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SUPZRIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF C~T» . - URTON

7 Lo T Y 'JZ" ;"’;‘L‘:"!r or m-
> // ’ TAX DIVISION , 1K DIV 1A
FEB
RICHARD |M, WATEiSTRAT, 16 1979
! Petitioner P& LED g

Ve Docket MNo. 2397

DISTRICT OF COLUIZIA,

N N W s o o S N N

Respondent

COIIIC AlD Or2TR

The petitionor appeals from District of Coluchia incoms
tax asaeasmﬁn:u rade against him for calendar years 1973,
1974, and 1975, in tha total amount of $2,530.32. Tae notices
of assessmont wore dated June 24, 1976, and the toxes were
paid by the potitioner on July 30, 1976.

This Court has jurisdiction of this appcal pursuant to
D, C. nge 1973, §5611-1201, 11-1202 and 47-2403.

The petitioner alleges two errors in tha assossmonts; !
first, he contendo that he should not have bcen acsegged for
incomes taxes for 1973, 1974 or 1975 becauge ko was not a |
domiciliary of the District of Columbdia for thoce years. Im
the alternative, he argues that if it 1is detormined that ha
was a domiciliary, he should be given a crodit for taxes paid
in Switzerland and to the Swigs Cankon where he and his wife
regided during the years in question. Tho District opposes
both arguments.
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After considering the testimony and the other evidence

offered at trial, together with the arguments of counsel, the

Court mnkeg the following findings of fact:
1. The petitiomer was born in Cincinnati, Ohio in 1928.
L}

2. The potitioner's family moved to Tonawanda, New York,
when the petitioner was a year old. The petitionmer and his
fomily continued to live in Tonawande and the potitioner_
attended th2 local schools and graduated from Tonawanda High
School. He worked for saoveral years i~ Tonawanda and then
entered the Erie County Technical Institute in Duffalo, 2w York,
and graduated from that school im 1951. During this entire
period he continvad to maintain his hozo address at 26 ¥liton
Street, Tonawanda, ['cu York, the home of his parents.

3. Tho patiticaor then obtained employment with the
General El{)ctric [ogsearch Laberatory in Schenectady, liew York,
where he w;rked frona 1951 to 1958, It was during this time
that he mné a Profegsgor Deck from the University of Illinois.
Professor Dock was apparently impressed with ths patiticner's
scientific knowlodze and background and offére& hin an opportunity
to attend tic Univorsity of Illinois and work partticse,

4. The petitionor resigned his employmont with the
Genoral Electric Company and returned to Toncuanda for one
month before enrolling at the University of Iliimois. [o
graduated from the University in June 1961 with a Tachelox of

Science degree in Matallurgical Engineering. Petitiomer then
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st Vo Tonaainely, Hie Hk, where lu: resided nreql
September, 1961. '

5. In Septe be> 1961, the petitioner moved to the
District of Columbia in order o work for the American Dental
Association at the National Bureau of Standards (Bureauf%/
which at that tiwe was lorated in the District of Columbia.
At the timas of his move he was told by his employer that the
. Bureau would oaly remsin {u chc District until its new facilities
were erccted in Gaithersburg, Maryland. It was petitioner's

intention to comtimue his employment vith the Bureau, if and

when it coved.

6. Tua potiticnor ronted a room in the District and
lived thero for a poricd of time and thercafter wmoved to rented
quarters located at 2829 Connccticut Avenue, N.W. in the
District of Columbia, where he continued to reside until 1973,
wWhile in the District he met and married his wife.

7. The petitioner had previously registered to vote in
the State of New York while his wife, who was from Pennsylvania,
had verev registered to vote before their rarriage. After the
marrjage they both decided to register to vote in the District
of’CalumbLa and did actually register and vote 1in the District

in nat Imal elections.

1/ Toe term Bureau ns need throuvhout this Opinion and Order
will vifer to the petitioner's place of emplovment with the

Anervicoor Bental AsLociat jon at the MNational Bureau of Standards.
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9. The quarters located at 2829 Connecticut Avenue, N.W,
was within walking dlstance of the Bureau's District offices.
The Bureau moved to its new Gaithersburg offices in 1966
however, the petitioner decided not to move at that time
because he was working on a project which required him to make
frequent trips to Annapolis, Maryland. He continued to work
in that project for approximately two years after 19G6.

10, He becamz2 acquainted with a Professor Nuller from
Genevg, Switzerland in 19568. Im 1971, Profesgor Muller
expressed interest in having the petitioner work and study
at the University of Gonova in order to obtain his doctorate
degree,

11. During the tic> he lived in the District (1551 - 1973)
he continued to recoive scze mail at his parents hozo at
26 Milton Street, Toacwanda, New York., The mail received there
was not active peragonal or business correspondence but was in |
the nature of letters {rcm his school or aluzni or professional
agsociations at the University of Illinois. These letters were
sent to Tonawanda, ilow York, solely because the petitioner had
not given those assoclations his new addrees in the District of

Columbia.
12, During tho poriod 1961 to 1973, tio petitioner filed
2/

and paid District of Coluchia income taxes.

2/ The more fact that the petitioner paid a District of Colu=bia
income tax for those yecrs vion ko resided 4m the Distriet cooo
not mean that he was a demiciliary of the District cx necoscarily
that he considered ths District his domicile. Tho Coca @.c.
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13. The peritfoner nhtained a District of Columbig

Hetor Vehicle Operators Permit In 196Z and he maintained that
permit up and until November 1977. The petitioner testified
that he originally obtained a District of Columbja Operators
Pormit becauge "the law required that if you live in tho
District for more than one yeér" you are required to obtain
a District of Columbia permit.

14, Tk potitionor continued to live in the District of
Coluzbia aftrx he had cczplotad the project waich roquired him

to travel to Annapoiis, llaryland.
15. 1In 1973, tho potiticnor deci'ed to attend the

University of Gousva im Juitzoriand in ordor to obtain hig
doctorate dogrca,

16. 3 and his wile placed their housenhoid gords in
storage with thoe Socurity Storase Company. Although the ;oods
wore actually stored inm a Socurity warchouso locatod in ilaryiand,
the petitionor did mot, oithsr directly or indizrectly, request
Maryland as a stora;2 oito,

17. Doth tho potiticmor and hls wife filed tho necogsary

Passport Applications pricr to thoir trip to Switzerland.

Footnote 2 cont'd. ===

Co’a 1973, £47-1551, % ~~~.) mocuices cvory "oosidont" to

£1lo end pay thy Dlscrues of Coiu=dia {ncc—a can,  "Deoddnoen
fneludeo a rozoca v calatainsd a piceo of ehode vithin Gha
District for roxc thcn coven moaths of the year, Cee D, C,
Code 1973, §47-1551c(s).

I FE R T e
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Phey hoth Jsted 2829 Copneet feut Avenue as their wsiling

address. The petitioner provided that in the event of illness
or death his fath~r should be notified, giving that address

as 26 Miltkn Street, Tonawanda, New York, while his wife asked ‘
that in suLh an event her grandmother should be notified,
glving the grandmother's address in East Plymouth, Pennsylvania.
(Pet, Ex. 3, Resp. Cx. 2.)

18, Both tha petitioner and his wife described the purpose
of the trip as tho potitioner's "research sabbatical" with the
propo#ed length of stay "1 year" and indicated that they did
not intend to take "amother" trip abroad and that they would
"visit" Switzerlond. (Pot. Ex. 3, Dosp. Ix. 2.)

19. The potitionor end his wife departed from the District
in July 1973. As noted above, their household furniture was
placed in storage with Security Storzgze Company.

20. Prior to travelling to Switzerland, tiho petitioner
and his wi&e left tiwoir automobile with petitioncr's brother-in'
law in Pennoylvenia emd thoreafter went to Tongwanda, Now York,
and remained thore for approximstely one month. Yhey also
stored their porsonal possessions in Tonawanda with the
patitioner's father.

21. They errivod in Switzerland in August 1973 and remsined
there until April 5, 1975. -

22. 1In fwitzorland, the petitiomor attoncad tho Univorgity
of Geneva and wag paid a salary for teaching. Il pald Cuiss

taxes on his .income earned at the University,
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23, Tha patitioner was still on the employee 1list at
the Bureau and he continued to draw benefits from the Bureau
while in Switzerland. His status was that of a leave of absence,
Throughout. the period when he was in Switzerland, he continued
to treat the Bureau as his place of employment. Moreover, he
continued to wmaintain regular contact with DJurcau personnel
including having porsonncl of the Buresu do various chores
and errands for Lio.

26, T2 potitionor gave up his residence at 2329 Coanecticut
Avenué, N.W, la ¢tk> Digstrict upon his departuré from the District
and he maintaizod no other address aft.r that time in the District,

25. @2 applicd for an International Drivers License while
he was in Switcoriand Lut found that ko had ¢ifficulty zeumting
or leasing autezbilos with that license.

26. Ro romcuwed hio Dictrict of Coluchia Uriver's omnit
in 1974 and coatinuod to iist as his address for €22 puTpoces
of that pefmit, 2029 Commoceticut Avenue, N.W. in tie District of
Coluzbia.,

27. T potitlentw gonoued his pornic Cowoush an eoployee
oz copleyces of tho urccu oinee k3 was alraid Chot 40 w3 wrote
divoctiy it might xaloe quzsiicas as to als Lo eCdTass not
boing ia the Diotrict of Coiuchla, ' lottors to ¢l Bopartemont
of Motozr Vohieles in this Togard were written by Poreonnol of
the Durocu and tho Dopartcont wag given tha Zuzoou's addrecs

for purposes of cozunicating with the petiticner,
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28, The petitioner made it clear in numerous letters to
the Bureau concerning his driver's permit that he wished to
leave the impression with the Department of Motor Vehicles
that he continued i> reside at 2829 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
The petitioner's intention in this regard was to perpetuate
the belief that he remained a resident of the District,

29. The Bureau's correspondence witia the Department of
Motor Vehicles was written in early 1974 and £inally when the
petitioner did not receive his renewal he wrote to the
Dopartment ;f iiotor Vohicles, giving his Swiss address, on
April 23, 1974, ond advised the Bureau that he wag "iromporarily
living in Switzerland" (Emphasis petitioner's.) and that he
expected to "return to Washington, D. C. later thig yocar but
the exact date of my return is not yet fixed".

30. He continued to maintain a bank account in the
District of Columbia in which he had deposited approximately
$12,000 and he paid for his District of Colucbia driver's permit
by & check drawn on his account at the Americen Security and
Trust Company, a District of Colucdia banking institution.

31. The patitioner never intended to pertanently regide
in Switzerland and never really considered hicseif to be a bona
fide resident, in the permanent sense, of Switzeriand. His sole
intention in going to Switzerland was to obtain his doctorate
degree and then to roturn to the Dureau,

32, The petitioner's original leave of sboence from the

Bureau was for one year, however, he had his leave of abgemco
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extended for an additional six months., Throughout that period
he continued to consider himself as being an employee of the

Bureau,

33. {Just pri-or to leaving Switzerland in 1975, the
petitioner decided that he wanted to attend a professional
conference in another European country and requested the
Bu?eau's permission to have additional leave to attond that
conference. The Durcau denied his'request end "ordored"
(potitioner's words) him to return and advised him that they
oight send him to tho sam2 conference once he rcturned to this
country. This macdo 1ittle gense to the petitiomer since he
was already in Curopc aad he advised the Turcou that k2 would
attend the coalcrconce on his own before roturning to the Dureau,

34. The potitioner and his wife attemded the conference
and then returncd to tii2 United States im April 1975, going
first to gannsylvania to pick up their gutoczodllo vhich had
been left with his brother-in-igw while tho potiticacr was in
Switzeriand, cnd thom to Tongcwanda, ivow York, waere o remained
for approxicatoly o2 month, Tae purpoce of Cuo trip to
Tonawanda was to piclk up his percsonal joods cnd to romain there
until he had dotorminod his status with the Curcau., Ia thoe event
he was not rehired by the Dureau, h; intcnded to looi: for other
«eploycont,

35, Walls tha potitiomer had always coasidered airooil
to be an empioyee of tho Curccu while in Switceriemd, Lo wco

afraid that his status may have changed after he refuccd to
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bebvnn hpows al Ul Bagenu's gequest $n March 1975 but insistec

instead on attending a professional conference in Europe.

36. Once the petitioner arrived in Tonawanda, New York,
the only potential employer he contacted was the Bureau and
he was advised that he still had his oid job. It was always
the petitioner's intention to return to the Bureau and it was
his intention upon returning to Tonswanda to immediately
contact the Bureau to renew his employment if possible.

37. After remaining in Tonawanoca for approximately one
month, the petitioner and his wife went to Mﬁryland, Lound
housing, and have continucd to live in and about the Gaithersburg,
Maryland ares, near his place of employment at the Lurcau, since
that time.

38. MNoithor the petiticnor nor his Qife have ever regilstered
to vote in Maryland. Tke potitioner has not voted by absentee
ballot in New York or th Dictrict of Columbia since his
departure from the District in 1973. Prior to that date, the
petitioner and his wife had votcd in the District of Coliumbia
and he had never voted by coscatee ballot in yew York while
residing in tho District,

39. Tho petiticner since woving to Marylind hao registered
his automobile with tho State of liakyland, however, as of
November 2, 1977, hoe had not obtained a Marylenmd driver's per-
@it but continued to use his District of Columxdia driver's
permit. The petitioner made no cffort to determine whothor he

was required to obtain a Maryland driver's pernit as he allieges
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wau the case In obtaining his District driver's permit in 1962.

40, ‘The petltloner renewed his District of Columbia
driver's permit in July 1975 after he returned from Switzerland
to continue his e.iployment at the Bureau, On his application
for a dupl&cate District driver's permit in 1975, he listed i
his address as, 2829 Connecticut Ave.,, N.W,, District of
Columbia, His intention in giving the Connecticut Avenue
address on the application, was to perpetuate the belief, in-
sofar as the District of Columbia Department of Motor Vehicles
was concerned, that he maintained a residence in the Digtrict.
(Resp. Ex. 3.)

41, The petitioner filed D.C. Non-Resident Request for
Refund or Ruling (Form D 40B) for 1973 and 1974. Those forms
were filed in Jure 1975.

42, The potitioner filed his 1973 Federal imcoma Tax
Return (Form 1040) in March 1974 and llsted his hio=> address
as "9 Rue gu Leverior, Geneva, Switzeriand"., [iis 1974 and 19758
federal returns, filed June 1975 and April 1976, respectively,
listed his addresso as Gaithexrsdurg, Marylaend.

43. After 1951, the petitioner intendod to wemaln czployed
at the Burcou and Gcd mo imtontion of returnin; to Tonawanda,
New York, or gny otuer place. Ke considercd his permancnt place
of employment to be the Burcau,

44, The petitioner was not required to filie Now York State
Incoﬁa Tex Returnc waile idving in the District aven i ko had'

been a domiciliary of that state,
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The petitioner contends that he is not lisble for
Diatrict of Cofuﬁbia income2 taxes for taxable years 1973,
1974 an; 1975 for the reason that he was not domiciled in é
the District on the last day of each of tho taxable years
which arc the subject of this appesl and was not physically
present in tho District after July 1973.

Tho tex 4o ic-posod by D, C. Code 1973, 547-15570 wiaich
providag that evory "rosident" shall be licble for imcom?
taxes bacad upca ti2 rTates get forth thoreia., "Looidont"
is dofinzd ag "eovory individual domiciied within ¢ho District
on the lapt doy of Cus tanable yoar, ead ovory oshor {zdividual
vho maintains a pleeo of cbodo withinm tha Dictriet fo= core
then sovom woatho of tiis taxaeblio yoor, wiotusr deoicilod in
thoe Diotrict or not". D, C, Colo 1973, [47-135icls). Tia
only quootica raliccd ea ¢his apzoal {6 whotisr thn pﬁtitione?
was a'regldont” for @il oz amy portiom of tio culjcet years.

It is cloar {rca a rocding of Sactien 47-1551e(s) that
the potiticnor camnct bo taxed as having mainteinsd a piace
of gboda Lo wovo than coven wonths in each of tio texmadlae
yoars sinco Cho Court hos {eumd, Pgrt I, [rzn, thot Lo was
not phiyoicaliy procomt in the District aftor Juiy 1973, end
that he vacated his houge at 2029 Comnocticut Avenue, KH.W,
in the District in July 1973. > movor acquircd onotiusr Louge
in the District and he lived in Cuitzerlacd {rom 1973 watil
1975 when he returned to the United Statos cud cocured living

quarters in Gaithersgburg, iaryicnd. Tuus, if hio fcocm L9
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Laxab e 1y the Digtyiet, 1t 1u by virtue of his being domiciled

here in the taxable years.,

I11

Domicile has Loe.. defined as "[t]hat place where a man
has his true, fixed, and permanent home and principal establish-
ment, and to which whenever he is absent he has the intention
of returning. Not for a mere special or temporary purpose,
but with the pregent intention of making a permanent home,
for an unlimited and indefinite period". Black's Law Dictionary
572 (fev. 4th ed. 1968). The Supreme Court, in considering
whether a taxpayer was domiciled in the uvistrict and thus liable
for District incoms taxcs, stated that "[t]he place where a
m#n lives is properly taken to be his domicile until facts

adduced establish the contrary'". District of Coiumbdiu v.

Yurphy, 314 U.S, 441, 455 (1941). "[T]he question of domicile
is a difficult one of fact to be settled only by a realistic
and conscientious review of the many relevant (and frequently
conflicting) indicia of where a man's home is and according
to the established modes of proof." Id.

Turning to the facts as found by the Court in this cage,
Part I, supra, it is noted that the petitionbffwas born in
Ohio and thereafter moved with his family to‘u,nawanda,
New York, when he was a baby. He attended tie local schools
in that community, was later employed in Troy, ilew York, and
finally attended the University of Illinois. After gracduating
from that institution, he came to the District of Coluxmbia in

order to work for the American Dental Association at the Bureau.



Bis domjcile upts) 1961 when he moyed to the District was

N?w Yorﬂ Staée.

The petitioncr is obviously quite content in working for
the Bureau and the Court finds as a fact that he intended to
and still intends to work for the Bureau indefinitely. He met
and married his wife in the District and both registered to
vote in the Digtrict of Coluzdia and actually voted in national

elections. FKo raintainod a bank account here, filed end paid

his District incoms taxas and obtained a District operator's
permit. Whem the Durcau movod to its new location in Gaithers-
burg, Maryland, the petitioncr continued to live here since
he was on agssignzant to Amnapolis, ilaryland, and he continucd
to live here once ho had cc=plotad that ascignment. &His only
contact with Tonawanda, I'ov York, was puroly sonticontal and
to visit his {omily remaining thoro., K3 1lived in the District
from 1961 until 1973, a poriod of som> 12 ycars. Once the
petitioner obtained employmont with the Dureau, he never
intended to return to Toncwcnda; his intention was to poerman~
ently resido in tho arca and to continue his work witi tho
Dureau. While employed at tho Durcau and up until 1973, his
only physical residence in the arca was in the District of
Columbia.

The facts described so far satisfy this Court that the
petitioner had eflocctively abandonad his old domiciie in
Faw York and acquired a now ono in the District of Coluzbia,
Ea has admitted that he intended to continue his cmployment
at the Dureau and it follows that he intended to reside

within commuting distence of the Bureau. Once can surnice
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from rhe facts of this case that the petitioner would have

temained in the District of tolumbia indefinitely had not
thes Bureau moved to Gaithevsburg. This being the case, and
there being a concurrence of physical presence in the
District with the intent to remain here indefinitely, the

Court finds as a matter of law that he had established the

District of Coluzbdbia as his domicile. Sce Ad-—s v, Adems,
136 A.2d 666 (D.C. Mun. App. 1957); Jemng v. Jco-a, 136 A.2d

580 (D.C. tm. App. 1957).
The rocord is equally clear that the petitioner did not

effectivoly abandonad tho District of Coluzbia as his domicile
when ho traveled to Switzorland., He described his trip to

that country ac nothing moxe than a "visit" or "sabbatical"

to attend tho Univorgity of Goncva. Waille there he rewainad

in the employ ol the Curcau cad coatinuad to drcw his ecployce
benefits from that azancf. I3 wmaintaincd contact with Dureau
éoroonnel and had thoen porlorm various choras for him.

Although he contonds that ho wos not domiciled in tiho District
for the taxablo ycarse in quaotion, ho calistod tiie aosistance
of Dureau parsomnol im attospting to remow his District oporator's
pornit in 1974 in ozdor that 3 might loase cutczchiles in
Europs. [Minally, hs wroto dixcetly to the District's Dopartment

of Motor Vohicico end advisod thom that he wasc "“irroeworilic

living in Owitgerland" (emphasis the petitionor's) and expocted
to "return to Washington, D, C. later this yoar {i974)" (mattor
in brackets this Court's). FKe described his trip abroad

88 a leave of absence from the Dureau and there is no doubt
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whatsoever that he intended to continue working for the Dureau
upott his tetutn from Europe,

The petitioner suggests in his argument that, if indeed,
he was domici:'d in the District up until 1973; he abandoned
bhis domicile when he went to Tonawanda to store som2 of his
peraonal property with his family., This he contends was the
eotablishment of domicile in New York State. The evidence
doos not support that contention. KEs nover intenced to work
ery place otlor then tihe Bureau both before and after his
c:ip-to.Swggmorlaad. i3 morely stopped in Tonawanda on his
w3y to Switcoricad im crdor to store gom» porsonal property
thero and visit with cochers of his family. E2 stopood thore
ca his retura {ron Cuitcorlaend in order to pick up his porsonal
proparty and to cualit wbrd wacn hoe shouid rogucs his active
ooploymant wiCh tha Tuosu, Additionally, &> had piaced his
furniture in otorajo in the District of Coiu=bia although it
was actually ctexod im a warchouce in laoryland.

The potiticnor wao domiciled in tho Diotrict in 1973
vacn he physiecaiiy iclt the jurisdiction and that domicile
remained until ho acquirod a new one in Iarylcad in 1973,

{72003 wo L0, ourma, at 867, £00 cico DAk ve Dolroxlios,

70 U.S. App.D.C. 173, 1080, 138 F.2d 925, 927 (i%43); Jczan v.
groon, Laptne  Tha oarliect he could hove cequizod a mow
Cenloile in Morylend was 1975 when he physically moved to that

statea,

The potitionor cites tha Court to Alr—r~"am y, Dinnmias o7

Columbia, 370 A.2d 1327 (D.C. App. 1977) im support of his
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ergument, However, that caco is distinguishable on its facts.
There the court concluded that the taxpayer was domiciled in
Japan and tha: he merely visited the District during the tax-
able period whiie looking for further employment in the Far
Bagt. Here, the taxpayer admittedly only visited Switzerland
end always intended to return to this area.

The Court finds as a fact and concludes as a catter of
lew that this potitioner was domiciled in the District of
Coluzbia from 1951 until 1975 when he moved to Maryiand. It
follows thon, that being domiciled in the District of Coluczbia
ca the last day of 1973 and 1974, he is 1ichic for incoze taxes
for those yoars and that his appeal frem tie taxes impoged for
thoge years muct bo domied,

v

Patitioncr contends that even though held liable for
toxos for 1973 and 1974, he cannot be held 1iable for those
taxes for tha first four months of 1975 because he did not
have his domicile in the District on the iact day of the tax-
able year, Since he was on a calendar year, he reads the last
day of tha taxadble year as boing December 31, 1975.

T3 statute, D. C. Code 1973, §47-1551c(k) is dispositive
on thic point, It dofines "taxable year":

(7]2 ealendar yoer or the fiscal yeer, upon the

basds of vhleh th» not incom2 of the texpeyer is

econuted undor thin cubehanter:; i no ficeal

yoar has beon cotablished by the taxpoyer, they

raan tho ealenicr year., The phrase 'tamable year!

ineludos, in tha cace of a roturn rida for a

Lzaeticnal part of a caicndar or ficeal ycar under

the provisions of this sudchapter or unior TOSuige

tions proeeriled by the Commissioncr, f~°n roming

Fez rhieh gueh roturn fn rada....(Smphoois tais
Court's.)
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Thus the "taxable year' in this case is the first four months
of 1975, the period for which the taxpayer was required to
file a return since he was domiciled in the District of Columbia
during that period. The last day of his taxable year then was
the last day he was domiciled in the District of Columbia.,
Cf. District of Colurbia v. Davis, 125 U.S. App. D.C. 331, 314,

371 F.2d 964, 967 (1957). Accordingly, this Court holds that
the petitioner was domiciled in the District of Coluzbia on
the last day of hig taxable year in 1975 and that he is required
to pa} the ‘income tax due for that period. Kis appeal from the
assessment of taxes for 1975 must .1so be denied.

\'/

Potitiomor's fimal arguwont is that, if found to be iiadio
for any portica of thic subject toxes, ho ochould be given credit
for income taxos paild in Switzerland. Thlc contention must
be rejected for two rcasons. First, he vas nover a bona fide
deniciliary of Switzorland and sccond, cradits are alilowed
caly for a tax paid to a State, Territory or political sub-
d;viaion thereol; Suitscerland doos not {all within that

category. D. C. Codec 1973, §47-1567d(a).

cnlDL R
Tho Court hnv%mg found the contentions of the petitioner
to bo without mrfé, it 1ic horeby
GODIRCD that tho petitiomer's appoal froa incoce taxes
asgessed for 1973, 1974 and 1975 is donied, and it {e fuithot

3/ The petitioncr's additicnal arguconts are without morit
and need not be discusscdé hoxe,



Dated:

ORDZRED that this case

Februery 7, 1979
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1s dismissed with prejuiice.

//A;/‘/

9 J\llﬂ% GA«L»-‘ Yy FA‘L
Judze k\\\\




