technology the auditor was to list in the book
20 accounts, separate accounts, by ownership name
21 and tax liability, and to produce for the %
22 county treasurer to collect those taxes a coOpy. ;
23 Aand I believe that's where the name duplicate ;
24 came from. But it's basically a listing, a %
25 document tﬁat lists the annual tax liability %
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for each of the property ewners within their
respective tax jurisdictions.

So would it -- it would include a particular
parcel of real estate along with any
improvements upon that real estate?

A1l assets of the property subject to ad

valorem taxation, both the land and the

‘improvements thereon would be subject to the

listing within that tax duplicate.

.And it would similarly include an indication of

the ownership of that real estate?

Yes, it would.

And it would alse include an indication of the
value as determined by the assessor for that
particular property?

Yes, it would.

Okay. Would you explain to the Court how the

tax duplicate relates to the generation of tax
bills? |

The duplicate, or with today's electronic age,
the tax roll is produced electronically, once

that's produced, the respective millage is

_applied against the appropriate assessed value.

Once those calculations are completed, it's

after that production is when the individual

70
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Page 74 §
1 Q: And does it similarly reflect an assessed value %
2 of property —-- g
3 A: Yes, it does. E
4 Q: —-- for the year 20082 And what amount was §
5 that? g
6 A: 55,818. %
7 Q: Now, you've told us earlier that the Holiday §
8 Inn was completed in 2008. %
9 A: Yes, sir. %
10 Q: Yet that pfoperty was not included in the 2008 %
11 tax bill. %
12 A No, it was not. :
13 Q: And why was that?
14 A: It was issued a certificate of occupancy in §
15 calendar year 2008. Based on its status as of S
16 the end of the calendar year 2008, the property
17‘ was complete and fit for ité intended use and é
18 occupancy and therefore is subject to taxation ?
19 the following 2009 tax year.
20 Q: And that is, as I understand it, required by %
21 state statute? | :
22 A: Yes, it is. é
23 Q: | Okay. The property only comes on board in the é
24 year following the issuance of its certificate %
25 of occupancy? %

oY) a2033bec-7287-4566-858e-34415723dabf



Page 78%
1 A: Yes. | %
2 0Q: -— District R120 Parcel 1 of Map 17 %
3 A That's correct. %
4 Q: As you've already told us, this assessment %
5 nétice reflects a market value of the property §
6 “of $11,775,674. %
7 A Yes, sir. %
8 Q: and you've already told us what's included %
9 within that market value. g
10 Ac: Yes, sir. . %
11 Q: All right. It also refiects a capped value of §
12 $1,069,868; does it not? |
13 A: Yes, it does.
14 Q: Now, again, that include§ simply the 15 percent
15 cap imposed upon the real estate itself and the ;
16 preexisting improvements to that property? :
17 A: That's correct. i
:
18 Q: And, again, you've told us that the hotel was %
19 not included within that capped value; have you
20 not? %
21 A: That's correct. %
22 Q: And why 'is that? §
23 Af The calculation within the tax roll omitted %
24 this improvement. - %
25 Q: Okay. And we'll get to that in a minute. But

a2033bec-7287-4566-858e-34415723dabf
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I would note that the taxable value here is
also $1,069,868.

Yes, sir.

Now, what is included within the taxable value
as reflected upon the assessment notice ofythé
-- that your office issued in September of
20097

That taxable value is the previous tax year
2008 valuation capped at 15 percent.

And, again, it appears to me that that taxable

value as reflected in the initial assessment

notice does not include the value of the newly

constructed inn?

It does not.

And‘why is that?

This was a —-- under the Reform Act, it's a
split calculation in which the assessor is to
account for previously taxed property under the
limitation, the 15 percent limitation, and to
sepaﬁately account for new construction at fair
market value in a series of second
calculations. And as a result of the

property's date of issue of the building

permit, which was issued in 2007, and the

internal programming that we had done within

Page 79
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‘constructed improvements completed as of 2009,

Yes, sir.

20O P 0 P

Page 80

our file, we only asked the program to identify
permits that were issued in 2008, completed at
the end of 2008 to be subject to the fair
market value appraisals. It would be the first
time those improvemehts were subject to
taxation. The subject property, however, was

a 2007 year. And, therefore, as a result of
the split calculations, that improvement was
bypassed on the original tax roll.

So if I -- am I correct in understanding that
in order to assure that the assessor's office

properly valued at full market value recently

it obtained some sort of computer program which

would automatically carry those over --

-— to full market value into the 2009 --
Yes, sir.

- taxlrolls and tax bills?

Yes, sir.

And am I equally correct in understandihg,
however, that that program only picked up
properties which were actually permitted and
completed in 2008 and carried over to 20097

That's correct.
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And am I further correct in understanding that
in the event that a building were permitted
prior to 2008, even if completed in‘2008, that
property would not be carried over onto the tax
rolls of 20097

If the building was permitted in 2007, which is
the subject property, however not completed
until 2008, those improvements were omitted
from the original tax roll.

And is that your understanding of what accounts
here for the failure of the tax rolls to
reflect the existence in value of the Holiday
Inn here?

Yes, it is.

Okay. Well, let me ask you this. This
assessment notice which has been identified as
Respondent's Exhibit Number 2, you've already
testified to your understanding that it was in
fact received by the taxpayer?

Yes, it was.

Did the taxpayer in any manner respond to
Exhibit quber 27

By filing a notice -- an appeal notice with us.
Okay. I would direct your attention to your

copy of Exhibit Numpber 3, which appears to me

81
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1 A: No, there was not. §
2 Q: Was there any change at that time in the capped %
3 value of the property? §
4 A: No, there was not. %
5 O: Was there any change at that time in the %
6 assessed value of the property? §
7 A No, there was not. %
8 Q: Am I corréct in understanding that the assessed %
9 value as reflected at that time continued to %
10 reflect only the assessed value of the %
211 ' underlying real estate and preexisting §
12 , "inclusions as capped? g
13 A: That's correct. %
14 Q: Okay. Now, why was there no change in the tax %
15 valuation and the capped valuation and the §
i6 assessed valuation of this property, %
17 notwithstanding a reduction in the overall %
18 value to $9,000,000? %
H

19 A: These documents, the notice of action %
20 documents, utilized the database that was §
21 originally used for the production of the %
22 original assessment notices, and therefore any %
23 incorrect taxable or capped values were just %
24 simply duplicated on these notices té the %
25 taxpayer. This was a static file that was used %
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for the assessment notice production. Only the
notice of change to the taxpayer again utilizes
this static file. 1It's not a interactive live
file based on correction. It just simply
duplicates, in this matter, an incorrect
taxable as well as a capped value.

Did these values continue then to exclude the
value of the newly constructed inn?

The taxable value excluded the value of the
taxable inn as did the capped value.

And again, that is explained by your earlier
comments concerning the computer program and-
how those were supposed to carry over values
and in this instance did not?

Yes, sir.

Okay. Did you attempt to notify the taxpayer
of the change in valuation in accordance with
his appeal?

We noticed a notice of action value change,
dated April 7, 2010.

Which has been already identified as
Respondent's Exhibit Number 4 --

Yes, sir.

—-— correct?

Yes, sir.
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Pagev93
preexisting taxable values that existed in tax
year 2008. The improvement at a capped value
of 211,082 and a land corresponding cap value
of 858,786. And then below is calculated,
using the default six percent assessment ratio,
the calculation of the assessed value. And at
the bottom of the tax roll you will see the
taxable assessed value in the amount of 64,190.
Am I correct in understanding that this
document, Exhibit 6, which you've described as
the relevant original tax roll or tax
duplicate, represents the status ofithe roll
and the information set forth within that tax
roll as of the time you initially valued the
property for the tax year 20097
Yes.

Am I correct in understanding that this Exnibit
6, the initial tax roll, the initial tax
duplicate, does not include either the
structures or the valuation of the newly
constructed Holiday Inn?

It does not include that. Yes, sir.

Okay.- Now, you've told us how this document
relates to the initial valuations of the

property and the initial taxation of that
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Okay. Now, can you explain to me in what
particulars this corrected portion of the tax
roll differ from the original tax roll which
was utilized by the assessor in its initial
dealings with this property?

Certainly. As previously noted to the Court,

‘the property was appealed and there was a

resolution on the original appraised value from
$11.7 million down to $9,000,000. That
$9,000,000 was inclusive of the valuation
associated with the new motel.

Correspondingly, as a result of the appraisal
review, there was a reapportionment or
revaluation of the two other components within
the property, and this corrected roll
represents that. And again; similar to the
original .roll, there's divisions within the tax
roll of the both appraised capped as well as
assessed values. And I call your attention
particularly to the capping values section
where it will show cap other improvement in the
amouﬁt of 7,565,000. That is the valuation
associated with the previously omitted taxable
value associated with the motel. The

underlying land value was adjusted from 1.6
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million down to 1.4, and there was a
corresponding adjustment to the small
restaurant in the amount from 211 down to
453, 000.
So am I correct in understanding that the
corrected tax roll as ultimately generated by

the auditor's office establishes that the value

6f the previously omitted improvements was in

the amount of $7,565,0007

MR. TWOMBLEY: I would object, Your Honor, to Mr.

Hughes testifying. Again, the question was

_about as ultimately reflected by something in

the auditor's office, and Mr. Hughes has
already testified that he didn't have any
discussions with the auditor's office and he's
not the auditor. And if they want to get into
evidence what the auditor's office did or

didn't do or what information that office may -

-or may not have had, I think they need to put

up a different witness to do that.

THE COURT: I'm going to overrule your objection.

He's only been asked questions as to what his
office did and what these reports that were
generated between his office and the auditor's

office reflect. I haven't heard him ask for
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guestion, Mr. Hughes. 1Isn't it true that
previously you and your lawyer took the
position --

THE CCURT: Mr. Twombley, that's the'question that I
just sustained the objection to.

MR. TWOMBLEY: Your Honor, it's my understanding
that I've got to give the witness an
opportunity to first deny the statement before
I then show him the statement and impeach him
with a prior inconsistent statement. And so I
thought that the besf way to do that would be
to --

THE COURT: We need to get to the facts that are
relevant to our de novo inquiry today. So it's
-- a proper question is not, you know, what did
you say before the Board or what did your
lawyer say before the Board, but to ask about

the facts.

- MR. TWOMBLEY: Well, we just respectfully disagree,

but I obviously accept your -

THE COURT: Well, I have ruled.

MR. TWOMBLEY: Sure. Yes, ma'am. Well, we'll move
on. Thank you very much.

Q: Mr. Hughes, isn't it true that the terminology

used in the omitted tax statute is obsolete
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given today's technology? §
A: Not having the statute in front of me, Mr. g
Twombley, I believe the reference 1is to some g
sort of book. And yes, certainly any reference %
to a book or a physical document woeld be é
obsolete in today's environment. g
Q: But previously you testified under ocath that §
the terminology is obsolete given today's %
technology. %
At I don't understand yéur question, sir. g
Q: I'11l give you a copy of the deposition again in §
this matter, and ask yeu if, 'upon reading it, %
it refreshes your recollection -- §
A: Okay. %
Q: -- of your testimony? %
A: Certainly. This here? %
eQ: No, that's not it. I apologize. I showed you §
:
A: And your question, sir? %
Q: Is it -- g
A I mean, what are you -- é
Q: My question is,-isn't it true that the %
terminology used in the omitted tax statute is :

obsolete given today's technology? That's what

you testified to, right?

33
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It says -- the answer is it has application,
but the terminology is obsolete given today's
technology.
Right. So the terminology in the omitted tax
statute is obsolete?
There‘s a reference to a book, Mr. Twombley,
which is a physical document.. There's no doubt
in my mind years ago that there was some
physical document thaﬁ the auditor had in their
possession that they made a copy of and turned
that over to the treasurer for the collection
of the taxes.
But didn't the auditor used to have the
responsibility for those things?
He still does.
Mr. Hughes, do you have any personal knowledge
of anything the auditor's office did or didn't
do with respect to this parcel of property and
the resolution of the appeal?
No, I do not. |
You don't know if the auditor went out and
appraised the property?

That would not be under the umbrella of

responsibility of the auditor. That's strictly

the responsibility of the assessor.
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certainly understand that, you know, the
statute is antigquated. And, you know, we've
:got new technology here today, and some of the

things that the statute says don't really make |

sense based on the way that the system operates
today. But that's not our fault. And at the §
end of our argument, we'll get to the point
that I think you're required to construe this
statute strictly, and any ambiguity is supposed. @
to be constfued against collecting the tax. .
But first and foremost, 12-39-220 on its face, %4
it says if the county auditor discovers that - ' é
any real estate or new structure, then they
shall immediately charge it on the duplicate.
It also requires the county auditor to appraise
it, appraise the property immediately, file
such an .appraisement in his office, and charge

it with the taxes of the current year and the

simple taxes of the preceding years that it may
have escaped taxation. There's no evidence
that the county auditor did any of that. I
understand that the system works differently
now and that the assessor's office believes

that they now have the authority to do that, %

Ty

but that's not what the statute says. And, you
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know, we're not supposed to read into the
statute, you know, how it may or may not apply
now. And let me just go ahead and address that
point, Your Honor, because I think that ié
something of critical importance here. And I
would refer you first to a 1936 case, which is
Cooper River Bridge v South Carolina Tax

Commission. And if I may approcach, Your Honor

COURT: Sure.

TWOMBLEY: -- I've got a copy of that for you.

COURT: Thank you. |

TWOMBLEY : AndvI've also got another copy. for
the clerk.

COURT: Okay. Thank you.

TWOMBLEY: You're welcome. And in this-case,

_ Your Honor, our South Carolina Supreme Court
.said this: In construing the statutes under
which the tax has been assessed, our Supreme
Court has pointed out in numerous cases that
the taxpayer must receive the benefit of the
doubt in cases of doubt in the enforcement of
tax statute. And has said that where the
language relied to to bring a particular person

within a tax is ambiguous or is reasonably
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answer would lead to all kinds of mischief,
uncertainty, and chaos. And that's exactly
what would be -- that's exactly what would
happen here. So, anyway, thaﬁ‘s the Kansas
case. Your Honor, there is a statute that not
only -- I pointed it -out to you that this
statute deals with auditors, but there's
anothef statute, and that is 12-39-250. vAnd
I've got a —— it deals with the circumstanéeé
under which —— there's one fbr you —-- under
which - the auditor can correct errors. And if
you see, the title of this statute -- first of
all, it's under Chapter 39 that deals with
county auditors, and it says the duty to
correct assessments and other errors. And so
this statute deals with the circumstances under

which a county auditor could go back and apply

the omitted tax statute. And if you read this

statute, every one of the exceptions say at any
time before the tax is paid. At any time -
before the tax is paid. Every one of these

deal with situations before the tax is paid.

~ And here, the respondent concedes we had

already paid these taxes, we paid the full

amount that they wanted us to pay, and, you

Page 136
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know, we heard from them six months later that
they wanted $100,000 more. So it's important,
I think, that you realize that the tax on this
property had been paid. Your Honor, if you go
back to the series of gquestions I asked Mr.
Hughes about when. the assessment notice went
out and his dutiés and obligations to send out
assessment notices, the statute specifies what
his duties are. And as you would suspect,
there's a statute that says before you go
collect tax on property you've got to do
certain things. And one of the things they
have to do, and they have to mail it prior to
October 1st, is they have to mail the tax

holder an assessment notice, which they did

- that here. That included the assessment that

was $64,190. They were reQuired to do that
under the law. That assessment notice was
required under 12-60-2510, it was required to
state what the property tax assessment was, and
it did, 69,000 -- or 65,190. And the
assessment notice under this section, it must
be in writing and it must include those things.
There is not a single -- there is no assessment

notice in the record anywhere, and that's
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because one doesn't exist, that includes an
assessment of the $540,000. If you go back and
look through all the evideﬁce that were
admitted in, all the documénts that were
admitted into evidence, in June of 2010 when
they found this ouf, Mr. Hughes sent a little
one-page letter, and he attached to that one-
page letter a property tax bill, but he never
sent and assessment. And under 12-60-2510, the
notice must. include the property tax
assessment. So what we've got here, Your

Honor, and what it boils down to is they're

" trying to collect -- they're trying to assess

this property for an assessment of $540,000

"with no assessment notice, none whatsoever.

- They absolutely cannot do that. You have --

you are required to send this out to a taxpayer
before you go collect the taxes on it, and
there's not even one here today. You know, you

would think in June they would have sent us one

or after all this got started they would have.

They still haven't sent one. There's not a
notice in the record anywhere. And the notice
must be served upon the taxpayer personally or

by mailing it to the taxpayer at his last known
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Beaufort County ASSESSMENT NOTICE

Assessor's Office -
PO Box 1508 THIS IS NOT A TAX BILL o
Beaufori, SC 29901 ) »
(843) 265-2400 B ics o
www.bcgov.nel : =
Appesi Deadline Date 4
01/13/2010
tubitbivhhedbraancb i Inld
MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF BEAU PIN: R122 001 000 6001 0000
£0 BOX 2146 AIN: 001287290
BEAUFORT SC 29901 PROPERTY CLASSIFICATION: Comimp

HotelMoteBed& Breakfast
TAX DISTRICT: 120

Notice of Classification, Appralsal & Assessment of Real Estate 2009 Tax Year

OWNER OCCURIED
RESIDENTWAL ...} . -

OTHERPROPERTY | e 1,778,674 1,065,668 1000888 | x| oo | = 64100

'MARKET VALUE .
AGRICULTURAL C _

USE VALUE
AGRICULTURAL _ .

14,776,674 1,060,858 e300

2225 BOUNDARY ST
PARGEL B “SCOYTISH INN® PB50 P4 *3/05 LOT LINE REVISED BY PB110 P108 SPLIT 1/88 2.20 AC 1/1A0.06 AG TO US 21 RAV

o WMIMBMAHQ& 2009 TAXES BASED ON TAXABLE VALUE® Under the South Carolina Real Property
‘ : " yratuation Reform Azt of 2006, the assessor I8 now required in reassessment years 10 notily property owners of both market and Capped
i N © (imited) valuauons The maximum capped (Iimited) value I3 a 16% increase from the previous tax year valuation. Exceptions to the limited
- value lncfease are: 1) determination by the assessor the market value 18 lags than 15% incjease 2.) Assessable Trangfer of Interest (Point
. : ’of Sale) 3) new construction and property first subject to taxatlon In tax year 2000, Further explanation of the information located above is
- " found on the back of this notice. Addttiona! information is avauab{e al the Beaufort County webpage www.bcgov.netiassessor. Look for the

B K e _Z _Detechand e complatd fomit youwith o ageal. . — — — — — _SS_ —
AN APPEAL FORM
lﬁllll!llllllillllllllﬂlﬂ
TR mr e on. PLEASE COMPLETE FORM FOR EACH PARCEL YOU WIBH TO APPEAL
MARKET VALUE: 11,775,874
- ASSESSED VALUE: 64,190 GROUNDS FOR APPEAL:
PROPERTY CLASSIFICATION: Comimp HotelMotelBed8Breakfast R
AIN: 00120728 N (Include additional documantation as needed)

TAX MAP NUMBER: R122 001 000 0001 0000

OWNER: MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF BEAUFORT
STREET ADDRESS: PO BOX 2146

STREET ADDRESS2:
CITY, STATE. ZIP: BEAUFORT SG 20901

PLEASE CORRECT YOUR NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS

TAXPAYER ESTIMATE OF VALUE:
DAY PHONE:

EVENING PHONE:

EMAIL ADDRESS: SIGNATURE:
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IF YOU WISH TO APPEAL THE ASSESSMENT ON YOUR PROPERTY:
If you disagree with the assessor’s appralsa of your property and wish to appeal, state law provides the following procedures in
Section 12-60-2510 et seq. of the 1976 Code of Laws, a3 amended.

Step 1.  Request in wiiling to meet with the County Assessor within ninety (80) days of the hssessor's mail date on the
assessment notice. YOU MAY USE THE APPEAL FORM ON REVERSE SIDE

Step 2.  Upon receipt of your writtan objection, your appraisal will be reviewed for possible etrors. If a correction is made you will
receive a revised notice. Otherwise a conference will be scheduled with a staff appraiser to discuss your objection.
Conferencas will be held in person or by phone and scheduled at the convenience of the taxpayer. if the maties is
resolved at the conferencs, no further action is necassary cn the part of the taxpayer. .

T if the matter Is not resofved at the conference, the property owner will be provided a profest form and will be advised of
- their right to file a protest. The property owner has thirty (30) days from the date of the confarence to file a written protest
with the assessor.

The Assessor's office PROTEST FORM may be used to file the written protest; however, other written forms
of communication are acceptable. T| T matly filed :

-:Step 3.  The Assesser will then respond fo the taxpayer wilhin thirty (30) days of the date of receipt of the taxpayer's protast or
.. i a5 socn thereafter as practical. The Assessor's writlen response will include a statement of the original assessment and
any re-determined property assessment.

© Step 4. - Ifthe taxpayeris not satisfied with the response of the Assessor, an appaal may be filed with the Beaufort County Tax
- -~ - Equalization Board. The appeal MUST be filed within thirty (30) days of the date ofthe County Assessor’s Final Notice
ToT, 75 of Action. Upoh réquest and within thirty (30) Says of the date of the County Assessor's Final Notice of Action, the
" Assessor may-extend the time period for filing s taxpayer's appeal. Failure to file within the appeal period constitutes a
waiver of the ownar's right of appeal for that tax yeer and the assessor is not required lo review any request filed after that

time.

voe it -Step §,  State law requirds that your taxes be pald by January 15th without penalties. However, if you appealed your property
L TR value,and it is not'settied by December 31st of the current tax year, the assessor shall notify the County Auditor to

| deemnedtyte Assessmentafions ABOUNT. Vbl otainedty
i |- Assessor’ T - pres dby law, multiplyingthe taxable value by the
L L N Rathanne either 4% or 6%. assessment catio,

‘Notice of Classification, raisal & Assessment of Real Estste 2008 Tax Year

s OWNER OCCUPED -
RENOENTIAL 10000 2500 10.000 154 000 19400 X o 1360

-t oo 8 .-

S .. | enearmorBRyY |
. WARDORT VALUE x|
e N o |- AGRSCUCTURAL
USE VALUE 140 x| oot | ®
00 WA 1)
The 15% CAPlimitation ' || ‘Capped{limtedvakie) as requiredunderthe South Taxabievalustakes Intoconsiderationthe
does notapplytonew ” ' | ‘Carolina Valuation Reform Act of 2006. The cap limits mirketvalue, the capped (Imiedvaius), other
constuctionandnew ~ | | theincreaseinvalue of prapertyto no grealesthan velue, new construclion, new sub-dwided
sub-dividedpropedy. - “|"|' 16% duringthe five-year reassessment cyde. pioperty and agricuturatuse value. The laxabie
—_— ‘Exceptiont to the limitation: new construction and velue is cepresenied by any one ofthess
N Assessable Trasferof interest clessificatiorn ora combination from the group

} - Section 124-335 of the SC Code of Laws effectively specifies who can make a presentation for a taxpayer in the administrative tax
’ process. This presentation includes the preparation and filing of necessary documents, correspondance with, and communications
to state and localtax authorities, and the representation of a client at conferences, hearings, andmeelings.

Ohly the following can make a presentation for a taxpayer: 1) The property owner. 2) A member of his immediate family without
compensétion. 3) The property owner's full time employee. 4) A partner of partnership. 5) An attomey. 6) A certified public
accountant (CPA). 7) An Intemal Revenue Service enrolled agent. 8) A real estate appraiser who is licensed by the South Carofina

Real Estate Appralser's Board.
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3% PO Box 1508
2 Beaufort SC 29901-1508

S} (843) 470-2519 « (843) 470-2522
www.bcgov.net ‘

5 1 AV 0.335 *rAXXAUTO**5-DIGIT 29901

Illl ” llll III“IIIIII“III llll” IIII ”lllllll ”l;l”lll 000005
g(I)T!éJLXENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF BEAU
BEAUFORT SC 29901-2146 1

ASSESSMENT NOTICE
THIS IS NOT A TAX BILL

Reason for Change: Countywide Reassessmer

09/28/2009 |
al Deadl 2 12/27/2009 |
PIN: R122 001 000 0001 0000

AIN: 00129729
PROP CLASS: ComImp HotelMotelBed&Bi
TAXDISTRICT: 120-BEAUFORT CITY

- Notice of Classification, Appraisal & Assessment of Real Estate 2009 Tax Year

MARKET VALUE
AGRICULTURAL

Y- CLASSIFIGATION-{---L OTSIACRES -—MARKET-VALUYE | NEW-CONSTRUCTION =1 FOTALASSESS!
OWNER OCCURIED . X =

1 RESIDENTIAL
OTHERPROPERTY |~ 40480 11,775,674 1,069,868 | 1,069,868) * 10.060]| * 64,190

USE VALUE
AGRICULTURAL

. S T
PROPER DCATIO 81 O AL D it

\

5 1,069,868 bRiaales 64,190

PARCEL B *SCOTTISH INN" PBS0 P4 *3j06 LOT LINE REVISED BY PB110 P109 SPLIT 1/88 2.20 AC 1/1A 0.06 AC TO US 21 R/W

o

~-|MPORTANT: REASSESSMENT INFORMATION:*2003 TAXES BASED ON TAXABLE VALUE* Under the South Carolina Real Property Valuation Refor
Act of 2006, the assessot is now required in reassessment years to notiy property owners of both MARKET and CAPPED (limiled) valuations. The
 maximum capped (limiied) value is a 15% increase from the previous tax year valuation. Exceptions to the limiled value increase are: (1) Determination by
. the assessor the market value is less than 16% increase. (2) Assessable Transfer of Interest (Point of Sale) (3) New construction and properly first subjec
lo taxation in tax year 2009.: Further explanation of-the information located above is found on the back of this notice. Additional information is available on the
Beaufort County webpage www.bcgov.net/assessor. Look for the Assessor’s page which is found under the “Depariments” tab on the home page.

v Detach and return completed form if you wish to appeal. \ 4
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1% 4

ApPEAL FoRM et . IRNRHERRURRAVARIRD

{ POO°O

o RY TAXMAPNWBERKl 2% 00| g8 9°gaopemcussmcmou Cczn Mg Holet Bote;
OWNER:___ﬂﬂ.Lﬁ'cLEn'{‘, l..f DéA MZI»’I (Scites

seer aoomess: 2315 Soundary 47, - CITY, STATE, 2P: fea wlert, S¢ 29902
PLEASE CORRECT YOUR NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS BELOW

Mud?;lnn - Mitu| Ent. ¢ /. markeT vaLve: (1, 715, G2LF - RE
Po. hox A1ut, Jtazdcri‘: 54 2940/~ Alanxsevane: {f 70, LAY CE’VED

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: (include addttional docyrmentalion as needed)

&M@&Lﬁé«;@,@wﬁmﬁwm - DEC 1 g 2099

Ammaoﬁu T COUNTY
m
TAXPAYER ESTIMATE OF vm.ué:o mefé_smm 3 /‘4 A, DATE:_{ llz 2/ R
oay prons€Y 372 22:310.2 _ EVENING PHONE: - E-MAIL Mabe Hm Ho S




Beaufort County Assessor’s Offlce
P.0. Box 1508
Beaufort, SC 29901-1508

(843) 470-2519 or (843) 470-2522 Fax: [843)470-2512
www.bcgov.net  E-Mail: Assessor@bcgov.net

Notice Date: 04/07/2010 -

MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF BEAU PIN: R122 001 000 0001 8OO0
POBOX 2146 Appaal ld: 2009-00129729
BEAUFORT 5C 25901 Classification:  Comimp Hotelviote|Bed&Breakfast
Tax District: 120
Locatlon: 2225 BOUNDARY ST
Description: PARCEL B “SCOTTISH (INN” PBSO P4
*3/06 LO
Copy: TaxP

Notice of Action - Value Change

A réview of the above referenced property has resulted in a change of value for Tax Year 2003

ORIGINAL VALUES REVISED VALUES

Market Value Effective 12/31/2007: 11,775,674 Market Value Effective 12/31/2007: 9,000,000
*¥Taxable Value: 1,069,868 #¥Taxable Value: 1,069,868

Capped Value: 1,069,868 Capped Value: 1,069,868

Total Assessment: 64.190 Total Assessment; 64,190

_** IMPORTANT: PROPERTY TAXES ARE CALCULATED USING THE -
- TAXABLE VALUE, NOT THE MARKET VALUE.

" [f you are not satisfled with this declsion, you may continue the administrative review process by either

‘malling or delivering the enclosed Real Property Protest Form or other supporting documentation to the
address listed above. '

The ‘REAL PROPERTY PROTEST FORM of other documentation must be filed within thirty (30) days from the date

* of this letter. - If the REAL PROPERTV PROTEST FORM is not returned within thirty (30) days, your right to
© cBntinue the appeal in this matter will be waived and the appeal is closed for Tax Year 2009. :

The Assessor’s Office will respond in writing to your protest within thirty (30} days {or as soon thereafter
as practical) of receipt of the REAL PROPERTY PROTEST FaRM or other documentation.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Beaufort County Assessor's Office — Division of Appeals

8eaufort County Assessor's Office, P O. Box 1508, Beaufort, $C 29901-1508 (843) 420-2519 www.bcgov.net
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BEAUFORT COUNTY TREASURER 2009 BEAUFORT COUNTY
PROPERTY TAX BILL

BEAUFORT SC 20001-0487

FORWARDING SERVICE REQUESTED

- 883 1 AV :0.:335 et e rAUTO**5.DIGIT 28601
|u| Wbibdulhamnllihibedld Gldlinladdbutlnl - 000683

MITWL ENTEAPRISES LP ECONO LODGE BENJ
PO BOX 214 o FORT
BEAUFORT 20801-2148

PRIOR YEAR TAX 12,2825
— == ‘-aPPRAISED VALUL
APPRASED VALUE

HOWE STEAD EXEMPTION 0
2009 | 2236880 R122 001 000 0007 0000 120.BEAUFORT CITY | | OTHER EXERPTION
TAXABLE VALUE niee
PROGPFRTY TYPL CLASS CODE [RIIATTYSL0T | ASSESSED VALUE 1%
. TAX AMOUNT 1wmn
R ‘ BV SCHOOL TAX CREDIT SKANGS 260
FEES ADDED ' %78
e @me OPERATI 33'38 2.953:30 'ﬁg ¥ALUE 113851658
S - . . TAYES 000
_— SCHOOL - DEBT 24.43 1,5868.16 [T, ALUE V64180 (PRIOR YEAR - .
Ch KUNIC 60.62  3,891.20 |ABSESSED VALUE 84,190
e . | GTORWMATER FEE . - 88.78 |# OF ACRES 4.4800 14.290.10
_ .. | ToTALs 221,27  14,280.10 , L3V,
S M & RECENED AFTER DIR /0% (3%) reT
TR - : ¥ RECENED AFTER Q2012030 (0%} 18,191
¥ RECENED AFIER G600 (15%) 1643262
: ¥ RECEWED AFTER CAS120%0 ($19) 1850842
- t’ucenmmmvmwm 11,85882
- )

g N QLTSI PARCELB "SCOTTISH INN" PBSA P4 *¥05 LOT LINE
¢ T T [LYAXYEAR | TAXDUE PENALTY | TREASURERFEES |  TOTAL RMW%’:?&W"WWWM"N"M-N
= 2000 14,280.10 0,00 14,290.10 AGTOWS

- PRIOR 0.00 0.00
~TOTAL 14,280.10 0.00 14,280. 10
~~~~~~ \, \. _J
'A RETAIN TOP PORTION FOR YOUR RECORDS A ¥ _Return below stub for changs of address Yy
Yoo ADDRESS CHANGE (please print)
Property Owner: WITR ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF BEAUFORT
Account Key: 238830
Account Number: R122001000 6001 6600
- New Address:
) ) Signature Dals

¥ Return this stub with paym

e 200_9 BEAUFORT COUNTY PROPERTY TAX BILL

KE VAL = Pin ] LOCANON ! 101AL DUE

‘ mzz 001000 0007 0008 2225 BOUNDARY ST 14,200.10
L Mnummmmmu ECONG LODGE OF BEAUFORT R\.la 1:; ::Il ndr:y be processed elsctronically.
y THRU SINS0W 1 10 ) & chargs for any chedk rstumed by the bank.
: : PAYABLENOW TR o1/ A2t SEE REVERSE SIOEF OR IHFORUATION REGARDIG PAYHENT 0PTIONS
I¥ RECENVED AFTER SVINZ010 (%) 14,713480 ANO CONTACT IKFORMATION,
[ IF RECEIVED AFTER 02412010 (10%) 15,7101 MAKE CHECK PAYARLF & REMTTO;
: gmvm AFTER wm:g:ﬂ wAL
CEWED AFTER 83312010 878 wiok Lldbdestudoatlme il b bodonndladba il
‘x m‘m‘ow "'mu nh [{] M [T nedailnidodbobw il
CENED AFTER BEAUFORT COUNTY TREASURER
MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF BEAUFORT JOY LOGAN
0 80X 1166 _ P.O. DRAWER 4
D K - 29301 : BEAUFORT §C 29901-0487

0000129789000 4290100001472880000L57191,0000k 43362
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
Office of the Assessor
Multi Government Center ¢ Post Office Box 458
Beaufort, South Carolina 29901-0458
Phone: (8§43) 255-2400 Fax: (843) 255-2416

Web Site: www.bcgov.net

C
2
-
1<
w
o
<

- UNITOMYD HY

June 23, 2010 .

Mitul Enterprises LP Econo L.odge of Beaufort
PO Box 2146

Beaufort, SC 29901

Attention: Mr, Desai

Re: R122 001000 0001 0000
2009 Appeal - Tax Notice Correction

Dear Mr. Desai'

The 2009 appeal for the captioned parcel was resolved in the amount of 9, 000 ,000;
- however, taxes paid January 11, 2010 in the amount of $14,290.10 was on the taxable
value of 1;069,868. The value associated with the newly built hotel was not included in
~ this’payment; Accordingly and in conjunction with the agread upon valuation of
8,000,000: the remaining tax due of $105,282.48 is shown on the enclosed tax notice.
*. Piéasé note that payment, without penalty in the amount of $105,282.48 is due on or

" before July 2672010. Also enclosed is the 2009 tax notice for which payment was
made on January 11, 2010.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Edwar

Beaufort County Assessor

Enc.
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BEAUFORT COUNTY TREASURER 2009 BEAUFORT COUNTY

PO DRAWER 487 o PROPERTY TAX BILL
REAUFORT, SC 25901-0487 .

MITUL ENTEHPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF
BEAUFORT

IMPORTANT MESSAGE: Upon receipt of the
2009 tax bill, we ask that you take a
moment to carefully review the

HOIEL
information listed on the bill and report

MITUL ENTERERISES LP ECOND LOULGE UF BEAU any discrepancies or errors to the
PO BOX 2146 appropriate office listed on the back of
BEAUFORT SC 25901 the bill

2008 YAXES: 13,220.7%

Tl YRR l B R} tIN i )
) [ 2005 | 108938 |Ri22 00L 00D 0001 0000 }120-BEAUFORT CLTY APPRALSED VALUE 4,000, 000
Lo bR Tar | “ i CAE AT T LESS EXEMPTIONS
. __ Comlep HotelNotelBedsBreak HOMESTEAD EXEMPTION 0
" - OTHER EXENPTIONS ¢
) TAXABLE VALUE 540,000
e o0 4L DESCRIPTION NILL TAR/EEE DESCRLETLON AMOUNT ASSESSED VALUE 40,200
couNTY - 45.96  24,818.40 | MARKET VALUE 9,000, 000 |i TAX AMOUNT 119.485.89
SCHOOL - OPERATIONS 90.26 40,740.40 | CAPPED VALUE 9,000, 00¢ SCHODIL TAX CREDIT SAVINGS 0.90
SCHOOL - DEBT 24.43  13,192.20 | TAXASLE VALLE 540, 00D
MUNIC1PAL 60.62  32,13¢.490 | ASSESSED VALUE 540,000 SPECIAL FEES ADDED 86.78
STORMHATER FEE 86.78 { t OF ACRES 4.4800 PRIOR YEAR TAXES .00
TOTALS 2T +221.27  119,572.58 CURRENT YEAR PENALIY ¢ FEE 15,792.3
PAY BEFORE
: It NECEIVED AFTER Aug 31, 2010 1§50 12112485
JUL 26 2010 ’
S— I P PO (N
: s i 2225 BOUNDRRY ST
e e R PARCEL B “SCOTTISK INN" PBS0 Pq *3/06

. "._ . A . LOT LINE REVISED BY PB11D P109 SPLLY
. e " 1/88 2.20 AC 1/1A 0.06 AC YO US 21
N - H jUE . PENALYY TREASURER fEES

e
15,792.37 121,074.85

0.00
121,074.85

105, 282.

e ’ Return this stub with payment

2009 BEAUFORT COUNTY

yannL U

C ) 1N

2225 BOUNDARY ST 121,074.88

PRYABLE NOW THROUGH Aug 31, 2010... 121,074.85

THER PENALTLIES APPLY... a5
- : : oy % 121,124,
. e [E RECELVED AFTER Aug 31, 2010 (550} this tsx bill may ba processed slectronicslly.

.. L o fhere will De @ charge foc any check returned:by the :
. : r
N B : bank. -
. : - StE REVEHSE SIVE FOR [NFORMETION NG m&

OVILONS AND CONTACT INCORMATION.
BEAUFORT COUNTY

MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECUNO LOOGE OF BEAV
PO BOX 2146

BEAUFORT SC 29901 . ;’)Z\’omg: ') u 26 20"] o

SEAUKORT, SC 29901 -048¢

. | | WITHOUT PENALTYES
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£

=

f hat L0 A R

G:90 aM - 5:050 PM

HOMESTEAD EXEMPTION
vsilable to prawmdry homeownery over age 65 or 1009 dasabloed

Tnatial application to County Auditor ie
roquired to hv filea batveen tho dates of January 1sc of the curront yesr and January 15th of the follovwing N
year. 1C is automatically roneved nfter the inltial application Contact County Avditor (or deiails. i

SPECIAL ASSESSMENT RATIO (49)

|
. |

vailable to nammowners vho occupy their homes 33 their lagal xouidan‘ea prior to filing an applioation for the }
cucrent taw ysar. Tha owner nust fale an application with tho County Asseasar batwvasn Jenvary 1st of the ;
curxont yoar through January 15th of the following year. Once the imitial applacation is £iled, it w2112
avtomuticully ba ronewed cach yenar, unluse thsre is a change tn uwnexrship or occupanty. You are requirud by
law to notify the Assevsor of any change of address or oodupancy vithin six months of tha change. The Specinl
spueesant Tatio LL 0% exaxpts taxex levied for school vperstions by Beaufort Cuuncy School district.

ESCROW / MORTGAGE ACCOURTS h

Tne property owner ie Lespohsibla for ensuring €ull payswnt of tbie obligstisn. If funds ace held in ¢gorow
‘to,puy for this potice, toxvud to the sppropriste worigage holdex.

3 i

TELEPHCNE. {843 255-2500 wuumm LOUNTV GOVBRR)@N") (8(3|255-2<00 (EENJRORT COWNTY OOVSWNT)

1y MPJNTMNS APPWSM. RECORBR OR FlRSON.\L PROPERTY 1) MAINTAINS REAL FROPERTY RSCORDE (LAND, BUILDINGS.

!!BL!PHOHS:
{841) 84 2-4202 (}HL'ION READY i (8431 341 -8411 (HILTOH HEAD)
184231 757-1500 ext. 229 (BLUFPTCR) l (843)7137-1500 ext. 236 (RLUFETON) ‘ TP
L-BATL: auditombcqcv nat i B-MhJL: zomessorfbogov.net . : ..
- \ i 1
|
H
3

(AUNS TROGKS, AIRPLANES. BOATS, CAMPERS. ETC) DOCKS, SHIMIING POOLS, TEFNIC COURTS, MORILR

'
2] PROCESSES INFORMATION REGARDING TAXATION ON DOATS, i KOMES, EXC) i .
N H
AIRPLANES, AND BUSINESS PERSOMAL PROPERTY, E¥C) :2)  PROCESSES REAL PROPERTY TRANSFERS FOR TAX !
) PRERARES TAX WOTLCES ! PURPOBES i
4)  PROCESSES Appucmmns mn HOMESTEAD EXBMPTION (65 PROCESSES 4% APPLICATIONS, RGRICULTURAL USE H S e
" or oLbER OR 100- Dzsuu.m) APPLICATIONS, DEVELOPER DISCOUNT APPLICATIONS AND
o S) Wlux:zssns Aumu:ss CRANGES FOR ‘PERSONAL PHOPERTY H PROFERTY OWNERS ASYOCIATION ¢PECIAL VALUATION
"' upoN HRITTEN REQUEST ! APPLICATIONS - .,,,,_k
T E S 1)  MAINTAINE AND UPOATELS rAx ws*gm‘;ﬂ YAL( l
; y i PURPOSES oo ke .._..1 ’{
¥ b i b
FRLEPKONT:  (843)255-2690 (BEAUFORT COUNTY GOVERMEZAT ) 5) CONOUCTS COUNRYWIOE “"5“55*” PROGRAM |
(843) 842-4206 (KLLTON WERD) o o ‘_4, . i
: v L 4081 LE HOME ()@‘.\'ER?HIP °L BAsE: ! ;
(863}757-1500 sak: 226, (BLUEETON) . N : Sl
I COWTALT BUILDY l"‘ COBES: AT~ 184312, i .
B-MALL; ctenurnrqboqov net foans - "“»'N\nau.‘ { : .
by} ~couwcrs CURRENT MD-OELINQUENT uopsmx mn a ’ )
. J.. VEHICLE TRALS | f . L ey
y : | > (ST ¥ R i1 DAY
2)  SAPEGUAADS ALL COUNTY MONEY 3 LEIM.:. AL, St )l .MJIA{‘ER ni’)u N;Sl AL 10N i
. B R LT RE2 -fd? i o
1) DISTRIBUTES TAX MONZY TO COUNTY, SCHOOL DISTAICT, AT 1843147C-5432 OR l )
AND MUNICPALITIES EMAT,: 3(:.>rm-1at"r'4b seav.net : ..
4) TNVRSTS FUNDS FOR THE COVNTY N i .
5] RESVONEIBLE FOR MAILING TAX HOTICES I . . I . o -
6) APPLIES TREASURER FEE ON TAXES NOT PAXD PRIOR TO
o ) ' METHOD OF PAYMENT (CHOOSE ONE) CoLL
There wiil be a convenlence fee tor any electconic credit/debit card payment.
{3 PAY BY CHECK CHECK # R
PAY BY CREDIT CARD T
VISA 6 otoits) MASTCRCARD (16 proirs) DISCOVER 114 piotesy AMERICAN EXPRESS 15 otairs)
wad - -f i ..\;-x -y Loeoe . .
- - = . .
:‘ ' Q\ 10 1712 13 14 15 16 Signaturs of CARDHOLDER C
[ ! .
. '
. . 1 Creoa Cenl BMD SUest Akdee e
f . i
\ v
M M= Y Y H Gread Card g Zip Cose
OR»PAY GNLINE 'wwwbcgov ne;(ViS'qi.QHECK OR MASTERCARD)
R "'v/*‘ NER
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R122 001 000 0001 0000
Taxes Paid

Taxable Capped Value
Ratio

Assessed (rounded)
Millage

Tax _

Stormwater

 Total Paid

2009 Market Value
2009 Appeal Reduction

Ommitted Tax Calculation

Appealed Value

= ‘Capped Value (land @nd small commercial bldg)
Difference .

Ratio

Assessed

Millage

Tax

49

1,069,868
0.06

64,190

221.27

$ 14,203.32
86.78

$ 14,290.10

11,775,674
9,000,000

9,000,000
1,069,868
7,930,132

0.06

475,810
22127

$ 105,282.48



Beaufort County Assessor’s Office
Appeal 2009 Workflow

PIN: R122 001 000 0001 0000 AIN: 00129729

DATE RECEIVED 12/18/2009

CF e e
DATE ASSIGNED [Z 47 LYt

APPRAISER ASSIGNED /7. /ofllfd/ | None

DATE COMPLETED Yol (7 200/

APPEAL, ACTIONS

::»Old{;gmi-\/glug : /52-5), 7¢ 1 New:Land Value 143 el pOD No Change

A
v

_: Old[mpvalue/”/fz/ ? 0‘ “New Imp Value 7 5,500 No Change

| OWTatal - 4:/7 V75 ¢y NewToe | g ppp 00 No-Change

OrgmalATl | - NewATL | No Change
ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS .~
L CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX
4% Application sent Adjusted Bill to be sent
Agricultural use Application sent Refund Due
Government Exemption Eutered in GRM
: . Other
LT Deve]opgr_ st count * explain below
- HE
Sodme Letter to be sent (Response #) LLQ (%K Fechnician Initials

o _ NOTES:*. L /) [ y
e e i / [ A VARs Y/ /A
DTIE . neapd PN ,  L7d e (Aigs

. ) /AR | Al I v

& A 2 A e
) [V N7
- ) A Vi .
T ' “AFPRATSER ACTION REQUIRED TECHNICIAN ACTION REQUIRED
| oA

DATE COMPLETED l_( [ q {’ O

Revised August 31, 2009

BN IAAI AN
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r Aquire Appeal Data \ Vig-———=—=

(“UwEnuyv (‘lmpan !
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Beaufort County Assessor’s Office
P.0. Box 1508
Beaufort, SC 29901-1508

(843) 470-2519 or {(843) 470-2522 Fax: {843) 470-2512
\Aj/ygw‘bc'gov.net E-Mail: Assessor@bcgov.net

Notice Date: 04/07/2010

MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF BEAU oIN: R122 001 000 0001 0000
PO BOX 2146 Appeal Id: 2009-00129729
'BEAUFORT SC 29901 Classification:  Comimp HoteiMotelBed&Breakfast
Tax District: 120
Location: 2225 BOUNDARY ST
Description: PARCEL B “SCOTTISH INN” PB5S0 P4
*3/06 LO
Notice of Action - Value Change Copy: TaxP ¥
Cesoel L A review of the above referenced property has resulted in a change of value for Tax Year 2009 R
- L. . ] ORIGINAL VALUES ' REVISED VALUES £
e »‘ © | Market Value Effective 12/31/2007: 11,775,674 Market Value Effective 12/31/2007: 9, 000 000 P
**Taxable Value: 1,069,868 **Taxable Value: 1,069,868 e
1 Capped Value: 1,069,868 Capped Value: 1,069,868 o
N : "Total Assessmem 64 190 Total Assessment: 64,190 ;
ANIT e LAl IMPORTANT PROPERTY TAXES ARE CALCULATED USING THE R

TAXABLE VALUE, NOT THE MARKET VALUE.

: “fy you are not satusfled with this decision, you may continue the administrative review process by either
Prae . malling or ‘delivering thie enclosed Real Property Protest Form or other supporting documentation to the

address listed above, gL

“The REAL PROPERTY PROTEST FORM or other documentation must be filed within thirty (30) days from the date
I the REAL PROPERTY PROTEST FORM is not returned within thirty (30) days, your right to
d the appeal is closed for Tax Year 2009.

. “of ‘this Ietter
Lo cortinue the appeal in this matter will be waived an

T The Asséésar's Office will respond in writing to your protest within thirty {30) days (or as soon thereafter

as practical) of receipt of the REAL PROPERTY PROTEST FORM OT other documentation.

Thank you for your cooperation.

" Beaufort County Assessor's Office — Division of Appeals

Beaufort County Assessor’s Office, P.O. Box 1508, Beaufort, SC 29901-1508 (843)470-2519 www.bcgov.net
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lEIl I "l HIH I H[ REAL PROPERTY PROTEST FORM PIN: R122 001 GO0 0001 0000
BEAUFORT COUNTY ASSESSOR Appeal Id: 12009-00129729
R 2@ g!?ooo gooo ppeal’ A

(Use additional sheets if necessary) Notice Date: 04/07/2010

A. (To be filled out only if you disagree with your values set forth in the Notice of Action)

1. The name, address and telephone number of the property taxpayer:
2. Description of the property at issue:
3. Statement of facts supporting taxpayer’s position for appeal
. 4.-7 " Statement outlining the reasons for the appeal, including any law or other authority, upon which the taxpayer relies.
¢ 1547 "\alué and classification which the property taxpayer considers the fair market value, special use value, if applicable,

and proper classification.

Name ' _ Date

"B TAXPAYER AGREEMENT FORM (Sign below and return entire sheet)

To Whom 1t May Concern; ,
‘The'uridérsigned property owner (or owner's representative) has reviewed the property values listed above with the
Beaufort County Assessor’s representative, finds the taxable value shown 1o be satisfactory, and hereby waives any further
rights of appeal relating to the 2009 notice of valuation and assessment received from the Beaufort County Assessor.

Signature Name (Please print clearly}
Title or relationship to property owner Date
' section A if you wi ontinue the appeal process. Use additional sheets if necessary and attach any

documentation to support your argument for appeat.

- Complete section B if you agree with your new value as determined by the Beaufort County Assessor’s office. An adjusted

bill will be sent upon receipt.
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6/18/2010 | !

Holiday Inn, 2225 Boundary Street, Beaufort, SC ‘R122 661 000 0001 0000
(2 commercial uses: a limited service hotel w/ 97 Rooms & a stand alone restaurant bldg)

As of December 31, 2007 (for TY 2Q08): PRIOR TO COUNTY-WIDE REASSESSMENT

Land (4.48 AC) $ 746,800
Bldg (CO1: Commercial / Restaurant - 2,760 sf) $_183.500
~ Total Market Value: $ 930,300 (Mkt / Cost)
Taxable Value (2008): $ 930,300
As of December 31, 2008 (for TY2009): REASSESSMENT NOTICE (SEPT 27, 2009) e
Land (4.48 AC) $ 1,620,768 ceenten
Bldg (C01: Commercial / Restaurant — 2,760 sf) $ 163,846  (apportioned imp val) , i " e
‘Bldg (C02: Commercial / Hotel — 85,124 sf) $9991.060  (new const for 2009) RS
(according to file, CO for new Holiday Inn issued 4-2008) .
--Total Market Value: $11,775,674  (using Mkt / Cost) * .
“New Construction (2009): $ 9,991,060
5 3 - ~Capped Value (2009): : $ 1,069,868
%¢1 . TFaxable Value (2009): . . ' $11,060,928  (Total Taxable Value) *

. s s * Reason for Change: County-Wide Reassessment, Cap Applied & New Construction Added for 2009

As of December 31, 2008 (for TY2009): FOLLOWING APPEAL REVIEW .
Land (448 AC) $ 1,434,691 .
Bidg (CO1: Commercial / Restaurant — 2,760 sf) $ 163,846 e
"Bldg (C02; Commercial / Hotel — 85,124 sf) $ 7,980,989 :
(according fo file, CO for new Holiday Inn issued 4-2008) !
-+ ¢~ Total Market Value: $9,579,526  (using Mkt / Cost) * * )
-~ New Construction (2009): $ 7,980,989 S
. ... Capped Value (2009): $ 1,069,868 A X
% 9.4.% Taxable Value (2009): - - $ 9,050,857  (Total Taxable Value) * *

* * Reason for Change: Owner Appealed; Data Error Corrections Applied

As of December 31, 2008 (for TY2009): COST APPROACH ADJ TO MKT — APPEAL RESOLVED e

Land (4.48 AC) $ 1,435,000

Bldg (CO1: Commercial / Restaurant — 2,760 sf) $ 163,846

Bldg (C02: Commercial / Hotel ~ 85,124 sf) $7,401,154 -

(according to file, CO for new Holiday Inn issued 4-2068) o

‘Total Market Value: - $9,000,000 (Total Taxable Value) * * * e

New Construction (2009): $ 7,401,154 N
_ - Capped Value (2009): $1.069.868

" Tdxable Value (2009): $8,471,022  (Capped Value) * * *

Note: Unit/Rm val = $8,536,000 (39M, less $464,000 for improved “outparce!”)/97 Rms = $88K per room
* ¥ * Reason for Change: Cost Approach adjusted for hotel mkt = Market Value (2009 Appeal Resolved)
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6/18/2010 9
|

NOTICES & VALUES SENT TO OWNER (showing taxable values w/ erors)

As of June 16, 2010 (for TY2009): VIEW APPEAL SHOWS LETTER TO OWNER W/ TAXABLE VAL CHG IN ERROR

Land (4.48 AC) $ 1,435,000
Improvements / Bidgs ¥ - $ 7,565,000
Bldg (CO1: Commercial / Restaurant — 2,760 sf)  § 163,846
Bldg (C02: Commercial / Hotel - 85,124 sf) $ 7,401,154
Total Market Value: $ 9,000,000 (Mkt Val / Cost, adj)
New Construction (2009); $ 0
Capped Value (2009): $ 1,069,868
Taxable Value (2009): $ 1,069,868  (Capped Value)

v < As of December 18, 2009 (for TY2009): OWNER FILED WRITTEN OBJECTION TO I ASSESSMENT NOTICE
Based on Assessment Notice sent o owner on or aboul September 27, 2009

Market Value (as per owner’s written objection): $11,775,674
Taxable Value (as per owner’s written objection): $11,775674  (doesn’t reflect partial cap)
Owner’'s Estimate of Value (as per owner’s written objection):  $ 9,000,000 :

As of November 7. 2000 (for TY2009): ORIGINAL TAX BILL TO OWNER W/ TAXABLE VALUE IN ERROR

" . Land (4.48 AC) $ 1,620,768
Bidg (CO1: Comsmercial / Restaurant ~ 2,760 sf) $ 163,846
Bldg (C02: Commercial / Hotel — 85,124 sf) $9.991,060
(according to file, CO for new Hohday Inn issued 4-2008)
Total Market Value: $11,775674  (Mkt Val/ Cost, not adj)
New Construction (2009): $ 0
—  Capped Value (2009): $ 1.069.868
 Taxable Value (2009): $1,069868  (Taxable Value) |
DN - -As of November 6, 2009 (for TY2009): 2"° REASSESSMENT NOTICE GENERATED W/ ERRORS il
Market Value (2™ notice does not reflect new const): $ 1,882,768 Co |
Taxable Value (as per owner’s written objection): $ 1,069,868 |
- As of September 27, 2009 (for TY2009): st REASSESSMENT NOTICE GENERATED
: Market Value (includes new const): $11,775,674
Taxable Value (according to-owner’s objection notice): $11,775,674  (doesn’t reflect partial cap)
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Rigg, Elizabeth

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Liz,

Scan this email into VA..

Ed Hughes

Beanfort County Assessor
PO Box 458 ’
Beaufort, SC 29901-0458
Office: 843-255-2394

Fax: 843-255-2416

Emazil: Ebughes@bcgov.net

Hughes, Ed

Friday, June 18, 2010 12:01 PM

Rigg, Elizabeth

Copeland, Henry, Reames, Robert

EW: Holiday Inn (R122 001 000 0001 0000) Taxable Value Etror
Holiday Inn cap analysis R122 001 000 0001 0000.doc

.Ed

from: Reames, Robert

Sent: Friday, June 18, 2010 10:34 AM

To: Hughes, £d .

Subject: FW: Holiday Inn (R122 001 000 0001 0000) Taxable Value Error

From: Copeland, Henry

Sent: Friday, June 18, 2010 10:15 AM

To: Reames, Rabert

Subject: Holiday [nn (R122 001 G00 0001 0000) Taxable Vaiue Error

Bobby:

After carefully reviewing the office data and the owner's appeal file, | used the cost approach, not the income approach, to establish a value change for this

property.




8S

The owner's estimate of value was $9,000,000 based on the owner's original objections to the values pdsted on our original reassessment notice dated September
27, 2009. After reviewing the data in CAMA and making appropriate changes to more accurately reflect the physical property as of the target date, 1 ran the file
through cost with a resulting value of $8,579,526. The breakdown would show $1,434,691 for land & $8,144.835 for improvements.

Based on income and expense statements submitted by other comparable or nearly comparable hotels occupancy and daily room rates (ADR) aiso declined for
the reassessment cycle. It would be highly probably that an income analysis for this property would have resuited in a reduction in the market value that would
have been significantly below the market value using the cost approach. The income stream would have supported a value that would have been below the
owner's estimate of value which was $9,000,000. [ selected the owner’s estimate of value which is supported by the cost approach adjusted downward for market
conditions that take into account lower occupancy rates and the tower ADR. :

What is important to not about this appeal is the owner appears to have responded to the original assessment notice dated September 27, 2009, which is believed
to have shown a market value equal to the taxable value. Though this may have included a slight error by not reflecting a partial cap on the existing land and
smaller commercial building, it would have been easily corrected. What appears to have been the wrench in the machinery was the 2™ assessment notice
generated just before the tax bills were printed. This assessment notice failed to recognize the new construction and instead included it under the cap thereby

making the capped value equal to the taxable value. it should have shown a capped value plus new construction to equal a taxable value only slightly lower than
the corrected market value.

ltis also important to note that the owner completed the original objection to the reassessment notice showing clearly his was an objection to the market value.
Furthermore, the owner completed the form by providing an estimate of value. In the end, | reviewed the supporting data at my disposat and agreed with his
estimate of value relying mainly on the cost methad. The owner was notified with a change in value letter subsequently sent out as part of the 2009 appeal
program. It is a key element in this particular example that the owner did complete the request that he provide this office with an estimate of market value as part of
his formal appeal. He also restated the market and taxable values within the form provided as they appeared on the original assessment notice.

I have attached the results of my research of the taxable value error that involves this property. This was a mistake | found after comparing my data for closed
2009 appeals with what is on the office records. So far | haven't found any others related to new construction, though there appear to be some questions about the
accuracy of some ATI's which still appear to be capped.

Henry

Henry de Saussure Copeland, CG # 1869
Commercial Appraises, Office of the Assessor
Beaufort County Government

PO Box 458, 100 Ribaut Rd, Beaufort, SC 29901

Main Tele: 843.255.2400
Fax: 843.255.2416
Direct: 843.255.2381

e-mail: hcopeland@bcgov.net
web site: http://www.bcgov. net/




COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
Office of the Assessor
Multi Government Center + Post Office Box 438
Beaufort, South Carolina 29501-0458
Phone: (843) 255-2400 Rax: (843) 255-2416
Web Site: www.begov.net '

June 23, 2010

Mitu! Enterprises LP Econo Lodge of Beaufort
PO Box 2146

Beaufort, SC 29901

Attention: Mr. Desai

Re: R122 001 000 0001 0000
2009 Appeal — Tax Notice Correction

Dear Mr. Desai:

AT IS0 4 . The 2009 appeal for the captioned parcel was resolved in the amount of 9,000,000;

w o1 However;taxes paid January 11, 2010 in the amount of $14,290.10 was on the taxable
v yaliie-of 1,069,868. The value associated with the newly built hotel was not included in
Hone S this-payment. "Accordingly and in conjunction with the agreed upon valuation of .
27 00,000,000, e remaining tax due of $105,282.48 is shown on the enclosed tax notice.

- ‘Please note that payment, without penalty in the amount of $105,282.48 is due on or
=7 "pefore July26, 2010. Also enclosed is the 2008 tax notice for which payment was
made on January 11, 2010. , ,

bl e g
[T AT

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
Edwar

Beaufort.County Assessor

Enc.
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2009 BEAUFORT COUNTY
PROPERTY TAX BILL

BEAUFORT COUNTY TREASURER

PO DRAWER 487
BEAUFORT, SC 29901-0487

MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE or
BERUFORT )

IMPORTANT MESSAGE: Upon reteipt of the
2009 tax bill, we ask that you rake a
moment to carefully review the
information listed on the bill and repori
any discrepancies or errors to the
appropriate office listed on the back of

the bill.

flereaeed!

MITUL ENPERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF BERU
PO BOX 2146
BEAUFORYT SC 29901

2008 TAXES: 13,2205
AYFRAISED VALUE

TAX YEAR | rEY/aL &

R122 001 000 DODL DOOO | 120-BEAUFORT CITY APPRALSED VALUE 3,000,000
- PROSERTY TYDE CLISS €OLY YORTGRSE COOE 1658 EXTMPTIONS
Roal Property Comimp HotelMotolBudiBreax HOMESTEAD EXENETION 9
‘ OTHER EXEMUTLONS Q
: TAXADLE VALVE 949,080
umee |- PESCRIPTION YAX/FEE DESCRIPTION ASSESSKED VALUE 549,009
COuNTY T §5.86  24,018.40 | HARKET VALUE 9,000, 000 {1 7AX AMOUNT 113,485.8¢C
SCHOOL - OPERATIONS 90.26  48,740.40 | CAPPED VALUE 9,009,000 SCHUOL TAX CRED1T SAVINGS .90
SCHOOL - DEBT 24.43  13,192.20 | TAXAHLE VALUE 549,003
MUNICLPAL ’ ' 60.62 32,7734 .80 | ASSESSED VALUE 540,000 SPECIAL FKES ADDED 86,78
STORMWATER FEE 46.18 | I OF ACRES 4.4890 PRIOK YEAX TAXES 0.00
TOTALS 221,271 119,972,058 CURRENT YHEAR PERALTY & FEE 135,792.37
- BEFORE | /|
I PAY BEFORE | - - P ST
’ iv RECEIVED AFTER Aug 31, 2010 (5501 121,120.8%
JUL 26 2000 '
o e, s ot 2225 HOUNDARY SV
R St — PARCEL B "SCOTTISH INH® PBS0 P4 ¢3/06
. i LOYV LINE REVISED BY PB2L0 P103 SPLIT
1/88 2.20 AC 1/IA 0.DF AC TO US 2i
= e | TRX-YEAR TAX_DUE PENALTY | _TREASURER FEES TOTAL, R/W
2009 105,282.48 15,192.37 121,074.85
PRIOR 0.00
e Luuoran L ) Ll 105,202,486 - 121.074,85

l-\etutn t:hiu ;tuh_;l;.th paymm’c. B
2009 BEAUFORT COUNTY

TOCATION

2225 BOUNDARY ST

20TAL DUE
121,0%4.85

PAYRBLE NOW THHOUGK Aug 31, 2010...
THEN PERALTIES APVLY...
1P RECEIVED.AFTER Auy 31, 2010 {$50)

MITUL BHTERPRISES LP BUOKO LOQULE OF BLAU
PO BOX 2146
BEAUCORT 5C 29301

ac

121,074.85

121,124,85

Thig tax bill may ba progeaged olegtronieally.

There wlll bBu o charge for Y
venk. {
SER REVERSE YIDE FOR (RPOQM,
OPILONS AlID CTONYVACY 1HVORMA
HERUFORT COUNTY

JOY 1.OGAN

PO DRAHER ¢57

YEAUFORY, SC 29931-049/

T 10l
oV

ny check returned-by che
« PAY..BEFORE

L 26 2010 '

Ay, ¥ 1

60
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BEAUFORT COUNTY TREASURER
PO DRAWER 487 :
BBAUFORT, 8C 29901~0487 ’

tatilldtatil o tinanntiti b

2009 BEAUFORT COUNTY
PROPERTY TAX BILL

MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONC LODGE OF
BEAUFORT

IMPORTANT MESSAGE: Upon receipt of the
2009 tax bill, we ask that you take a
moment to carefully review the

MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF BEAU

PO BOX 2146
BEAUFORT SC 29901

ShY YZAR I KEY/BILL & l

information listed on the bill and report
any discrepancies or errors to the
appropriate office listed on the back of
the pbill.

2008 TAXES: 13,220.78

m -APFRAISED VALUE 1,882,768
TASTIRYY '.I‘."H: LESS EXEMPTIONS
foal Property . NOMESTEAD EXEMPTION o
OTHER EXSMPTIONS ¢
., [ i A i TARABLE VALUE 4,190
. DESCRIPTION __ NILL, TAX/FEE DESGRIPTION ANOUNT H psskssen vanve 64,190
’ f@bﬁ%i" T 45.86¢  2,950,17 | MARKET VALUE 1,862,768 || yax nouNT 14,203.32
SCHOOL - OPERATIONS " 90,26 5,793,719 | CAPPED VALLE 1,069,868 SCHOOL TAX CKEDIT SAVINGS 0.00
SCHoOL - DEBT 24.43  1,568.16 | TAXABLE VALUE 64,190
MUNICIPAL o 60.62  3,891.20 | ASSESSED VALLE 64,190 ||  speciaL Fers Anoen 86.78
STORMWATER FEE 86.78 | 1 OF ACRES 4.9¢00 ||  pRion vear TAXES 0.00
TOTALS 14,290.10 CURRENT YEAR PENALTY & FEG 0.00

0.00 |

NazuT

2225 BOUNDARY $7

PARCEL B “"GCOTTISH TNN™ PDSO P4 ¢3706

CUTSTRIDING RICAP

(0T LINE REVISED BY PBI1O P109 SPL(T
1783 2.20 AC /1A 0.96 AC 7O US 21

AX YEAR : TAX DUE PENALTY TREASURER FRES ZOTAL R
2009777 ¢ 0.00 0.00
PRIOR 0.00
TOTAL 0.00 0.00

R122 001 000 0001 0000

"7 Return this stub with payment
2009 BERUFORT COUNTY

LOCATECH

2225 DOUNDARY ST

TCTAL buz

‘168813

HKITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF BEAU

PO BOX 2146
BEAUEQRT $C 29901

ac

Thia tax bil)l may be procewssd sleaatconioally.
There will be o charge tor sny check returned by the

bani:,

STE REVERSE §.DE FOR JNFORMATION KECARDING FAYHENT

BEAUFOR{' COUNTY
JOY LOGhK

PO ORAWER 487
BEAUFORT,

61
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6/17/2010

Holldny Inn, 2225 Boundary Street, Beaufort, SC

R122 601 000 6001 0300
(2 commercial uses: & limited service hote] w/ 97 Rooms & a stand alone restaurant bldg)

As of December 31, 2007 (for TY 2008):
Land (448 AC) $ 746,800
- Bldg (C01: Commercial / Restaurant — 2,760 sf) $ 183,500
Total Market Value: $ 930,300  (Mkt/Cost)
Taxable Value (2008): $ 930,300
As of December 31, 2008 {for TY2009):
Land (4.48 AC) § 1,620,768
Bldg (C01: Commercial / Restaurant - 2,760 sf) § 163,846
Bldg (€02: Commercial / Hotel — 85,124 sf) 9.991
{according to file, CO for new Holiday Inn issued 4-2008)
" Total Market Value: $11,775,674  (Mkt Val/ Cost) *
New Construction (2009): $9,991,060
2> Capped Value (2009): $ 1,060,868
 “Taxable Value (2009): $11,060,928  (Capped Value) *
“ncfet o % Reagon for Change: Cduntyf-Widc Reassessment, Cap Applied & New Construction Added for 2009 -

2008 2009); UNDER APPEAL REVIEW

Land (4.48 AC)
- Bldg (CO1: Commercial / Restaurant — 2,760 sf)
" Bldg (C02: Commercial / Hotel — 85,124 sf)
(according to file, CO for new Hollday Inn issued 4-2008)
"'Total Market Value:

" New Construction (2009):

- = /Capped Value (2009):
Taxable Value (2009):

§ 1,434,691
$ 163,346
$ 7,980,989

$ 9,579,526
$ 7,980,989

$ 1.060.868
$ 9,050,857

izl : & Regson for Change: Owner Appealed; Data Error Corrections Applied

(Mkt Val / Cost) * *

{Capped Value) * *

& of December 31, 2008 (for TY2009): INCOME APPROACH APPLIED « APPEAL RESOLVED
Land (4.48 AC) $ 1,435,000
Bldg (C01: Commercial / Restaurant — 2,760 sf) $ 163,846
Bldg (C02: Commercial / Hotel — 85,124 sf) $ 7,401,154
(according to file, CO for new Holiday Inn issued 4-2008)
" “Total Market Value: $9,000,000  (Mkt Val/Income) * * *
New Construction (2009): $ 7,401,154
-Capped Value (2009): $ 1,069,868
" ‘Taxable Valoe (2009): $8471,022  (Capped Value) * ¢ ¢

* % # Reason for Change: Income Approach = Market Value (2009 Appeal Resolved)
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6/17/2010

NOTICES & VALUES SENT TO OWNER (showing taxable values w/ emrors)

As.of June 16, 2010 (for TY2009): VIEW APPEAL SHOWS LETTER TO OWNER W/ VAL CHG IN ERROR
Land (4.48 AC) o $ 1,435,000
Improvements / Bldgs * $ 7,568,000

Bldg (O01; Commerciel / Restaurant ~ 2,760 sf)  § 163,846

Bldg (CO2: Commercial / Hotel ~85,124 1f)  $ 7,401,154

Total Market Value: $9,000,000  (Mkt Val/ [ncome)
New Construction (2009): 3 0
Capped Value (2009): $ 1,060,868
Taxable Value (2009): $1,069,868  (Capped Value)
g, 2 ): OWNER FILED WRITTEN OBJECTION TO I* ASSESSMENT NOTICE
Based on Assessment Notice sent 1o owner on or about September 27, 2009
Market Value (as per owner’s written objection): $11,775,674
-Taxable Value (as per owner's written objection): $11,775,674

-~ Owner"s Estimate of Value (as per owner's written objection):  § 9,000,600

g bf November 7, 2009 (for TY2009): ORIGINAL TAX BILL TO OWNER W/ TAXABLE VALUE IN ERROR -

-~ Land (4.48 AC) $ 1,620,768
Bldg (C01: Commercial / Restaurant ~ 2,760 sf) $ 163,846
- —~Bldg (C02: Commercial / Hotel — 85,124 sf) $9.991,060
_. {according to file, CO for new Holiday Inn issued 4-2008)
- Total Market Value: $11,775,674  (Mkt Val / Cost)
__New Construction (2009): $ 0
- ~-"Capped Vahio (2009): $1.069.868
: Taxable Valae (2009): _ $1,069,868  (Capped Value)

e MWW 2® REASSESSMENT NOTICE GENERATED W/ ERRORS
~ Market Value (2* notice does not include new const): $ 1,882,768

“Taxable Value (as por owner’s written objection): - $ 1,069,868

- A# of September 27, 2000 (for TY2009Y: /st REASSESSMENT NOTICE GENERATED
"~ Market Value (includes new const): $11,775674
‘Taxable Value (according to owner’s objection notice): $11,775,674
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Beaufort County Assessor’s Office
Appeal 2009 Workflow

PIN: R122 001 000 0001 0000

AIN: 00129729

DATE RECEIVED

12/18/2009

DATE ASSIGNED

JZ27 27

APPRAISER ASSIGNED - 7. [ apllrd/.

None

DATE COMPLETED

y

T2l (7 2p9//

APPEAL ACTIONS

Old Land Valite |- / /4 Zﬁ}'f( «’| New Laiid Value

/488,000

No Change

' OIdImpVa[ue/ 0./ 5/4) ? 0 é ' New Imp Value | Z 57 5,/0 0)

No Change

,VAQifcvlzé"Al‘qtal ';/i//, "77{579:

New Total 9' 0Dp, 00{7

No Change

T Original ATL

Y/

New ATI

oy

No Change

7~ ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS ~
CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX

4% Application sent

Adjusted Bill to be sent

Agricultural use Application sent

Refund Due

Government Exemption

Entered in GRM

Developer Discount

Other
* explain belo

W

-
—QQ d%& Technician Initials

Latter to be sent (Response #) _h

MIREROARASA AR AR
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Revised August 31, 2009




HATSHIS OF BLAUFORT @nfR
10T LINE CORRBCTION [LAT
FEEPARED POR

MITUL ENTERPRISES, LP

BRAVPORY TAX MAP 1, PARCEL | &k A

BSAUTORT COURTY  SOUTIL CAROLINA

€103 AN O

B W AR -

(3

@t

LA DK SN

e ———

20MD 110AY QOMVEADL,

§|
RO P20, I B 30° ACUSE

FTANK .
¥l AT A 26" MYV FOR RL IUSERVOUS
| WRIACES G SRURAIT, ’

HEX PARCEL ¥ i
W20 AMRES (10 CRIMAL JHE) |

ks /.'_

W

.- ____,____‘___.5;

™

e e
¥
‘I
\

Y
=~
\
5
.
NS
v
FRCALA BAMNET DMLY

(25701 1 4w SOIT Sul 18 W WIT F 1 NOALKE
B DR xgvve v ST fol e HEONAON B0 WYKY, T LEVIT BOWe HNIN
VO W 9r CCOOMCL ¥ITH W IERONEXTS OF
L NS STMONGS MG M P PO T OF
LA KIVEITO 2 ANV CAILT, &> RELts OO
L VE MAKWOONTS IR A DAL O ROVET A

- L T ot L us.mral aRCAT BT LTINS TV Sesae
. . . DSty LI

L
LU RO Y

PROPIATY 13 LOCAE) K 200C A -AD)” T
~  AS DIITPWINED BY FINA, ! R¥ COMMUILIY-PAL © ©

;x

RIUBCR 435228 0003 D, ZATD 92648, o
o L NS VIR (OO S OF
R172-00)~00~0001 4000 o NQACTIN BIAM 1N OUA
RIZ2=001 -AN0 DS TA -0
v m 1 "y -
e i 4 T A ey ‘ ,gm—-f v ALy
LTARD 1 etia i v MANID SALPY 04 Lt
HAlL 1% - & HEAUPOWT NG, HE
1000 PARSS A

SEAUPORT, S.C,
PRONE (Sis) Soa-088 s5—1178

65



99

ks i

THIS SEC

’}PO Box 215,
bt 5C 2540

JUN 2 8 784D
3.8 ype

CortfiedMan 01 RMIFORT COUNTY
el =Ly SR oA

O insuredMall  E1 C.OD.

M. D-Q,ﬁCLU 4. Pestictod Dolvory? (Bxt oo O Yes
vioe i2ba) ?DUS 31:]:[] UDUU 3]:];!: YL5Y4 ,
ps : lmzwﬂ;f&bm;my 2004 D_omesucaeunn Receipt’ 102595-02:M-1540



L9

Uumzn States PosTAaL SERV!CE ‘ " “

IFlrst-C!ass Mali
‘,Postage & Fees Paid
Juses: -

Pemffl No. G-10

. Sender:-_P!,easg pr]nt yo,ur‘name, address, and-.ZlP_+4> ;n.thisi'bp)'( ..

(0. ‘Mc 458
»éfd ﬂ??ﬂ/




-— NOTES:*

Beaufort County Assessor’s Office

Appeal 2009 Workflow

PIN:

R122 001 000 0001 0000

AIN: 00129729

DATE RECEIVED

12/18/2009

DATE ASSIGNED

[ZZ07%7,

APPRAISER ASSIGNED /. /7

None

DATE COMPLETED

I el 7 20/

v

APPEAT, ACTIONS

O Tand Valie

1/¢207¢ |

New Land Value

/436,000

No Change

: Old.ﬁ?ip'fvﬂde

Vo157, 90

New Imp Value

‘7,5&5,/000

No Change

"Old Total

RVNYA 479’—

New Total

9,000,000

No Change

" Original ATI -

/4

New ATI

e

No-Change

e DMINISTRATIVE ACTIORS A
CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX

4% Application sent

Adjusted Bill to be sent

Agricultural use Application sent

Refund Due

Government Exerption

Entered

in GRM

Developer Discount

Other

* explain below

Letter to be sent (Response #) _N_Q_B

Technician Initials

. ?ﬁPPRAISBR ACTION REQUIRED

BUNT®) Dowk o R TTEA

TECHNICIAN ACTION REQUIRED

Noh

DATE COMPLETED y

AL

Revised August 31, 2009

A
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R122 001 000 0001 0000 Property Class: 612
2225 BOUNDARY ST

TMPROVEMENT DATA

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS
ROOFING
shingle ’ ' : -
WALLS
B 2 2 U
frame
Brick
Metal
Guard
ERZMING '
B 1 2 U
T Res 0 2760 0 0 . 1 S Mas
Cngy (Urlmer)
FINISH
UF SF 134 FD
1 2760 ) ) o 345
Total 2760 ° 0 ¢
BEATING AND AIR COWDITIONING
B 1 2 U
Heat o] 2760 0 [}
PLUMBING Residential Commercial
3 T ¥ TF
Full Baths
Half Baths 3 6
gxtra Fixtures
TOTAL o] 6
1. 5 40
(LCM: 100.00)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Con3st Year Eff Base Taac- Ady Size or Computad Phys ObsolMarket &
Description Value | ID Use Hgt Type Grade Censt Year Cond Rate ures Rate RArea Value Depr Depr Raj Comp  Value
C RESTURNT 1.00 Avg 1954 1985 AV 0.c0 N 06.00 2760 0 0 o} 100 115446
¢ : Remod 1990 01 oOmP 0.00 Avg 1990 1990 &V 0.00 N .00 345 0 25 0 100 [o]
02 PRVING 0.00 85 Good 1986 1986 AV 1.45 N 1.81 200x191 68140 30 0 100 48400
pData Collactor/Date Appraiser/Date Naighborhoeoed Supplomantal Cards
TOTAL DMPROVEMENT VALUE 163846
Neigh 180 AV
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R122 001 000 0001 0000

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION

Sito Description

MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF 2225 BOUNDARY ST

OWNERSHIP Tax ID 00129729 Printed 08/25/2010 card wo. 2 ot 2
TRANSFER OF OWNERSHIP
Date
VALUATION RECORD
Assessment Year
Reason for Change
VALUATION
LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
Rating Measured Table Prod. Factor
Soil ID RAcreage -or—
-or- -—0r— Depth Factor
Actuval Effective Effective -or= Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square Feel Rate Rate Value Factor Value
Supplenental Cards
TOTAL VALUE
o R e




1L

R122 001 000 0001 0000  MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF 2225 BOUNDARY ST 612

ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION OWNERSHIP Tax ID 00129729 Printed 08/25/2010 card wo. 3 of 3
PARCEL NUMBER MITUL ENTERPRISES LP ECONO LODGE OF TRANSFER OF OMNRRSHIP
RL22 001 000 0001 QOO0 PO BOX 2146 pate
Parent Parcel Number BERUFORT, SC 29901
s PARCEL B "SCOTTISH INN™ PBSO P4 +3/06 LOT LINE REVISED 09/09/1999  DESAI EAMILY PARTNERSHIP #1 LP 222;1 Bk/Pg: 1212, 1516
property Rddress BY PB110 £109 SPLIT 1/86 - 5 %/Pa:
e ESUNDARY ST B e 1718 0 06 AC 10 US 21 R/@ 07/31/199 DESAT MAHESHCHANDRA % SCOTTISH “’"il Bk/Pg: 969, 2439
Nexghborhood , 06/01/1980 DESAT MAHESHCHANDRA § SCOTTISH INNS  Bk/Pg: 303, 164
180 BEAUFORT WEST COMY & NEW TOWN - 50
Property Class 12/31/1376 Doc #: CONVOOOD00147672

612 ComImp HotelMotelBediBreakfast - $0
TAXING DISTRICT INFORMATION ‘ OMM E R‘ I Al

Jurisdiction 07

rea 001 VALUATION RECORD )
District 120 Assessment Year 12/31/2002 12/31/2003 12/31/2006 12/31/2007 12/31/2008 12/31/2008 12/31/2008
Reason for Change
CONVERTCAP REVAL NEWCONST CORRECTION
VALUATION L 390900 746800 746800 746800 1620768 1620768 1435000
0 B 704390 644600 183500 183500 10154906 10154906 7565000
T 1095290 1391400 330300 930300 11775674 11775674 9000000
Site Descraption VALUATION L Q 0 0 0 0 0 . 0
Topography: Y e 704390 644600 183500 183500 10154906 10154906 7565000
pography: T 704390 644600 183500 183500 10154906 10154906 7565000
Public Utilities: LAND DATA AND CALCULATIONS
Water, All
. . Rating Measured Table Prod. Factor
Street or Road: Soil ID Acreage ~or-
Sidewalk : -or= -or- Depth Factor
Neighborhood: Actual Effective Eiffectave -ox~ Base Adjusted Extended Influence
Inproving Land Type Frontage Frontage Depth Square feet Rate Rate Value factor Value

Zoning:

Legal Acres:
4.4800 .

09AP: 2009 Appeal Chng

TY09: Inc Approach applied; Val Chgd, send NTO; #04-MC
4/7/2010.

NCO9: NEW CONSTRUCTION FOR 2009

08/25/2008 ™MD :

Supplemental Cards

TRUE TAX VALUE 143469

Supplemental Cards )
TOTAL LAND VALUE 1434691
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PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS
ROOFING

Built-up
WALLS

B 1 Z v
Frame Yes Yes Yes
Brick
Metal
Guard
FRAMING

B 1 2 Y
F Res 0 24614 19398 41112
FINISH

UF St FO ED

2 24614 0 0 0
z 19398 o Q (o}
U 41112 Q Q 0
Total 85124 0 [ Q

HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING

B 1 2 u
Heat 0 24524 19398 41112
Sprank 0 24614 19398 41112
PLUMBING Residential Commercial

L] TF fl TF

Full Baths 98 297
¥alf Baths
Extra Fixtures
TOTAL 297

TMPROVEMENT DATA

R122 001 000 0001 0000
2225 BOUNDARY ST

Property Class: 612

1 -@- Ttem Description Units Cosat Total
e O Y -
iR '
38 - ‘ M & S Cost Database Date: 01/2008
k 13Mos . -
[ Slad Basie Structure Cost 85124 59.15 5035085
34 Basic Structure Cost 85124 59.1% 5035085
Lo 00 . Pz Undefined code 85123 15.85 1349200
s . 21 Undefined code 85123 15.85 1349200
137 A Undefined code 85124 13.99 1190884
Undefined code 85124 13.99 1190884
Undefined code 85124 2.9 248110
Undefinea code 85124 2.0 248110
J§ 33 R Basic Structure Cost 85124 91.50 7823279
w3 Basic Structurc Cost 85124 21.90 18232719
k] s Rounded Total -0 0.00 7823279
E (Uppen Rounded Total Q 0.00 1823279
]
" Total Extecior Features Value
» 16398 Total Exterior Features Value®
190 Total Before Adjustments 7823279
Total Before Adjustments 1823279
J6 38 & Neighborhood Adjustment
N 173 47 - Neighborhood Adjustment
M TOTAL VALUE 1823279
1s Mas (Upper} TOTAL VALUE 7823219
26
i a7
8B e
J6 61
173 hed a
38 k2
gs 1s Mas {Upper) s
» » :
73 . 4 :
6 &
{(LCHM: 100.040)
SPECIAL FEATURES SUMMARY OF IMPROVEMENTS
Stry Const Yeaxr E£f Base Foat- Ad3 Siz20 or Computed PhysObsolMAt‘t'et %
Description Value 10 Use Hgt Type Gracde Const YearCond Rate ures Rate Area Value Depr Depr Adj Comp Velue
(o HOTEL LS 0.00 Good 2007 2007 VG 0.00 N 0.C0 85124 o 0 o 100 7823279
01 oup 1.00 Good 2007 2007 AV 0.00 N Q.co 1x31018 26790 2 Q [4] 26250
02 oup 1.00 Good 2007 2007 AV 0.00 N €.00 1x960 25260 2 0 0 247€0
D3 COMPOOL 0.00 Good 2007 2007 AV 55.20 N J1.7€ 20x 36 51670 2 0 100 50640
Ca PAVING 1.060 6 Avg 2007 2007 AV 2.80 N 2.68 1%22000 57200 0 100 56060
Data Collector/bate Appraiser/Date Neighhorhood Supplemental Cards
TOTAL IMPROVEMENT VALUE 7980989
Neigh 180 AV




FROM Desar Ente-prizes 03 28 2G01 i15.25787.16: 26 peot

September 23, 2005

Mr. James Boswell

Regions Bank

910 Bay Street

Beaufort, South Carolina 29902

o ™ . .:Re: Appraisal of the Proposed 100-Room Holiday Inn Hote! & Suites
2221 Boundary Street
Beaufort, South Carolina

Dear Mr. Boswell:

. . auPeryour request, we have prepared an appraisal of the above-referenced property to be
. w2itjocated in'Beaufort, South Carolina. The purpose of our valuation has been to estimate the
el LLieprospective market value of the fee simple estate in the subject hotel as of January 1, 2007,
e o thenanticipated date of completion. We also estimated the prospective market value of the
. property as of the date of anticipated stabilization, January 1, 2011, and the market value of
coown sl the property “as is” (hotel site of 3.522 acres and excess land of 0.965 acres). Our latest date
- of inspection was August 16, 2005.

oo e ueThesfollowing is a complete appraisal communicated by a self-contained repont. It includes
Coeereos R e s property and market information and the appraisal procedures used for valuation. The report
weees s e s miade- intconformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and the
Yec v i Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute, the Uniform Standards
-« .~ ofProfessional Appraisal Practice {USPAP) adopted by the Appraisal Standards Board of The
: .2 'Appraisal Foundation, and Title X1 of the Financial Institution Reform, Recovery and
- . 23z¢ Enforcement Act of 1989 (FIRREA). The certification and assumptions and limiting conditions
=0 ca0that may lirmit or gualify the value opinions are presented on pages ithrough vi, and a summary
of salient facts and conclusions is presented on page 1.

'

e - — . ..o1 =t isTour opinion that the markel value of the fee simple estate in the subject 3.522-acre hotel
et Ly oL orysiteexpressed in terms of financial arrangements equivalent to cash, as of August 16, 2005
was:

S Soooo w1177 ONE MILLION FIVE HUNDRED THOUSAND ($1,500,000) DOLLARS

— . Further, it is our opinion that the market value of the fee simple estate for the 0.965 acre of
o ..excess land, expressed in terms of financial arrangements equivalent to cash, as of August 18,
2005 was: ' '

3475 Lenox Road, NE » Suite 870 « Atlante, Georgia 30326
Phone: 404-262-0704 « Fax: 404-266-8080
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Mr. James Boswell
September 23, 2008
Page 2

FIVE HUNDRED THIRTY THOUSAND ($530,000) DOLLARS

Additionally, it is our opinion that the prospective market value of the fee simple estate in the
proposed hotel, as of January 1, 2007, the anticipated date of completion, will be:

HRE . SEVEN MILLION THREE HUNDRED THOUSAND ($7,300,000) DOLLARS

Furniture, fixtures and equipment are an integral part of the operations of a hotel and are
estimated to account for $840,00 of the value opinion. No deduction has been made for
‘busiiiess value Which is estimated to be negligible in the overall market value opinions for the
subject. ,

Lastly, it is our dpinion that the prospective market value of the fee simple estate in hotel as of
January 1, 2011, the anticipated date of stabilization, will be:

Pl T . EIGHT-MILLION SEVEN HUNDRED THOUSAND ($8,700,000) DOLLARS

> . The furniturefixtires and equipment contribution at stabilization is estimated at $480,000.

e We have enjoyed completing this assignment and appreciate your consideration of Atlantic

Hospitality Advisors for professlonal services. Please contactus should you have any
questions about this report.

Sincerely,

ATLANTIC HOSPITALITY ADVISORS
30‘6 M. %

Tony M. Jenkins, MAl, CCIM

Partner

South Carolina Temporary Practice
Permit Number 2005116

TMJImrk (05-067)
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. .PHI B43.982.0100 4+ FX:: 841,982,0103

TYWENMGE+TWOMBLEY LAWFIRM -

J.ASHLEY TWOMBLEY-

381 CARTEREY STREEY
BEAUFORT. SOUTH CAROLINA 29902 KARL D. TWENGE

B T P TR

CTWERL TWLAWEIAN .COM

July 22, 2010

Yia Hand-Delivery g T
Mr. Edward Hughes ~ e
Beaufort County Assessor _ SRR
100 Ribaut Road

Admin Building, Rm #210
Beaufort, SC 29902

RE: Mitul Enterprises, L.P. /R122 001 000 0001 0600

Dear Mr. Hughes:

" This. firm has been engaged by Mitul Enterprises, L.P. with respect to R122 00}

000- 0001 0000 and, infer alia, your letler of June 23, 2010. This letter will serve as
~es - notice that Mitul Enterprise hereby appeals the assessment made by your office. The
++ i property ‘in question has already been assessed and the taxes have been paid and
. & accepted: ‘We reject your recent notices as a supplemental tax bill. We further object
-. because you have failed to accurately cap the value of the property pursuant to applicable
law: The June 23, 2010 letter from your office amounts to an unwarranted reassessment

and we request the opportunity to state our case (o you.

.- Please provide my office with a complete copy of your file related to this matter,
- including you. View Appeal File. If you have any questions please let me know.

Otherwise, [ look forward to hearing from you.
With kindest personal regards, I remain,

Cordial‘ly,
) / [_/ =

I Ashlc-y Twombley

cc: Mitul Enterprises, L.P.
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
Office of the Assessor
Multi Government Center ® Post Office Box 458
 Beaufort, South Carolina 29901-0458
Phone: (843) 255-2400 Fax: (843) 255-9404
Web Site: www.bcgov.net

September 27, 2010

J. Ashley Twombley

Twenge & Twombley Law Firm, LLC
311 Carteret St

Beaufort, SC 29902

Re: Mitul Enterprises, L.P. — R122 001 000 0001 0000 — Final Action

Dear Mr. Twombley:

| amin-receipt of your letter dafed September 8, 2010 in regard to the captioned protest

. “relatedito thé sibsequet billing of 2009 property taxes for omitted property. Although |
' ‘clearly-understand your client's position, | respectfully disagree with the premises on
‘whichyou claini the county-erred and is prohibited from collecting additional 2009 taxes.

The brotest ,flled for tax year 2009 is denied.

‘f thisaction is Uinsatisfactory, you may appeal in writihg to the Beaufort County Tax

Eqguialization Board. This process will be initiated upon receipt of your written notice of

o ‘intent to-appeal in'“t_he‘Aésessor’s office. Notice of intent to appeal must be received in
i the Office of the Assessor within thirty (30) days of the date of this final action letter.

Failureto appéal in writing will constitute a waiver of your rights to further appeal this
matter for the 2009 tax year.

Si%relv.

Edwar S
Beaufort County Assessor

c. Stephen Hughes - Howell, Gibson & Hughes
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TWENGE +TWOMBLEY LAWFIRM .1

31} CARYERET STREET V ). ASHLEY TWOMBLEY
BEAUFORT, SOUTH CAROLINA 29902 KARL D. TWENGE

PH:: B43.96L0I00 + FX:: 84).981.0103
LICENSED N SC @ OA

WEB:: TWLAWFRIRM.COM

October 15, 2010

Via U.S. Mail, Certified, Return Receipt

7009 2820 0002 6793 3509

Mr. Edward Hughes
Beaufort County Assessor
100 Ribaut Road

Admin Building, Rm #210
Beaufort, SC 29902

~--RE: Mitul Enterprises, L.P. / R122 001 000 0001 0000 - Protest

Dear Mr. Hughes:

Clevswretrs - .. o Please allow this letter to serve as my client’s written notice that he appeals your
. - office’s denial of his protest with respect to referenced property fo the Beaufort County
-~Tax Equalization Board. Should your officc need anything more to memorialize our

intent to appeal please let me know.
With kindest personal regards, I remain,

Cordially,

J. Ashley Twombley

cc:  Mitul Enterprises, L.P.
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Rigg, Elizabeth

From:

Sent;

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Liz,

Scan this email into VA...

Ed Hughes

Beaufort County Assessor
PO Box 458

Beaufort, SC 29901-0458
Office: 843-255-2394
Fax: 843-255-2416

Email: Ehughes@begov.net

Hugbes, Ed

. Friday, June 18, 2010 12:01 PM

Rigg, Elizabeth

Capeland, Henry, Reames, Robert

FW: Holiday Inn (R122 001 000 0001 0000) Taxable Value Error
Holiday inn cap analysis R122 001 000 0001 0000.doc

Ed

From: Reames, Robert

Sent: Friday, June 18, 2010 10:34 AM

To: Hughes, £d

Subject: FW: Heliday Inn {(R122 001 000 0001 0000) Taxable Value Error

From; Copeland, Henry

Sent: Friday, June 18, 2010 10:15 AM

To: Reames, Robert

Subject: Holiday Inn (R122 001 000 0001 0000) Taxable Value Error

Bobby:

After carefully reviewing the office data and the owner’s appeal file, | used the cost approach, not the income approach, to establish a value change for this

property.
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The owner's estimate of value was $9,000,000 4based on the owner’'s original objections to the values posted on our original reassassment notice dated Septembel;
27, 2009. After reviewing the data in CAMA and making appropriate changes to more accurately reflect the physieal property as of the target date, I ran the file
through cost with a resulting value of $9,579.526. The breakdown would show $1,434,691 for land & $8,144,835 for improvements.

What is important to not about this appeal is the owner appears to have res
to have shown a market value equal to the taxable value. Though this may have included a slight error b
smaller commercial building, it would have been easlily corrected. What appears to have been the wrench in th

t have attached the results of my research of the taxable value error that involves this property. This was a mistake 1 found after comparing my data for closed

2009 appeals with what is on the office records. So far | haven't found any others related to new construction, though there appear to be some questions about the
accuracy of some AT]'s which still appear to be capped.

Henry

Henry de Saussure Copeland, CG # 1889
Commercial Appraiser, Office of the Assessor
Beaufort County Government

PO Box 458, 100 Ribaut Rd, Beaufort, SC 29301

Main Tele: 843.255.2400

Fax: 843.255.2416

Direct: 843.255.2381

e-mail: hcopelan@bcqov.net
web site: http:/imww.begov.net/




BEAUFORT COUNTY TREASURER
PoDRAWER S 2008 BEAUFORT COUNTY

PROPERTY TAX BILL

FORWARDING SERVICE REQUESTED

. 535 1 AV 0.824 *xxx*AUTO**5-DIGIT 29901
] lll’l"illlll'Il“llIMl“llll!lll"l'llil"lu'Il!l“lll"lll 000535
MITU, ENTERPRISES LP
ECONO 1 ODGE OF BEAUFORT 535
PO BOX 2146 3

BEAUFORT SC 29901-2146

GTHAT
BFT CITY TIfF2 {1999)

000 0001 Q000
PARGEL B “SCOTTISH JNN*PBSO P4

REAL PROPERTY

DESCRIPTION WL TAXEEE DESCRIPTION ,
SFTE—JCOUNTY -7 77 51.890  2,896.95 | LAND VAL 746,800 ﬁ 1 E55 EXEMPTIONS T . -
-~ - | SCH OPER 102,60 §,726.93 | BLDG VAL 183,500 HOMESTEAD EXEMPTION ¥
. SCH DEBT 28,00 1,562.90 | TAXABLE 930,300 OTHER EXEMPTIONS

. | BUNICIPAL 52,80 2,947.19 | ASSESSED 55,818 TAXABLE VALUE 930,300

, O | swu FEE " 86.78 | # ACRES 2.86 ASSESSED VALUE 65,818

[-ToTALS - 235.30 13,220.75 TAX ANOUNT 13,193.97

R - SCHOOL TAX CREDIT SAVINGS
tor FEES ADDED 86.78
i - \_PRIOR YEAR TAXES )

IF RECEIVED AFTER JAN 15, 2000 (3%) 18,637,937

TAX DUE TOTAL IF RECEIVED AFTER FEB 01, 2009 (10%) 14,542.82 M
- T 2008 13,220,756 13,220.75 IF RECEIVED AFTER MAR 17, 2009 {(15%) 15,208,86 N
TOTAL 13,220.75 13,220.75 IF REGEIVED AFTER WAR 381, 2009 {575) 15,278.86
) If RECEIVED AFTER AUG 31, 2009 (§50) 15,328.86
k l
TN LT T T TT T T ~ T 7 77 THETAINTOP PORTION FOR YOUR RECORDS -

A Return this stub for change of address
LT e ADDRESS CHANGE (please print) ‘ . -
l Property Owner:  MITUL ENTERPRISES LP

Account Key: 00129728
Account Number:  R122 601 000 0001 000D

Netv Address:
- Signature : Dale ’
) T T T T T T T T T T T TV Retun thissb with payment ¥ LT T T T T e —— s
e 2008 BEAUFORT COUNTY PROPERTY TAX BILL

00129728 | R122° 001 000 00Ot DOOD

2219 _ BOUNDARY STR

. PAYABLE NOW THRU JAN 15,
» THEN PENALYIES APPLY..
IF RECEIVED AFTER JAN 15,
IF RECEIVED AFTER FEB 01,
IF RECEIVED AFTER WAR 17,
IF RECEIVED AFTER MAR 31,
IF RECEIVED AFTER AUG 381,

MITUL ENTERPRISES LP
ECOND LODGE OF BEAUFORT
PO BOX 2146

BEAUFORT SCG 29901 -0000

2009..  18,220.75

2009 (3%) 13,617.37
2008 {10%)14,642.82
2008 (15%)15,203,86
2009 ($75)15,278.86
2009 ($50)15,328.86

This tax bill may be processed electronicaliy,
Thate will ba a charge for eny check retumed by the bank.

SEE REVERSE S(DE FOR INFORMATION REGARDING PAYMENT OPTIONS

AND CONTACT INFORMATION.
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF BEAUFORT COUNTY
TAX EQUALIZATION BOARD )
Post Office Box 1267
Beaufort, South Carolina 29901-1267
Phone (843) 255-2262  Fax (843) 255-9425

February 3, 2012

J. Ashley Twombley
Twenge & Twombley, LLC
311 Carteret Street
Beaufort, SC 29902

Dear Mr. Twoﬁqbleyz
: Re: Tax Equalization Board Conference

~ For: R122 001 000 0001 0000

- The appeals process is a procedure that is afforded every property owner in the state of

South Carolina. Since the amount of taxes relates directly to property value (market

~ value), it is important for property owners to be aware of valuation concepts as they relate
to their property, as well as surrounding properties. We understand the concerns of

taxpayers in watching how and where their hard-earned money is spent.

The Beaufort County Tax Equalization Board has given careful consideration to the facts

concerning the issues at hand in the appeal of the above-described property which was

presented to the board on Wednesday, January 25, 2012. After examining the available
_written information and hearing the oral presentations from you, the legal representative
- for the property owner, and the legal representative for the Beaufort County Assessor, the
board upholds the assessor’s position that he acted in accordance with S.C. Law, Section

12-39-220. The taxpayer’s appeal is denied.

If this fuling is unsatisfactory, the right-of- appeal is granted to Administrative Law
Court.- The appeal must be made in writing within thirty (30) days from the date of this

© " Jletter and sent to the Administrative Law Court, Edgar A. Brown Building,

1205 Pendleton Street, Suite 224, Columbia, SC 29201.

Sincerely,

P\Obgﬁt Cummirm,a%'», 10495

Robert Cummins, Jr., Chairm

C: Gary Kubic
Ed Hughes
Stephen Hughes
Eunice Wynn
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CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL

" The undersigned, J. Ashley Twombley, hereby certifies that the Record on Appeal
contains all material proposed to be included by any of the parties and not any other

material.

TAVENGH + OMBLEY LAW FIRM

BY:

J.ASHLEY TWOMBLEY &~
311 Carteret Street

Beaufort, SC 29902

Telephone: (843) 982-0100
Facsimile: (843) 982-0103
twombley@twlawfirm.com
Attorney for Appellant
www.twlawfirm.com
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