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In the Matter of the Appeal of: Property Tax Commission
(99PTC97)

The Maharishi Spiritual Center of America

639 Whispering Hills Road, Suite 112 ’

Boone, North Carolina 28607

From the listing and taxation of the
herein described property by Watauga
County for 1999

ITXIXTITTIIIIIS ISR XS SRS 2 222 2 2 222 ) 2 2]

JUDGMENT

This cause came on to be argued upon the transcript of the record from the N.C. Property Tax Comm.
Upon consideration whereof, this Court is of the opinion that there is error in the record and proceedings of
said trial tribunal.

It is therefore considered and adjudged by the Court here that the opinion of the Court, as delivered by
the Honorable James A. Wynn, Jr., Judge, be certified to the said trial tribunal to the intent that the
judgment is reversed in part, remanded in part as indicated in said opinion.

And it is considered and adjudged further, that the Watauga County do pay the costs of the appeal in this
Court incurred, to wit, the sum of Three-hundred sixty-three and 75/100 dollars ($363.75), and execution
issue therefor.

Certified to the N.C. Property Tax Comm, this the 9th day of September 2002.
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Property Tax Commission
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Appeal by taxpayer from final decision entered by North

Carolina Property Tax Commission on 27 December 2000. Heard in

the Court of Appeals 13 March 2002.

Moore & Van Allen, PLLC, by Charles H. Mercer, Jr., John S.
Hughes, and Reed J. Hollander, for taxpayer-appellant.

Parker, Poe, Adams & Bernstein, L.L.P.,
Meeker, Jason J. Kaus and Jeffery M.
Attorney, for Watauga County-appellee.

by Charles C.
Hedrick, County

WYNN, Judge.

The Maharishi Spiritual Center challenges the North Carolina

Tax Commission’s finding that pertinent zreal and personal

property owned by the Spiritual Center is not entitled to an

educational exemption under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105.278.4. Because

we find that some of the Tax Commission’s findings are not

supported by substantial evidence in view of the entire record,

we reverse and remand in part.

The Maharishi Spiritual Center operates as a North Carolina

nonprofit corporation exempt from state corporate income and
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franchise tax, sales tax, and federal income tax as a Section
501(c) (3) nonprofit corporation. The articles of incorporation
describe the Spiritual Center’s corporate purposes to include
providing a site for educational programs.

The Spiritual Center’s real property consists of 61 parcels
of land, totaling 550 acres in Watauga County. The real property
is divided into two sections: (1) The western campus (men’s
campus) is used exclusively by men and contains a meditation
hall, dining hall, a series of residential facilities and
administrative offices; and (2) The eastern compound (women’s
campus) is wused exclusively by women and also contains a
meditation hall, and dining and residential facilities. In
addition, the Hezvenly Mountain Ideal Girls’ School is located on
the east campus. Two nonprofit corporations associated with the
Spiritual Center also use the property: Maharishi Vedic
Education ©Develcpment Corporation, which 1s a Massachusetts
nonprofit corporation that works with various schools and
universities to develop and offer courses in Vedic education; and
Maharishi Globzl Administration Through Natural Law, which is a
California ronprcfit corporation whose purpose includes promoting
and establishinc educational programs in Vedic Science,
technology, and mnatural law. A for profit residential
development called, Heavenly Mountain Resort, is located between
the western and eastern sections but it 1is not owned by the
Spiritual Center.

At the men’s campus, 310 men participate in the long-term
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“Purisha” Program. The program includes a daily meditation
sessica in the morning from 7:00 to 11:30, which includes
nscexdental meditation and advanced meditation programs.
After lunch, they engage in fundraising or work for the nonprofit
enzizles associated with the Spiritual Center; some teach shorter
meditzzicn courses. They gather for group meditation in the
everizg, they also attend educational presentations that are in-
perscrn or by videotape. Additionally, students read or study
Veiic Iiterature and have access to a Vedic 1library; receive
instrcction at least monthly from the Maharishi by

teleccnierence; engage in discussions with professors from the
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ersity of Management, a fully accredited
university; receive videotape instructions on Vedic science, a

Erzrcz of Indian knowledge with roots in Sanskrit and Eastern

lizerzturse; and take classes in Sanskrit and study it on their
cwo. The Spiritual Center also offers short term courses for
mex, wkich may last a few days to a couple of weeks. These

courses iaciude group practice of meditation along with lectures
Zrzm Vedic scholars and scientists.

Tze prcagrams coffered on the women’s campus include the
Motzexr Divine Program, which is administered by the Maharishi

istration Through Natural Law. The educational
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cxr the wcmen is similar to the men’s Purusha program.
The Cexzter zlsc offers shorter women’s courses including courses
for decrse credit through the Maharishi University of Management

e=¢ siocrt term courses in meditation, diet and nutrition, and



mother-Zauchter topics.

Ihe prcgrams are open to all applicants; and, students are
provideZ with food, 1lodging and access to the facilities.
Studezts pay & fixed tuition; however, they are also asked to
raise £1.000 a month in funds to cover their room, board and
costs ¢Z mzintaining the Center. The Spiritual Center does not
award Zcrmzl diplomas or degrees. e

e Eeavenly Mountain Ideal Girls’ School 1located on the
East Czrpus is a fully accredited North Carolina non-public
schocl, wrich is operated by Mother Divine and Maharishi Global
Adminiscrztion Through Natural Law. The school offers courses in
grades > t=zrough 12, including, math, science, physical education
ard tze zrzs. The school awards high school diplomas and some of
tke grziuzzes have attended colleges and universities.

Cz ZZ Rpril 1999, the Watauga County Board of Equalization
ard Eevisw denied the Spiritual Center’s request for exemption
from trzrerty taxes for 61 parcels of real estate and associated
personel crroperty. The Board also denied exemption for the
Zezvezlv Mountain Ideal Girls’ School and undeveloped property

cwned v the Spiritual Center. The Spiritual Center appealed to

tte Tzx Zcmmission. In its final decision, the Tax Commission
made firdincgs of fact and conclusions, and ruled that the
Spirizuzl Center was not entitled to exemption from property
szxes cr =sducational, charitable or scientific grounds. The

Spiricuzl Centsr appealed to this Court.
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On appeal, our review of the decision by the Tax Commission
is governed by N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-345.2 (2001), which provides
in pertinent part:

On appeal the court shall review the record
and the exceptions and assignments of error
in accordance with the rules of appellate
procedure, and any alleged irregularities in
procedures before the Property Tax
Commission, not shown in the record, shall be
considered under the rules of appellate
procedure.

(b) So far as necessary to the decision and
where presented, the court shall decide all
relevant questions of law, interpret
constitutional and statutory provisions, and
determine the meaning and applicability of
the terms of any Commission action. The court
may affirm or reverse the decision of the
Commission, declare the same null and void,
or remand the case for further proceedings;
or it may reverse or modify the decision if
the substantial rights of the appellants have
been prejudiced Dbecause the Commission's
findings, inferences, conclusions or
decisions are:

(1) 1In violation of constitutional
provisions; or;

(2) In excess of statutory authority or
jurisdiction of the Commission; or

(3) Made upon unlawful proceedings; or
(4) Affected by other errors of law; or
(5) Unsupported by competent, material and
substantial evidence in view of the
entire record as submitted; or
(6) Arbitrary or capricious.
Thus, we review the Tax Commission's decision by conducting

2 review of the whole record. See In re Atlantic Coast

Conference, 112 N.C. App. 1, 4, 434 S.E.2d 865, 867 (1993). In
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reviewing whether the whole record fully supports the Tax
Commission's decision, this Court must evaluate whether the Tax
Commission's Jjudgment, as between two reasonably conflicting
views, 1s supported by substantial evidence. See In re Appeal of
Perry-Griffin Found., 108 N.C. App. 383, 424 S.E.2d 212, disc.
review deried, 333 N.C. 538, 429 S.E.2d 561 (1993); see also

Dixie Lumcer Co. of Cherryville, Inc. v. N.C. Dep’t of Env’t,

Eezlth and Natural Resources, N.C. App. , 563 S.E.24 212,
214 (2002). Substantial evidence must be “more than a
scintillz or a permissible inference.” Wiggins v. N.C. Dep't of

Euman Resources, 105 N.C. App. 302, 306, 413 S.E.2d 3, 5 (1992)
(cizinc Tr:ompson v. Bd. of Educ., 292 N.C. 406, 233 S.E.2d 538
(1€77)i. “Stbstantial evidence is that which a reasonable mind
micht accept as adeguate to support a conclusion.” Tate Terrace
Rezlty Izvestors, Inmc. v. Currituck County, 127 N.C. App. 212,
218, 48t S.E.2d 845, 849 (1997). In determining whether the
evidence is substantial, we must

tzke 1into account whatever in the record

fzirly detracts from the weight of the [Tax
Commission's] evidence. . . [Tlhe court may

not consider the evidence which in and of

itself Jjustifies the [Tax Commission's]

decision without [also] taking into account

the contradictory evidence or other evidence

from which conflicting inferences could be
drawn.

In re Mcses E. Cone Memorial Hosp., 113 N.C. App. 562, 571, 439

1

S.E.2d 77&, 783 (1994) (citations omitted).
n zrplying the whole record test, the reviewing court must

“-zxe intsc account both the evidence justifying the agency's
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decision and the contradictory evidence from which a different
result could be reached.” Lackey v. Dept. of Human Resources,
306 N.C. 231, 238, 293 S.E.2d 171, 176 (1982). “Finally, the
reviewing court must determine whether the administrative
decision had a rational basis in the evidence.” King v. N.C.
Envtl Management Comm., 112 N.C. App. 813, 816, 436 S.E.2d 865,
868 (1893).

Moreover, when a statute provides for an exemption from
taxation, any ambiguities therein are resolved in favor of
taxation. See Aronov v. Secretary of Revenue, 323 N.C. 132, 140,
371 S.E.2d 4€8, 472 (1988), cert. denied, 489 U.S. 1096
(1¢8¢) (holding that statutory exemptions from property taxes are
strictly construed against exemption); see also in re Worley, 93
N.C. 2App. 191, 185, 377 S.E.2d 270, 273 (1989). Furthermore,
whea = matter comes before the Tax Commission, it 1is the
taxpayer's burden to prove that the property is entitled to an
exempticn. See In re Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary,
Inc., 135 N.C. Rpp. 247, 249, 520 S.E.2d 302, 304 (199%9). This
burden “is substantial and often difficult to meet because all
property is subject to taxation unless exempted by statute of
statewide origin.” Id.

I.

Tre Spiritual Center argues that it is entitled to exemption
of its property under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-278.4 because the
propercy is used for an educational purpose. Applying the whole

r=cord test, we £ind that the evidence does not support the Tax
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Commission's finding that the Spiritual Center is not entitled to
an exemption for subject developed property from ad valorem taxes
cn educational grounds.
N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-278.4 (2001) provides that:

Buildings, the land they actually occupy, and
additional land reasonably necessary for the
convenient use of any such building shall be
exempted from taxaticn if:

(1) Owned by an educational institution
(including a university, college, . school,
seminary, academy, industrial school, public
library, museum, and similar institution):

(2) The owner is not organized or operated
for profit and no officer, shareholder,
member, or employee of the owner or any other
rerson is entitled to receive pecuniary
profit from the owner's operations except
reasonable compensation for services;

(3) 0Of a kind commonly employed in the
rerfcrmance of those activities naturally and
prcperl incident to the operation of an
educational institution such as the owner;
and

(4) Wholly and exclusively used for
educztional purposes by the owner or occupied
gratuitously by another nonprofit educational
institution (as defined herein) and wholly

and exclusively used by the occupant for
nonprofit educational purposes.

The wording and the construction of N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-
27¢8.4 make it clear that there are four separate and distinct
recuirements which the Spiritual Center must meet to qualify for
an educational exemption. See In re Atlantic Coast Conference,
11z N.C. App. &t 4, 434 S.E.2d at 867. 1Initially, we point out
thet the second requirement of § 105-278.4 is not disputed by the

Tax Ccmmission or by the County of Watauga -- the Spiritual
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Center is not organized for profit; it is in fact, a nonprofit
organization.
A. Owned by an educational institution

In its fourth conclusion of 1law, the Tax Commission
determined that the Spiritual Center did not meet the first
requirement of § 105-278.4 stating that “[tlhe Spiritual Center’s
facilities are not owned by an educational institution such as a
university, college, library or museum.” In support of this
conclusion, the Tax Commission found that the

Spiritual Center does not have a faculty, nor
does it provide a course .0of study or grant
degrees. The Spiritual Center 1is not
accredited as a college or wuniversity.
Foreign members of the Purusha come to the
United States on visitors’ visas, not student
visas. Members of the Purusha and Mother
Divine do not graduate from the Spiritual
Center and may stay indefinitely.

“While our courts have consistently held that tax exemption
statutes must be strictly construed against exemption, they have
zlso held that such statutes should not be given a narrow or
stingy construction.” In re Wake Forest Univ., 51 N.C. App. 516,
£21, 277 S.E.2d 91, 94, review denied, 303 N.C. 544, 281 S.E.2d
291 (1981); see also Southminster, Inc. v. Justus, 119 N.C. App.
€69, 674, 459 S.E.2d 793, 796 (1995). N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-
278.4 does not require in the plain language of the statute that
to be classified as an education institution, an organization
must meet certain formalities such as a degree or certification,

cr accreditation.

The Spiritual Center argues that it is the record owner of



-10-

the property and its articles of incorporation describe the
corporate purpose to include providing a site for educational
programs. The articles of incorporation for the Spiritual Center
state that

[tlhe corporation 1is organized exclusively

for charitable, religious, educational, and

scientific purposes . . . and, specifically

to, create a home for world peace

professionals practicing the Transcendental

Meditation and Transcendental Meditation

Sidhi Programs to help create world peace and

harmony in the United States and the world

and to create and offer to the public, and

those 1living in the community, education

programs in developing higher states of

consciousness through Maharishi’s Vedic

Science.
(emphasis added).

Stephen Souza, vice president of the Spiritual Center,
testified at the hearing before the Tax Commission that the
Spiritual Center teaches transcendental meditation, advanced
meditation such as TM-Sidhi and other courses. Also, at the
hearing, several experts testified that the Spiritual Center was
an educational institution. Dr. Maya McNeilly, a psychologist,
who is an adjunct professor at Duke University Medical Center,
testified that Duke University is not unique in giving college
credit for courses where ©people are spending their time
meditating. She pointed out that “other universities such as
University of Massachusetts at Amherst . . . UNC does, University

of Arizona does, Harvard does, I believe Stanford does, and UCLA

might. And there are probably others that I'm just not aware

of.”
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Dr. Dale T. Snauert, a professor in the Department of
Education Studies at Adelphi University testified that the
Spiritual Center is similar to a university, college, school or
seminary.

The Spiritual Center, has from my reading of
it, a defined set of purposes, which are
education. They have education goals and
those goals . . . the fulfillment of those

goals are the reason of existence for the
Spiritual Center, Jjust as the reason a

university, college, school would Thave
specialized, formalize, public goals and
objective. . . The Spiritual Center has a
curriculum as far as I can tell. It has an

administrative structure. It has a governing
bedy, a board of trustees, I believe. It has
facilities that are devoted to the
fulfillment of the educational purposes. It
engages 1in various pedagogical practices,
seminars, teaching functions of <various
kinds. So, . . . the Spiritual Center meets
the <criteria of my definition of an
educational institution.

We hold that even construed strictly the term educational
institution easily accommodates the nature of the Spiritual
Center’s organization. Accordingly, we hold that the Tax
Commission erred in concluding that the Spiritual Center was not
a educational institution.

B. The premises must be of a kind commonly employed for
educational activities by similar institutions

The Tax Commission also concluded that the Spiritual Center
- did not meet the third requirement of § 105-278.4 stating that
“[tjhe Spiritual Center’s large meditation facilities and two to
four room residential suites are not of a kind commonly employed

in or naturally and properly incident to the operation of an
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educational institution.”

In its findings of fact supporting this conclusion, the Tax
Commission stated that “the property under appeal consists of 61
parcels of real property and associated personal property in
numerous structures, including meditation, dining, residential
and office facilities.” However, the Tax Commission presented no
contrary evidence and we find no evidence in the record to show
that the Spiritual Center’s facilities are not the kind commonly
employed by educational institutions.

Indeed, the record on appeal shows that other universities,
such és Duke University, set aside places for people to meditate.
Dr. McNeilly testified that ‘“appropriate space needs to be
identified that will facilitate and support the learning and the
transmissior of knowledge and then the practicing of skills. The
actual meditating is part of the education.” Dr. McNeilly also
testified at the hearing that

Everything that I have seen, heard and read
is very consistent with what happens in other
academic institutions where meditation is
taught, academic institutions meaning
universities 1like Duke, like UNC, like
actually most medical centers -- Harvard,
Stanford, University of Arizona and so on--
that’s what’s happening there is . . . a
curriculum and there are objectives --
educational objective that are <clearly
delineated and that are practiced along the
lines of developing skills to then accomplish
those objectives.

In light of this evidence, we hold that a review of the

whole record fails to show substantial evidence supporting the

Tax Commission’s determination that the Spiritual Center did not
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meet the third requirement of § 105-278.4.

C. Wholly and exclusively used for educational purposes

The Tax Commission also determined that the Spiritual Center
did not meet the fourth requirement of § 105-278.4 stating that
“[tlhe Spiritual Center’s facilities are not wholly and
exclusively used for educational purposes because members of the
Purusha and Mother Divine use their compounds primarily for the
group practice of meditation.”

In support of this conclusion, the Tax Commission found

that:

2. As of the tax valuation date January 1,
1999, the western compound was occupied and
used by over 300 single men who compose a
group that the Spiritual Center calls the
Purusha. The members of the Purusha meditate
eight hours a day, from 7:00 a.m. to 11:45
a.m. and from 4:30 p.m. to 7:45 p.m. Purusha
members meditate as a group 1n a large
meditation hall. On the Spiritual Center’s
premises in the aftermoons, the Purusha also
telephone their sponsors for contributions
and undertake personal business and/or
administrative office work. This group
meditation occurs each day of the year, and
many of the Purusha have been members since
the group formed 20 years ago.

3. Members of the Purusha also attend an
evening program from 8:30 p.m. to 9:15 p.m.
This time is for, among other matters,
viewing video tapes, teleconferencing with
Maharishi Yogi who resides in Holland, and
discussing matters concerning meditation.

4. Single women occupy and use the eastern
compound. The women reside in two to four
room residential suites. A group of over 100
women are members of what 1is called the
Mother Divine as of January 1, 1999. The
Mother Divine engage in the daily practice of
group meditation similar in duration to the
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Purusha. Individuals remain members of the
Mother Divine for years.

5. The Purusha and Mother Divine are
experienced practitioners of Transcendental
Meditation an TM-Sidhi programs. The TM-

Sidhi is and advanced meditation program. In
the United States individuals may take a
course to learn the Transcendental
Meditation technique for a fee. The content
of this is confidential, and individuals who
take this course agree not to disclose its
contents. The Transcendental Meditation is
trademarked and is learned in a seven-step
procedure occurring over seven days. At the
end of those steps, the individuals attending
the course have learned to meditate as
efficiently and correctly as someone who has
been practicing for 20 years.

6. During the extended daily periods of
group meditation, the Purusha and Mother
Divine focus on a Mantra, which is a sound
that has no meaning. In focusing on the
mantra, the meditator’s mind becomes “settled
down” and is not contemplative. The
meditator’s bodies are at rest, usually with
their eyes closed. The surroundings in the
Spiritual Center’s meditation facilities are
quiet during group meditation.

7. No information is transmitted to the
Purusha and Mother Divine during their group
practice; training or development of
knowledge or skills is not the primary
activity ©because the Purusha and Mother
Divine are already experienced in meditation.

8. After meditating, members of the Purusha
and Mother Divine from time to time make
notes of their experience and compare their
experiences with those of others by reading
ancient literature.

N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-278.4(f) (2001) defines an

“educational purpose” as

one that has as its objective the education
or instruction of human beings; it
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comprehends the transmission of information
and the training or development of the
knowledge or skills of individual persons.
The operation of a golf course, a tennis
court, a sports arena, a similar sport
property, or a similar recreational sport
property for the use of students or faculty
is also an educational purpose, regardless of
the extent to which the property is also
available to and patronized by the general
public.

The County of Watauga and the dissent rely on our Court’s
holding in the Matter of the Appeal of Chapel Hill Day Care
Center, Incorporated, 144 N.C. App. 649, 551 S.E.2d 172 (2001),
as authority for the position that the Spiritual Center is not
entitled to an exemption under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-278.4. In
Chapel Eill Day Care Center, we held that the child care center
was custodial rather than educational and therefore not eligible
for z property tax exemption for educational institutions. Our
Court pointed out that “[tlhere was ample evidence in the record
frem which the Tax Commission could conclude that the [day care
cernter] 1s not a traditional school and is not [w]lholly and
exclusively used for educational purposes.” Id. at 658, 551
S.E.2d at 178.

We find the present case readily distinguishable and not
anazlogous to Chapel Hill Day Care Center. In this case, the
Spiritusl Center is a residential center, which offers training
to adults in meditation in short and long term courses. Unlike
the child care center in Chapel Hill Day Care Center, the

Spiritual Center is not a custodial program but is a facility

that offers training by self-study, 1lecture and practical
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experience. Moreover, the record shows substantial evidence that
the training or development of skills of individuals occurs at
the Spiritual Center. The Spiritual Center provides
instructional sessions and teleconferences on Vedic Sciences, and
meditation teachers instruct on Sanskrit and Vedic Sciences.
Thus, we find that Chapel Hill Day Care Center does not control
here.

Moreover, the dissent’s comparison to In re North Carolina
Forestry Foundation, Incorporated, 296 N.C. 330, 250 S.E.2d 236
(1979), fails to note the obvious difference, between a nonprofit
foundation’s forest property being primarily used as a commercial
property by a paper company in which the paper company was given
operational control over the forest, and the case at bar, where
nonprofit organizations, that work with various schools and
universities, run educational programs for men, women, and young
girls. Thus, applying the whole record test, we find substantial
evidence in the present case showing the use of the Spiritual
Center’s property as educational. The record indicates that the
Spiritual Center offers a variety of courses in short-term and
long-term meditation, Vedic Science and Sanskrit through live and
videotape formats. The meditation sessions involve specific
instructions from teachers. Basic transcendental meditation may
be learned in seven days, however increased study leads to better
proficiency. Dr. McNeilly, who teaches meditation courses at
Duke University, testified as an expert at the hearing that the

Spiritual Center is “an academic institution that continues to
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train and educate people who are learning.”

The record also indicates that participants ©practice
meditation techniques, review their techniques in light of Vedic
Science, discuss their progress with instructors and study
Sanskrit. Dr. McNeilly explained, at the hearing that learning
meditation is no different than learning

medicine or psychology or, to my knowledge, -

law, taxes. At the beginning stages, vyou
spend a good bit of time perhaps with an
instructor, with a professor. They talk to

you, they lecture, you attend lectures. You
might see videotapes, you might engage in
discussions, study sections and so on . . .
but as time progresses that contact
diminishes and progressively diminishes the
more advanced you get in the discipline.

She described how meditation classes are taught at Duke
University, “[wle give the student less and less guidance, if you
will, because then the focus of the education turns to them
learning on their own by doing it.”

Dr. David Orme-Johnson, a psychologist, past chairman of the
Department of Psychology at the Maharishi University of
Management, testified that transcendental meditation and Vedic

science and technology arise out of the Indian Eastern tradition

that is

an oral tradition and it’'s learned on a one-
on-one basis between teacher and student.
And the reason for that is because
everybody’s experience is different, and
. the teacher imparts some information
and the student practices that and then gives
feedback on what happened . . . it’s a
personal learning process that’s tailored to
that individual’s particular responses to the
instruction, and that’s why it has to be one-
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to-one basis and not put in a book.

Dr. Orme further testified that participants are learning while
meditating “because they are developing deeper experiences of
their own consciousness and fabrics of their consciousness.” The
basic part is “while they are meditating, having the experience,
and then comparing it with the literature is the second part --
second phase of it.” Dr. Orme also testified that based on his
professional knowledge of education and based on his knowledge of
the Spiritual Center that the Purusha and Mother Divine program
and the 1Ideal Girls School were involved in educational
activities. He also opined that there was a transmission of
information taking place at all of the programs.

In addition, at the hearing, Dr. Verne Bacharach, a
professor of psychology, who testified for the County, stated
under cross-examination that transcendental meditation was an
educational experience. He also acknowledged that during his
deposition testimony that he had no opinion about whether the
transmission of information or knowledge about transcendental
meditation techniques results in the knowledge or skills of
individual persons or is educational.

Accordingly, in applying the whole record test, we find that
the evidence does not support the Tax Commission findings and
conclusions of law. To the contrary, the zrecord shows
substantial evidence that the Spiritual Center met the four
separate and distinct requirements in order to qualify for an

educational exemption under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-278.4.
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IT.

The Spiritual Center also challenges the Tax Commission’s
determination that its undeveloped property was not entitled to
an educational exemption under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-278.4(Db).
Since the Tax Commission denied exemption for the Spiritual
Center’s developed property, it did not determine whether the
amount of undeveloped acreage involved was “reasonably necessary”
for the use of the developed property, which we hold today is
entitled to the educational exemption. Thus, we remand this
issue to the Tax Commission to determine whether the undeveloped
land is *“reasonably necessary” for the use of the exempted
property and therefore should be entitled to an education
exemption under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-278.4 (b).

Finally, we conclude that the Spiritual Center is entitled
to an educational exemption for the property used by the Ideal
Girls School. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-278.4(c) provides in
pertinent part:

Notwithstanding the exclusive-use
requirements of subsections (a) and (b),
above, if part of a property that otherwise
meets the requirements of one of those
subsections is used for a purpose that would
require exemption if the entire property were
so used, the valuation of the part so used
shall be exempted from taxation.
The statute expressly provides for partial exemption where a
discrete part of a larger property is wused for tax exempt

purposes. The record shows that Maharishi Global Administration

Through Natural Law, which operates the school is a California
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nonprofit corporation whose purpose includes promoting Vedic
Science and technology, and natural 1law, and establishing
educational programs.

Moreover, there was testimony at the hearing that the
Maharishi Global Administration Through Natural Law has been

teaching transcendental meditation and related programs for the

past 41 years. It was also clear from the record that the
Heavenly Mountain Ideal Girls’ School 1s an educational
institution that is being used for educational purposes. The

courses offered by the school, for grades 9 through 12, include
math, science, physical education and the arts. The Girls’
School is in full compliance with state law relating to private
schools, and parents who send their children to the school are
deemed to have met the state’s requirements for compulsory
education. Moreover, the school grants high school diplomas, and
graduates have attended Wellesley and Colorado Colleges, and
other post-secondary institutions.

In sum, we reverse the Tax Commission’s determination that
the subject developed property and the Heavenly Mountain Ideal
Girls’ School is not entitled to the educational exemption
authorized by N.C. Gen. Stat. § 105-278.4. We further remand to
determine whether the undeveloped property of the Spiritual
Ceﬁter is “reasonably necessary” for the use of the exempted
property and therefore should likewise be exempted.

Reversed in part; remanded in part.

Judge HUDSON concurs.



Judge TYSON dissents.
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