Regency Intrastate Gas, LLC v. Louisiana Tax Commission, et. al., B.T.A. Docket No. L01813, consolidated with Regency Intrastate Gas, LLC v. Caldwell Parish Board of Review, et. al., B.T.A. Docket No. L01814, and Regency Intrastate Gas, LLC v. Meredith, et. al., B.T.A. Docket No. L02447
Judgment with Reasons
[bookmark: _Hlk225339798]These consolidated matters came before the Board for oral argument on November 5, 2025, with Local Tax Judge Ad Hoc Cade R. Cole presiding.[footnoteRef:1] Appearing before the Board were: Brian Eddington, attorney for Assessor Scott Meredith and the Caldwell Parish Board of Review, Assessor Adron Henderson[footnoteRef:2] and the Franklin Parish Board of Review, and Assessor Glen Kirkland and the Jackson Parish Board of Review (collectively, the “Assessors”); Angela Adolph, attorney for Regency Intrastate Gas, LLC (“RIG”); and Drew Hoffman, attorney for the Louisiana Tax Commission (“LTC”) making only a limited appearance after having been dismissed from these consolidated matters by Order of the Board signed on August 8, 2023, and having been served with notice of the oral argument as required by La. R.S. 47:1998(I). After hearing argument from counsel, the Board took the matters under advisement. In accordance with the attached Written Reasons for Judgment, the Board now renders Judgment as follows: [1:  Justice Cole was appointed Local Tax Judge Ad Hoc by Order of the Louisiana Supreme Court on March 18, 2025, to complete this case]  [2:  On February 28, 2025, Assessor Henderson was substituted for former Assessor Rod Elrod.] 

It is Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed that the LTC’s July 12, 2023 Decision in LTC Docket Nos. 19-22021-001 and -002, 20-22021-001 and -002, and 21-22021-001 and -002 c/w LTC Docket Nos. 19-22041-001 through -004, 20-22041-001 through -004, and 21-22041-001 through -004 c/w LTC Docket Nos. 19-22049-001 through -004, 20-22049-001 through -004, and 21-22049-011 through -004 are Affirmed in part with respect to the LTC’s determinations of the fair market value (“FMV”) of RIG’s Property for the 2019 tax year.
It is further Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed that the LTC’s July 12, 2023 Decision in LTC Docket Nos. 19-22021-001 and -002, 20-22021-001 and -002, and 21-22021-001 and -002 c/w LTC Docket Nos. 19-22041-001 through -004, 20-22041-001 through -004, and 21-22041-001 through -004 c/w LTC Docket Nos. 19-22049-001 through -004, 20-22049-001 through -004, and 21-22049-011 through -004 are Overruled in part with respect to the LTC’s determinations of the fair market value of RIG’s Property for the 2020 and 2021 tax years.
It is further Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed that the LTC’s granting of the Assessors’ Motion in Limine in LTC Docket Nos. 19-22021-001 and -002, 20-22021-001 and -002, and 21-22021-001 and -002 c/w LTC Docket Nos. 19-22041-001 through -004, 20-22041-001 through -004, and 21-22041-001 through -004 c/w LTC Docket Nos. 19-22049-001 through -004, 20-22049-001 through -004, and 21-22049-011 through -004 excluding Ms. Cartwright’s Appraisal and related testimony from consideration for the 2019 tax year is Sustained.
It is further Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed that the LTC’s February 26, 2025 Decision in LTC Docket Nos. 22-22021-001 and -002, and 23-22021-001 and -002 -consolidated with- LTC Docket Nos. 22-22041-001 through -004, and 23-22041-001 through -004, -consolidated with- LTC Docket Nos. 22-22049-001 through -004, and 23-22049-001 through -004 is Overruled.
It is further Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed that the LTC’s granting of the Assessors’ Motion in Limine in LTC Docket Nos. 22-22021-001 and -002, and 23-22021-001 and -002 -consolidated with- LTC Docket Nos. 22-22041-001 through -004, and 23-22041-001 through -004, -consolidated with- LTC Docket Nos. 22-22049-001 through -004, and 23-22049-001 through -004 excluding RIG’s Exhibits 6, 19, 28, and 29 from consideration for the 2022 and 2023 tax years is Sustained.
It is further Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed that the Board determines the FMV of RIG’s Property for the 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022, and 2023 tax years to be as follows:
Caldwell Parish
	Assessment
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	1010001570
	$30,052,373
	$27,632,791
	$27,632,786
	$25,106,866
	$23,178,746

	1050001430
	$100,994,680
	$95,425,606
	$95,425,606
	$92,826,660
	$98,925,336




Franklin Parish
	Assessment
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	1800004801
	$22,701,479
	$22,334,933
	$21,878,766
	$21,317,213
	$22,821,788

	1800004800
	$6,645,132
	$6,355,000
	$5,992,241
	$5,630,627
	$5,890,685

	1700024700
	$6,645,132
	$6,355,000
	$5,992,241
	$5,630,627
	$5,890,685

	1700024701
	$22,701,479
	$22,334,934
	$21,878,767
	$21,317,213
	$22,821,788


Jackson Parish
	Assessment
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	2010005800
	$360,667
	$364,533
	$353,138
	$339,267
	$388,831

	2010005801
	$54,081,200
	$53,322,800
	$51,711,800
	$49,296,333
	$53,041,384

	2030030261
	$27,040,600
	$26,661,466
	$25,855,933
	$24,648,200
	$26,520,692

	2040004221
	$54,081,200
	$53,322,800
	$51,711,800
	$49,296,333
	$53,041,384


It is further Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed that Judgment be and is hereby rendered in favor of: Assessor Scott Meredith and the Caldwell Parish Board of Review; Assessor Adron Henderson and the Franklin Parish Board of Review; and Assessor Glen Kirkland and the Jackson Parish Board of Review.
It is further Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed that Judgment be and is hereby rendered against Regency Intrastate Gas, LLC.
Judgment Rendered and Signed at Baton Rouge, Louisiana, on this 7th Day of April, 2026.
[bookmark: _Hlk225342730]For the Board:
Hon. Cade R. Cole
Local Tax Judge Ad Hoc
Board of Tax Appeals
State of Louisiana
2
Written Reasons for Judgment
These consolidated matters came before the Board for oral argument on November 5, 2025, with Local Tax Judge Ad Hoc Cade R. Cole presiding.[footnoteRef:3] Appearing before the Board were: Brian Eddington, attorney for Assessor Scott Meredith and the Caldwell Parish Board of Review, Assessor Adron Henderson[footnoteRef:4] and the Franklin Parish Board of Review, and Assessor Glen Kirkland and the Jackson Parish Board of Review (collectively, the “Assessors”); Angela Adolph, attorney for Regency Intrastate Gas, LLC (“RIG”); and Drew Hoffman, attorney for the Louisiana Tax Commission (“LTC”) making only a limited appearance after having been dismissed from these consolidated matters by Order of the Board signed on August 8, 2023, and having been served with notice of the oral argument as required by La. R.S. 47:1998(I). After hearing argument from counsel, the Board took the matters under advisement. The Board now issues the following Written Reasons for Judgment. [3:  Justice Cole was appointed Local Tax Judge Ad Hoc by Order of the Louisiana Supreme Court on March 18, 2025, to complete the adjudication of this case.]  [4:  On February 28, 2025, Assessor Henderson was substituted for former Assessor Rod Elrod.] 

Background
RIG operates a four hundred and seventy-two (472) mile intrastate natural gas pipeline system that runs through ten parishes in north Louisiana from Caddo Parish in the west to Franklin Parish in the east (the “Pipeline System”). The Pipeline System consists of pipe ranging in size from 2 inches in diameter to 42 inches in diameter. The smaller diameter pipe is located in the west, where most of the gas is gathered. The larger diameter pipe is located in the east, where it terminates at numerous interconnections with major interstate pipelines. The Pipeline System also includes large compressor stations in several parishes, including Caldwell Parish (but not Franklin Parish or Jackson Parish). These consolidated appeals concern the portion of the Pipeline System located within Caldwell Parish, Franklin Parish, and Jackson Parish (collectively, the “Property”).
Multiple property tax disputes have been litigated between RIG and the Assessors since 2014. The consolidated appeals in these matters concern the years 2019 through 2023 (collectively, the “Tax Years”). RIG appeals from the LTC’s determination of the Property’s Fair Market Value (“FMV”) for 2019.[footnoteRef:5] RIG also appeals from the LTC’s decision to exclude certain evidence for 2022 and 2023,[footnoteRef:6] but does not appeal from the LTC’s determination of FMV for those years. The Assessors appeal from the LTC’s determination of FMV for the years 2020,[footnoteRef:7] 2021,[footnoteRef:8] 2022,[footnoteRef:9] and 2023.[footnoteRef:10]  [5:  RIG’s Petition for Judicial Review of Final Determination of the Louisiana Tax Commission, filed in B.T.A. Docket No. L01813.]  [6:  RIG’s Answer to Petition for Judicial Review, filed in B.T.A. Docket No. L02447.]  [7:  Assessors’ Petition for Appeal, filed in B.T.A. Docket No. L01814.]  [8:  Id.]  [9:  Assessors’ Petition for Appeal, filed in B.T.A. Docket No. L02447.]  [10:  Id.] 

In 2009, with the discovery of natural gas in the Haynesville Shale, RIG expanded the Pipeline System. Prior to the expansion, the Pipeline System’s capacity was six hundred and thirty-seven thousand (637,000) billion cubic feet per day (“bcf/d”). After the expansion the Pipeline System’s capacity increased to one million, one hundred and twenty-five thousand (1,125,000) bcf/d. RIG expanded the Pipeline System’s capacity in anticipation of increased natural gas production in the Haynesville Shale. 
RIG financed the expansion through a partnership with an equity investor, Alinda Gas Pipeline (“Alinda”).[footnoteRef:11] Alinda purchased a fifty percent (50%) share in the partnership. RIG, through a wholly owned subsidiary, owned a forty-nine and nine tenths percent (49.9%) share. The remaining point one percent (0.1%) share was owned by EFS Haynesville, LLC, which was itself owned by General Electric (“GE”). GE’s interest was later purchased by Energy Transfer Partners (“ETP”), who is now RIG’s parent entity.[footnoteRef:12] [11:  For this purpose, Alinda consisted of two limited partnerships: Alinda Gas Pipeline I, LP, and Alinda Gas Pipeline II, LP.]  [12:  ETP purchased RIG in 2015.] 

Prior to the expansion, RIG was debt-free. To fund the expansion, however, Alinda wanted RIG to take out loans. In 2013, RIG obtained a five hundred million dollar ($500,000,000) revolving loan from a consortium of banks. RIG immediately drew four hundred million dollars ($400,000,000) on the loan. The loan was secured by substantially all of RIG’s assets. Thus, because of financing the expansion, the Pipeline System became burdened with $400,000,000 of debt. Said debt was to mature on September 10, 2018.
The anticipated additional natural gas production never materialized. For the first several years after the expansion, RIG’s bottom line was somewhat insulated from the effects of underutilization. This was because of RIG’s pre-existing “firm” or “capacity” transportation contracts with natural gas producers in the Haynesville Shale. These firm contracts guaranteed the producers a fixed amount of transportation capacity on the Pipeline System. In return, RIG enjoyed a corresponding revenue stream that was, in theory, guaranteed. In reality, however, several producers declared bankruptcy and renegotiated their contracts.
Other difficulties combined to worsen RIG’s financial outlook. RIG, an early entrant in the market, came to face increased competition over time as competing pipelines expanded their operations in the Haynesville Shale. Additionally, natural gas production in the northeastern United States increased. RIG’s Pipeline System moved gas eastward, i.e. towards the increasingly saturated northeastern market. Also, some of RIG’s customers who remained viable were able to obtain cheaper prices from competitors. RIG was further unable to offer competitive rates because of “most favored nation” provisions in its firm contracts. These provisions obligated RIG to lower rates for favored customers to match the lowest rates RIG contracted to any customer.
Eventually, RIG determined that it could no longer make distributions to Alinda. This prompted Alinda to seek an exit from the partnership. Beginning in 2015, Alinda searched for someone to buy out their interest. Alinda did not find an external buyer. In April 2018, Alinda sold its interest to Regency Haynesville Intrastate Gas LLC (“RHIG”), which was owned by ETP (RIG’s parent entity) (“Alinda Sale”).[footnoteRef:13] In return, Alinda received twenty-five million dollars ($25,000,000), plus RHIG’s assumption of Alinda’s share of the debt. The amount of debt thereby assumed was approximately two hundred and thirty-seven million dollars ($237,000,000). ETP paid off and refinanced the entire debt at the parent level, using a five billion dollar ($5,000,000,000) revolving line of credit. [13:  It was pointed out during the hearings that ETP’s organizational charts identified Regency Intrastate Gas, LP, instead of RIG, as the owner of the Pipeline System. However, Megan McKavanaugh, ETP’s Director of Property Tax, testified that RIG was the entity who owned the Property and in whose name the property tax renditions were filed for the Tax Years at issue.] 

ETP’s acquisition and subsequent refinancing resolved the debt issue and consolidated ownership and control of the Pipeline System. However, RIG was still faced with the looming expiration of its firm contracts in 2020. Beginning in 2019, RIG sought to improve its outlook by attempting to “blend and extend” its firm contracts. For this purpose, “blend and extend” meant reducing the rate charged and the required throughput volume while extending the term of the contract. 
Only three of RIG’s customers agreed to blend and extend their contracts. The resulting reduction in rates for these customers was about fifty percent (50%). Other customers did not renew their firm contracts. Although RIG was able to obtain some new business by lowering its rates, the overall reduction in throughput meant that, through 2021, the Pipeline System never operated at more than forty-one percent (41%) capacity.
For the Tax Years at issue in these consolidated matters (2019 through 2023), RIG seeks a reduction in the FMV of its Property for economic obsolescence. To calculate the amount of the reduction, RIG relies on two alternative valuation approaches. Of these two approaches, the present dispute primarily concerns RIG’s income approach. RIG’s income approach is based on a business enterprise appraisal of its entire business, i.e. the projected revenues from the Pipeline System as a whole. 
RIG’s second approach is a market approach. RIG’s market approach relies on data from the Alinda Sale. RIG relied in part on this market approach in its dispute for the 2018 tax year, though that tax year is not at issue here. For the 2018 tax year, the LTC rejected RIG’s market approach. That decision was ultimately affirmed on appeal.[footnoteRef:14] The LTC also rejected RIG’s market approach for the 2019 tax year, as well as RIG’s income approach. However, the LTC accepted RIG’s income approach to calculating economic obsolescence for the years 2020 through 2023 and found that RIG’s market approach provided corroborative support for RIG’s claims for economic obsolescence reductions. [14:  Regency Intrastate Gas, LLC v. Louisiana Tax Comm’n, 2021-0271 (La. App. 1 Cir. 9/27/21), 329 So.3d 838, writ denied, 2021-01559 (La. 1/19/22), 331 So.3d 320. For 2018, RIG also presented evidence concerning market conditions and the cancellation of its firm contracts, which the LTC also rejected. Id.] 

RIG’s income approach is based on an appraisal performed by Patricia Cartwright with Arthur Financial Services, LLC. Ms. Cartwright testified that her appraisal determined RIG’s business enterprise value, which included the value of all tangible and intangible assets and net working capital. Ms. Cartwright reviewed RIG’s income statements, internal financials and balance sheets in the context of external conditions like market volatility, debt, and investor confidence.
RIG argues for an economic obsolescence reduction based on the difference between the total business enterprise value and the Pipeline System’s total assessed value. To calculate this reduction, RIG divides the former value by the latter and then subtracts the quotient from one. The resulting difference is expressed as a percentage. Accordingly, for each year, RIG applied the same percentage reduction to every parish as follows:[footnoteRef:15]
 [15:  There is some discrepancy in these figures across the different documents in the record. The Board’s table reflects the business enterprise valuations stated in the conclusions to Ms. Cartwright’s appraisals compared to the Pipeline System’s total assessed values as stated in the appeal letters in the record that accompanied RIG’s appeals to the parishes’ Boards of Review.] 

	Pipeline System
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Business Enterprise Value 
	$419,980,500
	$402,191,400 
	$431,929,300
	$301,349,600
	$306,709,000

	Total Assessed Value
	 $630,706,002
	 $619,376,503 
	 $598,456,182
	 $579,285,611
	 $616,635,504

	Economic Obsolescence Reduction
	 33.41%
	 35.07%
	 27.83%
	 47.98%
	 50.26%



RIG did not calculate economic obsolescence specific to the portion of the Property located within any specific parish. Ms. Cartwright testified that she could have determined economic obsolescence on a parish-by-parish level, but that would have taken more time and incurred more expense. During the hearing on the 2019 through 2021 tax years, she testified:
This is the economic obsolescence system-wide. We could if we wanted to spend untold of those dollars and many, many, many months, we could try to break it down section by section, but I would say to you that the 42-inch pipeline, which is subject to the greatest amount if we did that of economic obsolescence, so instead of being less obsolescence applied to it, it would be more. So, my average across the system is doing you a favor.
She further testified that a system-wide approach was appropriate because pipeline systems are sold as entire systems and not in portions, stating:
Okay. They are not bought and sold that way. That is just not how it is done. So, we will start with that, they are not bought and sold that way, but for property tax purposes, they are assessed that way, so what it will - - I will observe though is that with these pipelines, as Mr. Anthony and Mr. Lee have both pointed out to you, the 42-inch pipeline in those parishes would be the least useful, the most underutilized of all the pipeline, and so, they would. If we could get that granular, if we were willing to spend that kind of money and time to get that granular, they would be subject to a greater economic obsolescence factor, not a lesser one.
Similarly, in the hearing on the 2022 and 2023 tax years, Ms. Cartwright testified:
So, yes, I think with a lot of information and some careful thought, we could sit down and we could possibly look at differentiating values and different, for tangible assets in different parishes. They ask the question. I have to say, yes, I think that’s possible based on that scenario.
RIG’s other witnesses also valued the Pipeline System as a whole and not section by section.
For the tax year 2020, Ms. Cartwright received RIG’s fixed asset ledger. She testified that this ledger was a list of tangible assets “line-item by line-item, the date of purchase, the date in service.” For each line item, she employed a “trending analysis,” which used Bureau of Labor statistics and Marshall & Swift information and she depreciated each asset based on the American Society of Appraisers’ “‘Lifing’ Studies,” in order to determine a replacement cost new less depreciation value. However, Ms. Cartwright’s line-item determinations were not submitted to the Assessors or the LTC and are not part of the record. Nor is the 2020 fixed asset ledger part of the record. Additionally, Ms. Cartwright did not receive a fixed asset ledger for any of the other Tax Years at issue. Thus, she did not perform a tangible asset valuation for the tax years 2019, 2021, 2022, or 2023. 
The evidence presented for each tax year was largely identical. However, the LTC sustained the Assessors’ objection to Ms. Cartwright’s appraisal for 2019. This was because RIG did not request Ms. Cartwright’s appraisal until September 2022. RIG’s request was made well after the deadline for submitting evidence to the Assessors. The LTC found that RIG’s delay was unexplained and that the Assessors properly disregarded the untimely submission. Additionally, for 2019, the LTC sustained the Assessors’ objection to ten pages of the Partnership Agreement because those pages were omitted from the otherwise timely submission of evidence, and RIG’s attempts to cure the omission came too late. The LTC further found that the documentation of the Alinda Sale was not reliable without supporting testimony from RIG’s witness Martin Anthony, which was not available to the Assessors prior to the hearing. Without these supporting facts, the LTC held that it had no choice but to affirm the Assessors’ valuations for 2019.
For all subsequent tax years (2020 through 2023), the LTC accepted RIG’s valuations. The LTC relied on Ms. Cartwright’s appraisal and supporting testimony from RIG’s witnesses. Additionally, the LTC found that the valuation shown under the market approach using the Alinda Sale documents and supporting testimony provided additional support for granting a reduction for economic obsolescence. The LTC further accepted RIG’s witnesses’ assertions that the individual pipeline segments had no value if separated from the Pipeline System as a whole, and that such systems are not bought and sold piecemeal.
The competing valuations offered by the parties are recited by the LTC in its decisions. For 2019, RIG’s appeals to the LTC cumulated all assessments for each parish into one value. In subsequent years, RIG appealed on an assessment-by-assessment basis. Thus, RIG’s entries in the tables below are blank with respect to the individual assessments in 2019. That said, the various valuations, as asserted by the parties and ultimately determined by the LTC are as follows:
Caldwell Parish, Assessment 1010001570:
	 Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$30,052,373
	$27,632,791
	$27,632,786
	$25,106,866
	$23,178,746

	RIG
	 
	$17,969,462
	$17,292,340
	$13,056,496
	$10,562,694

	LTC
	$30,052,373
	$16,828,370
	$18,403,435
	$13,056,496
	$10,562,694


Caldwell Parish, Assessment 1050001430:
	 Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$100,994,680
	$95,425,606
	$95,425,606
	$92,826,660
	$98,925,336

	RIG
	 
	$64,149,705
	$69,269,241
	$47,372,420
	$45,080,869

	LTC
	$100,994,680
	$58,114,194
	$63,553,454
	$47,372,420
	$45,080,869



Caldwell Parish, Totals:
	 Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$131,047,053
	$123,058,397
	$123,058,392
	$117,933,526
	$122,104,082

	RIG
	$87,505,626
	$82,119,167
	$86,561,581
	$60,428,916
	$55,643,563

	LTC
	$131,047,053
	$74,942,564
	$81,956,889
	$60,428,916
	$55,643,563


Franklin Parish, Assessment 1800004801:
	  Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$22,701,479
	$22,334,933
	$21,878,766
	$21,317,213
	$22,821,788

	RIG
	 
	$14,517,706
	$15,790,764
	$10,878,858
	$10,400,026

	LTC
	$22,701,479
	$13,601,974
	$14,571,258
	$10,878,858
	$10,400,026


Franklin Parish, Assessment 1800004800:
	  Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$6,645,132
	$6,355,000
	$5,992,241
	$5,630,627
	$5,890,685

	RIG
	 
	$4,130,750
	$4,324,835
	$2,873,491
	$2,684,420

	LTC
	$6,645,132
	$3,870,195
	$3,990,833
	$2,873,491
	$2,684,420




Franklin Parish, Assessment 1700024700:
	  Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$6,645,132
	$6,355,000
	$5,992,241
	$5,630,627
	$5,890,685

	RIG
	 
	$4,130,750
	$4,324,835
	$2,873,491
	$2,684,420

	LTC
	$6,645,132
	$3,870,195
	$3,990,833
	$2,873,491
	$2,684,420


Franklin Parish, Assessment 1700024701:
	  Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$22,701,479
	$22,334,934
	$21,878,767
	$21,317,213
	$22,821,788

	RIG
	 
	$14,517,706
	$15,790,764
	$10,878,858
	$10,400,026

	LTC
	$22,701,479
	$13,601,974
	$14,571,258
	$10,878,858
	$10,400,026


Franklin Parish, Totals:
	  Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$58,693,222
	$57,379,867
	$55,742,015
	$53,895,680
	$57,424,946

	RIG
	$39,907,446
	$37,172,418
	$40,231,198
	$27,504,698
	$26,168,892

	LTC
	$58,693,222
	$34,944,339
	$37,124,182
	$27,504,698
	$26,168,892




Jackson Parish, Assessment 2010005800:
	  Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$360,667
	$364,533
	$353,138
	$339,267
	$388,831

	RIG
	 
	$236,946
	$254,873
	$173,160
	$177,193

	LTC
	$360,667
	$222,001
	$235,190
	$173,160
	$177,193


Jackson Parish, Assessment 2010005801:
	  Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$54,081,200
	$53,322,800
	$51,711,800
	$49,296,333
	$53,041,384

	RIG
	 
	$34,659,820
	$37,322,595
	$25,157,501
	$24,171,277

	LTC
	$54,081,200
	$32,473,585
	$34,440,059
	$25,157,501
	$24,171,277


Jackson Parish, Assessment 2030030261:
	  Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$27,040,600
	$26,661,466
	$25,855,933
	$24,648,200
	$26,520,692

	RIG
	 
	$17,329,953
	$18,661,298
	$12,578,750
	$12,085,638

	LTC
	$27,040,600
	$16,236,833
	$17,220,051
	$12,578,750
	$12,085,638




Jackson Parish, Assessment 2040004221:
	  Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$54,081,200
	$53,322,800
	$51,711,800
	$49,296,333
	$53,041,384

	RIG
	 
	$34,659,820
	$37,322,595
	$25,157,501
	$24,171,277

	LTC
	$54,081,200
	$32,473,585
	$34,440,059
	$25,157,501
	$24,171,277


Jackson Parish, Totals:
	  Party
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023

	Assessor
	$135,563,789[footnoteRef:16] [16:  The Board calculates the sum total of assessed values in Jackson Parish for 2019 to be $135,563,667.00.] 

	$133,671,599
	$129,632,671
	$123,580,133
	$132,992,291

	RIG
	$90,515,942
	$86,886,539
	$93,561,361
	$63,066,912
	$60,605,385

	LTC
	$135,563,789[footnoteRef:17] [17:  See note 14, supra.] 

	$81,406,004
	$86,335,359
	$63,066,912
	$60,605,385


Standard of Review
Louisiana Constitution article VII, § 18(E) provides that the correctness of assessments by the assessor shall be subject to review first by the parish governing authority, then by the LTC or its successor, and finally by the courts, all in accordance with procedures established by law. See La. R.S. 47:1931, 1992, 1989, and 1998. La. R.S. 47:1998 authorizes judicial review of the correctness of a tax assessment. Review by the Board is subject to the same provisions that govern review by a district court. La. R.S. 47:1998(H)(2). La. Const. art. V, § 35. When reviewing the LTC’s decision, the Board functions as an appellate court. La. R.S. 47:1998; see Williams v. Opportunity Homes Ltd. P’ship., 2017-0955 at p. 7 (La. 3/13/18), 240 So.3d 161, 166. The scope of the Board’s review is confined to the record made before the LTC. La. R.S. 49:978.1(F).
The applicable standard of review is governed by the APA, specifically La. R.S. 49:978.1(G), which provides:
The court may affirm the decision of the agency or remand the case for further proceedings. The court may reverse or modify the decision if substantial rights of the appellant have been prejudiced because the administrative findings, inferences, conclusions, or decisions are:
(1) In violation of constitutional or statutory provisions;
(2) In excess of the statutory authority of the agency;
(3) Made upon unlawful procedure;
(4) Affected by other error of law;
(5) Arbitrary or capricious or characterized by abuse of discretion or clearly unwarranted exercise of discretion; or
(6) Not supported and sustainable by a preponderance of evidence as determined by the reviewing court. In the application of this rule, the court shall make its own determination and conclusions of fact by a preponderance of evidence based upon its own evaluation of the record reviewed in its entirety upon judicial review. In the application of the rule, where the agency has the opportunity to judge the credibility of witnesses by first-hand observation of demeanor on the witness stand and the reviewing court does not, due regard shall be given to the agency’s determination of credibility issues. 
Thus, except for matters of witness credibility as stated in subparagraph (6) above, the LTC’s findings are not entitled to deference from the Board. 
Each assessor is charged with the responsibility of determining the FMV of all property subject to taxation within their parish or district. FMV is determined in accordance with criteria established by law and applied uniformly throughout the state. La. Const. art. VII, § 18(D). FMV is the price for property that would be agreed upon between a willing and informed buyer and a willing and informed seller under usual and ordinary circumstances; it is the highest price estimated in terms of money that property will bring if exposed for sale on the open market with reasonable time allowed to find a purchaser who is buying with knowledge of all uses and purposes to which the property is best adapted and for which it can be legally used. La. R.S. 47:2321; LAC 61:V.109. To ensure uniformity of assessment, the LTC has adopted guidelines, procedures, rules, and regulations, which each assessor must follow in determining FMV. La. R.S. 47:2323(A) and (B). 
LAC 61:V.1301 contains the “Guidelines for Ascertaining the Fair Market Value of Pipelines.” The regulation applies to intrastate pipelines, but not to public service property assessed by the LTC (i.e. interstate pipeline systems). The regulation requires the Assessors to value (intrastate) pipeline property using a cost approach based on schedules found in LAC 61:V.1307. See LAC 61:V.1301(A). In using this cost approach, the assessor values the property by estimating the replacement or reproduction cost of the improvements and deducting estimated depreciation. La. R.S. 47:2323(C)(2); LAC 61:V.1301(A)(2). In addition, LTC regulations require that the assessor “shall” consider functional and/or economic obsolescence as substantiated by the taxpayer in writing. LAC 61:V.1301(A)(2), 1305(F). LTC regulations also state that “[p]ipeline sales, properly documented, should be considered by the assessor as the fair market value, provided the sale meets all tests relative to it being a valid sale.” LAC 61:V.1305(G).
La. R.S. 47:2324 requires the assessor to gather all data necessary to properly determine the FMV of property in his jurisdiction. However, the burden of producing sufficient data and information to substantiate obsolescence falls on the taxpayer making the claim. Regency Intrastate Gas, LLC v. Louisiana Tax Comm’n, 2021-0271, p. 7 (La. App. 1 Cir. 9/27/21), 329 So.3d 838, 845, writ denied, 2021-01559 (La. 1/19/22), 331 So.3d 320. Furthermore, the assessor retains the discretion to determine whether the taxpayer’s evidence is sufficient to substantiate their claim. ANR Pipeline Co. v. ANR Pipeline Co., 11-379, p. 8 (La. App. 3 Cir. 8/10/11), 73 So.3d 398, 403. Consistent with La. R.S. 47:1957, the assessor may request additional documentation when ascertaining the FMV of pipeline property. LAC 61:V.1301(A)(2).
LTC’s Evidentiary Rulings
RIG appeals multiple evidentiary rulings by the LTC for several of the Tax Years at issue. All of the underlying evidentiary objections were raised by the Assessors. Additionally, all such objections concern the timeliness or untimeliness with which RIG provided or presented certain documents to the Assessors. The law governing whether the LTC can consider evidence that was not timely provided or presented to the Assessors has been amended over the course of the Tax Years at issue. 
The law as it was prior to amendment was explained by the Louisiana Supreme Court in D90 Energy, LLC v. Jefferson Davis Parish Board of Review, 2020-00200 (La. 10/1/20), 341 So.3d 492. Under La. R.S. 47:1989(A), the LTC is required to conduct hearings concerning property tax appeals of taxpayers and assessors. If the LTC could only review and consider evidence previously submitted to an assessor, these hearings would be rendered “meaningless.” D90 Energy, 341 So.3d at 497. However, that does not mean that the LTC can usurp the assessor’s constitutionally established assessment function. Dow Chemical Co. v. Pitre, 468 So.2d 747, 755 (La. App. 1 Cir. 1985), writ denied, 474 So.2d 1308 (La. 1985). Accordingly, the Louisiana Supreme Court held that the LTC could consider untimely evidence that was not intentionally withheld from the assessor. D90 Energy, 341 So.3d at 498, citing Dow, 468 So.2d at 754.
By enacting 2021 Act 343, the legislature made extensive changes to La. R.S. 47:1989. In particular, the legislature amended and expanded La. R.S. 47:1989(C). Prior to the enactment of Act 343, this provision stated that all LTC hearings of valuation appeals “shall be conducted in accordance with rules and regulations established by the tax commission.” As amended, the detailed provision provides clear direction to taxpayers on when to present information and what is allowed to be presented later.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  C. (1) All appeal hearings shall be conducted in accordance with this Section and the Administrative Procedure Act. In all other matters regarding the conduct of its hearings, the Louisiana Tax Commission may prescribe and promulgate rules not inconsistent with the provisions of this Section or other law.
(2)	(a)
(i) Review of the correctness of an assessment by an assessor shall be confined to review of evidence presented to the assessor prior to the close of the deadline for filing a complaint with the board of review provided for in R.S. 47:1992. If a taxpayer makes application to present additional evidence before the date set for hearing on the appeal and the Louisiana Tax Commission finds that the additional evidence is material and that there were good reasons for failure to timely present it to the assessor, the Louisiana Tax Commission may order that the additional evidence be taken by the assessor. The assessor may modify the assessment by reason of the additional evidence and shall notify the Louisiana Tax Commission of any modifications to the assessment within fifteen calendar days of receipt of the additional evidence. The Louisiana Tax Commission may then order any evidence that is otherwise admissible be admitted for the purposes of review.
(ii) For purposes of this Subparagraph, good reason for failure to timely present information to the assessor shall be presumed to exist for reports and related attachments of any appraiser or other expert ordered prior to the deadline for filing a complaint with the board of review if the report and attachments are submitted to the assessor within thirty days of receipt of the reports and attachments by the taxpayer and at least twenty-five days prior to a hearing before the Louisiana Tax Commission. Nothing in this Item shall be construed to limit the ability of the Louisiana Tax Commission to find good reason to admit other expert reports pursuant to the other provisions of this Subparagraph.
(iii) Nothing in this Item shall be construed to limit the ability of the Louisiana Tax Commission to find good reason to admit otherwise admissible documents or evidence pursuant to this Subparagraph. For purposes of this Subparagraph, good reason for failure to timely present documents or evidence shall always be presumed to exist when the otherwise admissible document or evidence is either of the following:
(aa) Not available to the taxpayer at the time of the deadline for submission to the assessor but is provided to the assessor within fifteen days of availability including but not limited to financial or accounting documents, financial statements, information regarding the useful life of property, depreciation schedules, other records of income data, or environmental assessments or reports relating to the property.
(bb) Consists of documents or records of income or expenses concerning the valuation of oil and gas property when the taxpayer has timely provided all information required by rule and the documents or records are supplemental to the submission. The presumption provided for in this Subitem shall not apply to documents or records specifically required to be provided by rule or expressly requested by the assessor pursuant to R.S. 47:1957(C) if the documents were available to the taxpayer but not timely provided in response to the assessor’s request.
(iv) Witnesses may be utilized to authenticate or explain evidence which is otherwise admissible pursuant to the provisions of this Subsection. Nothing in this Item shall be construed to limit otherwise admissible witness testimony evidence.
(v) For purposes of this Subparagraph, the phrase “otherwise admissible” shall mean evidence admissible pursuant to any provision of this Subsection and admissible pursuant to relevant provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act and Code of Evidence.
(vi) Nothing in this Subparagraph shall be construed to limit any of the following otherwise admissible data, guides, and resources that are publicly accessible:
(aa) Aerial or other photography.
(bb) Public records of clerks of court or other political subdivisions in the parish of the assessment, including but not limited to building permits, conveyance records, city directories, occupancy permits, or demolition permits.
(cc) Public records of the Department of Conservation and Energy including but not limited to data from the Strategic Online Natural Resource Information System (SONRIS).
(dd) Sales data including but not limited to multiple listing service reports.
(ee) Published cost data or cost guides and their related sources.
(ff) Rules, advisories, or guidance promulgated by the Louisiana Tax Commission.
(b) A decision of the Louisiana Tax Commission to deny a taxpayer’s application to present additional evidence pursuant to Subparagraph (a) of this Paragraph shall, at the option of the taxpayer, be considered a final determination for purposes of appeal as provided for in R.S. 47:1998 to be decided by preference and priority within twenty-one days and thereafter be subject to review by priority in the same manner as a nonappealable interlocutory judgment, or be subject to immediate review by application for supervisory writ in the same manner as provided for in Rule 4 of the Uniform Rules of Louisiana Courts of Appeal. Except as ordered by a court of appeal, no stay of the proceedings before the Louisiana Tax Commission may be issued pursuant to an action pursuant to this Subparagraph. This Subparagraph shall not apply to an application to present additional evidence not timely filed pursuant to the rules of the Louisiana Tax Commission.
(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of Subparagraph (a) of this Paragraph, in an appeal of the correctness of an assessment of real property, the Louisiana Tax Commission may independently appraise the property utilizing the criteria set forth in R.S. 47:2323 and may enter that appraisal into evidence for consideration on review of the correctness of the assessment.
(d) The Louisiana Tax Commission may promulgate rules related to the disclosure of evidence to the opposing party and the consideration of evidentiary disputes, and no provision of this Paragraph shall extend any deadline beyond the date that would be applicable pursuant to Louisiana Tax Commission rules.
(3) The Louisiana Tax Commission may affirm the correctness of the assessment, it may remand the matter for further consideration by the assessor, or it may reverse or modify the assessment because the assessment is any of the following:
(a) In violation of constitutional or statutory provisions.
(b) In excess of the authority of the assessor.
(c) Made upon an unlawful procedure.
(d) Affected by another error of law.
(e) Arbitrary or capricious or characterized by abuse of discretion or clearly unwarranted exercise of discretion.
(f) Not supported and sustainable by a preponderance of evidence as determined by the Louisiana Tax Commission. If the Louisiana Tax Commission finds that an assessment is not supported and sustainable by a preponderance of evidence, the Louisiana Tax Commission shall make its own determination and conclusions of fact by a preponderance of evidence based upon its own evaluation of the record evidence reviewed in its entirety including otherwise admissible first-hand witness testimony.] 

Section 3 of Act 343 further provides for an effective date of January 1, 2022, and states that the “provisions of this Act amending R.S. 47:1989 shall have prospective effect only and shall not be applicable to any case actually pending before the Louisiana Tax Commission or in any court on the effective date of this Act.” Based on the administrative record, it appears that RIG’s appeals for 2019, 2020, and 2021 were already pending before the LTC on January 1, 2022. However, RIG’s appeals for 2022 and 2023 were filed after that date. Thus, the amended version of La. R.S. 47:1989(C) does not govern the LTC’s evidentiary rulings for the tax years 2019, 2020, and 2021, but does govern for the tax years 2022 and 2023.
2019: Exclusion of Ms. Cartwright’s Appraisal and Related Testimony
The LTC found that RIG’s failure to order the 2019 appraisal from Ms. Cartwright until September 2022 was unexplained. The explanation offered by RIG was that Ms. Cartwright contracted COVID while working on the 2019 appraisal. That might explain a delay in finishing the appraisal, but it does not explain why RIG waited to request the appraisal in the first place. Therefore, the Board agrees with the LTC that RIG did not provide a justification for this untimely submittal.
 Notably, the First Circuit affirmed the LTC’s decision against RIG for its 2018 appeal on September 25, 2021, and the Louisiana Supreme Court denied RIG’s application for Writ of Certiorari from that decision on January 19, 2022. It would appear to the Board that by that point in time, RIG would have been on notice that it needed to try a new approach to valuation, and it should not have waited to request that Ms. Cartwright perform an appraisal for 2019. Yet, RIG did not do so for another eight months. 
RIG argues that it should be presumed to have good cause for the delay. Under these circumstances, it is incumbent on RIG to directly explain why they waited so long to request the appraisal. Furthermore, RIG’s submission was untimely under the LTC’s Scheduling Order. As such, the Board finds no error in the LTC’s refusal to consider the 2019 appraisal and related testimony. Regardless, as explained further below, the Board’s ultimate determination on the substance of RIG’s appeal would not change even if the 2019 appraisal were admitted.
2022 and 2023: Exclusion of RIG’s Exhibits 6, 19, 28, and 29 
RIG appeals from the LTC’s evidentiary ruling as to RIG’s Exhibits 6, 19, 28, and 29 for the 2022 and 2023 tax years. The documents in question are detailed financial statements, position letters, and a PowerPoint presentation entitled “A Perfect Storm of Obsolescence.” RIG asserted that the financial statements were used in Ms. Cartwright’s appraisal, and that the Assessors could have requested the documents but did not do so. 
With respect to the position letters and the PowerPoint, RIG admits that these documents were not provided to the Assessors. Nevertheless, RIG argues that they are publicly available. The basis for this assertion appears to be that the documents were presented to the LTC during a prior hearing while the Assessors were present. Additionally, RIG’s counsel argued that the documents summarize and organize information relevant to the case for the convenience and benefit of the LTC.
The LTC ruled that RIG failed to provide the documents to the Assessor prior to the deadline for filing an appeal with the Board of Review. The LTC further found that RIG failed to show good cause for the delay. The Board agrees. The situation here is not like the situation in Cantium, LLC v. Lafourche Parish Board of Review, B.T.A. Docket No. L01935 (La. Bd. Tax App. 1/27/26); 2026 WL 529790. In Cantium, the taxpayer identified a specific document that was not delivered due to size and confidentiality and offered to make the document available to the assessor for their inspection. Here, RIG did not identify the documents at issue or offer to make them available to the Assessors. Accordingly, the Board affirms the LTC’s decision to exclude RIG’s Exhibits 6, 19, 28, and 29 for the 2022 and 2023 tax years. Moreover, there is nothing in the excluded documents that would change the Board’s determination on the substance of RIG’s appeals.
Discussion
There is no dispute that the Assessors calculated the FMV of the Property under the cost approach in accordance with the tables promulgated by the LTC. The mathematical soundness of the Assessors’ calculations is also not in question. Rather, the question presented is whether RIG, an intrastate pipeline operator, can obtain a reduction in the FMV of the Property for economic obsolescence based on the business enterprise value of the entire Pipeline System. 
There is a constitutionally-grounded reason why intrastate pipeline systems are not allowed to take such reductions. In Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Corp. v. Louisiana Tax Commission, 2009-1988 (La. 3/16/10), 32 So.3d 199, interstate pipeline operators argued that Louisiana’s ad valorem property tax system discriminated against interstate commerce. The basis for their argument was that the tax rate for interstate pipelines was twenty-five percent (25%) of the assessed FMV, but the tax rate for intrastate pipelines was fifteen percent (15%) of assessed FMV. 
The Louisiana Supreme Court ultimately held that there was no evidence of the alleged discrimination, because the taxpayers could not prove that they actually paid more in tax than intrastate pipeline operators. As public service properties, interstate pipelines are assessed by the LTC as business enterprises, considering all of the available factors, including economic obsolescence and overall income. In fact, the LTC is prohibited from valuing the actual property rather than the company itself. The allowance for economic obsolescence based on business enterprise valuation resulted in a lower actual tax burden than what was levied on intrastate pipeline operators. Intrastate pipeline property is assessed by parish assessors. The Court observed that parish assessors did not normally account for economic obsolescence absent extraordinary circumstances. Id. at 213. Moreover, Parish assessors only value the property “situated within their parish, and do not commonly look to the income of the business, or any other factor not attributable to their parish.” Id. at 214. 
The fundamental difference in the nature of the assessment of intrastate pipelines versus the assessment of interstate pipelines has been repeatedly observed in the jurisprudence. In TBM-WC Sabine, LLC v. Sabine Parish Board of Review, 2017-1189 (La. App. 3 Cir. 7/18/18), 250 So.3d 1075, the Court stated:
In the valuation of public service or interstate pipelines the appraiser “looks to the value of the business itself or the going concern of the company, and not just the hard assets of the company.” Transcon., 32 So.3d at 212. In its effort before LTC, and now before this court, TBM attempts to use this method of valuation to assess its intrastate asset in Sabine Parish. It is an entirely different exercise to determine the fair market value of the pipe in the ground by a cost less deterioration method in accordance with the legislatively and administratively mandated method of appraisal which Assessor Manasco employed, as opposed to the method provided for intrastate [sic] pipelines which takes into account the value of the going concern applying all three general accounting methods of appraisal.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Id. at 1080.] 

That is not to say that the valuation of intrastate pipelines can never account for economic obsolescence. However, such reductions are historically rare. In Perdido Energy Louisiana, LLC v. Acadia Parish Board of Review, 2022-0115 (La. App. 1 Cir. 9/1/22), 349 So.3d 41, writ denied, 2022-01483 (La. 12/20/22), 352 So.3d 81, the First Circuit stated:
Although La. R.S. 47:2324 requires the assessor to gather all data necessary to properly determine fair market value of property in his jurisdiction, it is the party seeking a fair market value reduction for its pipeline property based on obsolescence who has the burden of producing sufficient data and information to substantiate its claim. Regency Intrastate Gas, LLC, 21-0271 at p. 7, 329 So.3d at 845. The assessor retains the discretion to determine whether the taxpayer has substantiated the obsolescence. ANR Pipeline Co. v. ANR Pipeline Co., 11-379, p. 8 (La. App. 3 Cir. 8/10/11), 73 So.3d 398, 403. Consistent with La. R.S. 47:1957, the assessor may request additional documentation when ascertaining the fair market value of pipeline property. LAC 61:V.1301(A)(2).[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Id. at 49.] 

The Court’s statement in Perdido reflects how courts have interpreted LAC 61:V.1301(A)(2)’s mandate that assessors consider evidence of economic obsolescence. As stated by the court, the assessor must consider the taxpayer’s written evidence of obsolescence, but retains discretion to determine whether that evidence is sufficient to warrant a reduction in value. See e.g. Jones v. S. Nat. Gas Co., 46,347, p. 15 (La. App. 2 Cir. 4/13/11), 63 So.3d 1080, 1090, writ not considered, 2011-1242 (La. 9/23/11), 70 So.3d 800, and writ not considered, 2011-1242 (La. 11/4/11), 75 So.3d 911 (“Transcontinental plainly reaffirms the notion that parish assessors are not required to reduce for economic obsolescence ‘absent an extraordinary showing’ and thus their methodology may result in a higher assessment than if the LTC applied its unit approach to the same property.”).
The higher tax burden that can result from the assessment methodology for intrastate pipelines is also illustrated in Odom v. Southern Natural Gas Co., 46,598 (La. App. 2 Cir. 8/17/11), 72 So.3d 437. The decision in Odom followed a decades-long dispute between interstate pipelines, local assessors, and the LTC. The interstate pipelines had launched a constitutional challenge to the LTC’s assessment of their properties, arguing that the LTC was allowing similar competing pipelines to be assessed by local assessors at the lower 15% rate. 
The taxpayers were initially successful. The First Circuit affirmed that the pipelines were being treated unfairly, but instead of refunding the excess tax payments attributable to the 10% rate difference, the Court ordered that the properties be entirely re-assessed by the parish assessors using the methodology for intrastate pipelines. In the process of re-assessment, the local assessors “denied the claims for obsolescence and assessed the property at the values stated by the taxpayers on the return forms.” Id. at 440. “The resulting reassessed valuations were approximately two times higher than the LTC’s original valuations, negating the taxpayers’ claims for refunds.” Id. The taxpayers appealed, this time to the Second Circuit, the proper venue based on the location of the local assessors. The Second Circuit affirmed the more onerous re-assessments, relying on its prior holding in Jones, that local assessors were not required to reduce valuations based on economic obsolescence absent an extraordinary showing. 
For a time, the LTC provided a specific mechanism for intrastate pipelines to obtain reductions for economic obsolescence. From February 1999 to March 2009, the LTC’s regulations permitted, but did not require, assessors to apply a reduction for economic obsolescence based on underutilization of pipeline capacity. LAC 61:V.1301(A)(2), 1305 (F), (G), as amended by La. Reg. 25:316 (February 1999) and La. Reg. 35:498 (March 2009). Taxpayers were required to substantiate their claims and to calculate obsolescence using a “service factor” formula promulgated by the LTC.[footnoteRef:21]  [21:  Application of the service factor was described by the court in Bailey v. Enervest Operating Co., LLC, 45,553 (La. App. 2 Cir. 6/30/10), 43 So.3d 1046, which stated that the “service factor is calculated using the following formula: Service Factor = (Actual Throughput/Rated capacity), which is then multiplied by the exponent ‘0.6.’ The service factor is applied to a conversion chart set forth in Subsection G to determine the amount of economic obsolescence that may be applied.” Id. at 1055.] 

Application of the service factor formula was discussed in Bailey v. Enervest Operating Co., LLC, 45,553 (La. App. 2 Cir. 6/30/10), 43 So.3d 1046. In Bailey, the Second Circuit held that the Ouachita Parish assessor failed to consider a pipeline utility study by an engineering firm showing the actual diameter of the pipeline segments and the diameter that would be required to transport the production volumes generated from the gas field and data showing the total gas production levels in the field. The assessor argued that this data was insufficient without supporting financial information, specifically asserting that, “balance sheets showing revenue and expenses associated with the pipelines would have been needed to substantiate the claimed obsolescence.” Id. at 1049. The court found that the LTC’s guidelines did not require supporting financial documentation.
As stated above, the service factor and the regulation which provided for it were rescinded by the LTC in 2009. Bailey further demonstrates that even when the service factor was in force, assessors were not permitted to consider overall company financial data. The need for data attributable to the specific parish of the assessor is also shown in Jones, where the Court, rejecting a claim for economic obsolescence based on the service factor, noted that the “[t]estimony before the LTC revealed that the percentages were not specific to the individual parishes but based on a systemwide average.” Jones, 46,347, p. 15, 63 So.3d at 1090. Additionally, in TBM-WC Sabine, the Third Circuit found that the taxpayer’s argument ignored the “fundamental basis for valuing intrastate pipeline, such as this one located solely within Sabine Parish, from the basis used to value interstate or public service pipelines for which a different method of valuation is used for ad valorem tax appraisals.” TBM-WC Sabine, 250 So.3d at 1080. Likewise, in ANR Pipeline Co., the Third Circuit observed that the taxpayer’s “figures were never particularized to Cameron Parish. This is critical.” ANR Pipeline Co., 2011-379, p. 8, 73 So.3d at 403. 
The Board similarly finds it critically important that RIG particularize its claims for obsolescence to each parish. This is necessary given that the fundamental nature of what a parish assessor must assess in this context, as defined by Louisiana’s constitution and recognized by our courts, is the property in that assessor’s parish. Here, however, RIG did not attempt to allocate the requested reduction to the physical property located within any particular parish. The LTC erred in allowing RIG to rely on company-wide business enterprise valuation. 
RIG’s market approach also fails to resolve this problem. For 2020 and subsequent years, the LTC found that, supported by the testimony of Martin Anthony, the Alinda Sale documents indicated a business enterprise value of four hundred and sixty million dollars ($460,000,000) to four hundred and eighty million dollars ($480,000,000). The LTC also noted that Ms. Cartwright’s guideline company market approach determined a value of four hundred and two million dollars ($402,000,000) to four hundred and thirty-one million dollars ($431,000,000). However, there is nothing in the Alinda Sale documents or the testimony that allocates value on a parish-by-parish basis. Indeed, no such allocation under the market approach is obvious based on any of the other evidence in the record.
Conceivably, Ms. Cartwright’s cost approach valuation for 2020 based on the fixed asset ledger could have identified specific items of property and their location. Then RIG could have presented an allocated cost approach valuation. As stated above, however, RIG did not do this, nor was the fixed asset ledger entered into evidence.
Conclusion
In sum, RIG has not demonstrated the existence of an extraordinary circumstance necessary for the reduction in value that they seek. At a minimum, any such reduction would need to be allocated to the portions of the Property physically located within each respective parish. Such an allocation is necessary in light of the constitutionally defined, jurisprudentially recognized scope of what parish assessors must assess when valuing intrastate pipeline property. Because the Assessors are constitutionally required to assess only the property within their jurisdiction, they did not err in disallowing the claimed reduction for the economic obsolescence based on the business enterprise value of RIG’s Pipeline System as a whole. Accordingly, the Board finds that the LTC correctly affirmed the Assessors’ determinations for 2019, but incorrectly overturned the Assessors’ determinations for 2020, 2021, 2022, and 2023.
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, on this 7th Day of April, 2026.
For the Board:
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