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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DSITRICT OF COLUMEIA  , ,— C ;

TAX DIVISION . . ’
STEVEN P. WYNER " : |
: Docket No. 2626
Petitioner : )
Y. . . H
RN [
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA s
hnspondent H ,
SORDER

Petitioner claims that because he did not receive notice of the
increased assessment of his property for the tax year 1979, the assess-
ment should be rescinded. Petitioner also clains that the District of
Columbia erred because it did not apply the residential tax rate to
petitioner's property and because the petitioner did not receive the
homestead exc=ptiocn. Doth sides have filed for sucmary judgment.
Uaving revicucd tha record and listened to oral arcument, it is clear
that the facts are not in dispute. B

Lo ¥ PO ”m -
TAnAr=n of Toch

1. Tus petitionsr is Steven P. Wyner, who resides at 403 Sixth Street,
N.B.,. Washiinztoa, D.C.

2. Petitiorcr purchased this pr:'pZtty on April 25, 1578, for
$110,500.C0 and filed his daed recordation tox return on April 28, 1978.

3. Prior to April 25, 1978, the owner of the subject property vas
Juan Cameron,

4. 7he assossced value of the property for the tax year 1978 was
$34,820.00 ($13,645.00 for land and $21,102.00 for building).

5. 1In October 1977, Jaun Cazmeron applied for and received permission
to make irprovemants on the property. (Sce Respondent's Exhibit 2.)

6. In Pebruary 1978, and March .1978, the Department of 7i-.ance and
Dsvenua cont property tex notices to the record owacz, Juan Cameron, at

his mailing address, 3415 O Street, N.W., Washingtom, D.C.
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7. Pursuant to D. C. Code 547-710 (1973 ed.), on August 1, 1978,

the Department of Finance and Revenue mailed a notice to Juan Cameron

' indicating that the Department intended to increase the assessment of

the subject property for 1979 because of the improvements. However,
l.!r. Cameron was not the owner at the time. '

8. The Department of Finance and Revenu2 mailed the August 1, 1978
notice to Mr. Cemeron because its records did 'not reflect that the
ﬁmty had been sold on April 25, 1978,

9. The petitioner, by letter dated September 29, 1978, questioned
the new assessed value of the property for the tax year 1979, and the
failure of the Department of Finance and Revenue to apply the Tesidential
tax rate and the homeowner's exemption to the petitioner.

10. The Board of Equalization and Reviev treated this letter as
an aﬁpul and sustained tha 1979 property asscgcant.,
1l. The petitionar neither applied fo; Fho homestead exemption
nor filed for the residential tax rate
Piscussion
I. Dotien |
Petitioner claims that because he did not receive notice of tﬁe
increased asaessmant of his property ‘fo: the tax year 1979, the assessuent
should be rescinded. The notice that is at the center of this action
was mailed August 1, 1978 to thea former owner, Juan Cameron. On September
29, 1978, the petitioner wrote the Board of Equalization and Review
questioning the increased assessment. The Board treated this as an
appeal, reviewved the case, and sustained the assessment.

Although the District of Columbia did not nend a notice to petitioner,
vho became the owner on April 25, 19783, 1t did send a notice to the .
formor owmner. Its records did not reflect that tha property had bdeen sold.

“ee District of Columbdia took rcasonable steps to give notice to
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"the owner”™ under the facts of this case. See, Moore v, Govermment of

District of Columbia, 332 A.2d 749 (1975).

The purposes of the notice requirement are, first, to notify the
taxpayer of an increase or change in his prop&ty taxes and, second,
to give the taxpayer a reasonable period in which to appeal or challenge
the assessment. In the instant action, the taxpayer knew of the increased
assessment the month after the notice was mailed to the former owner.
.Su petitioner's letter attached to petitioner's complaint. Moreover,
because the Board of Equalization and Review treated the petitioner's
inquiry as an appeal, he was given his procedtixal right to appeal. He
vas treated no differently than a person who received written totice.
The petitioner was not harmed by his failure to receive written notice
of the increased assessment.

IXI. Pc-notend Exemption and the Residental Tox Rate
Petitioner claims that be was improperly denied the Homestead Exemption.

Eowvever, because the petitioner never applied for the homeowner's exemption
pursuant to D. C. Law 2-45, he cannot reap tho benolits of this examption.
Potitioner aiso claims that ths Departocout of Tinonce and Revenue
ezred boccuse it did not assess the petitionsr's proporty at the residential
rate. Lowover, the pétiticner did not opply foo- tuls doduction pursuant

_to D. C. Law 2-138 (1979) and, therefore, cannot take advantage of its

benefits.

Comeivadens of Lem

1. %he District of Coluabia éomplicd with tha statutory schao and
acted reasonably by notifying the person,who, according to its records,
was the ouner of the property, of thewincreased assessment.

2. The petitioner wvas not harmed vhen he did not receive written

notice of an increased property sssessment becsuse he was given a review

‘before the Board of Bqualization and Reviev. That is, he was treated

luat 1ike a persom who rocaived actual written motice.
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3. The égt;;:gqngx vwag not eatitled to receiye the benefits of
the homestead exemption or the residential taé Tate because the petitioner
did not comply with the statutory requirements. .

WCCRETORE, it 1s ORDERED that the petitiomer's otfon for S\mury
Judgment is hereby denied and the respondent's Motion for Summary

Judcment is hereby granted.
Judgnent is entered in favor of the rupc;ndenc. District of

Columbia.
) ¥ |
! ~ :
/Z/;# <EZ° \&‘Abc@égr\"'
WILLLY C. PRYOR ;
Judge (} )
April 23, 1979 . '

. .
Copies to: [cbert J. Englchart, Esq.
: ¢/o Ctevon 2. Hyner
405 = 6t Ctrent, M.E.
Uachiestca, D.C. 20002
(Attorncy for Petitioner)

Tobars J. Usrlen, Jr., Esq.
lnaintant Corporation Counsel, D.C.
Dingriet Zuiiding

"~=hicsten, D.C. 20004

(Attorney for Respondent)

Tinance and Review



