¥ .
K

PO

. .
saoey

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-- - |

s XL

—

Tax Division

WORLD PLAN EXFECUTIVE COUNCIL

L}

MAR 2 1 1234

N r%_w,gg

)

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,

crosgs-motions for Summary Judgment.

-=- UNITED STATES,

Petitioner,

Tax Docket Nos.

ve 3100-82 and 3199-83

. 00 o 6 30 e ot oo oo o

Respondent.

ORDER

This matter came before the Court upon the pafties'

Oral argument was heard

February 9, 1984.
from District of Columbia real property taxes, based upon

(10), and/or (17) (1981). These pro-

D.C. Code §47-1002(8),

visions exempt:

(8) Buildings belonging to and operated by
institutions which are not organized or
operated for private gain, which are
used for purposes of public charity
principally in the District of Columbia;

Buildings belonging to and operated by
schools, colleges or universities which
are not organized or operated for private
gain, and which embrace the generally
recognized yelationship of teacher and

student;

(13.0)

Buildings belonqing to organizations

which are charged with the administration,
coordination, or unification of activitics,
locally or otherwise, of institutions or
organizations entitled to exemption under
the provisions of §47-1002, . . . and used
as administrative headquarters|.])

(17)

The taxes in controversy are real estate assessments in
the amounts of $40,115 for tax year 1982 and $39,797 for tax
ycar 1983, This Court has jurisdiction over the petition by
authority of D.C. Code §§11-1201 and 47-1009 (1981).

The material facts of this case are not in disputo%

Thercforc, upon consideration of the record, tho Court makes

Petitioner claims entitlement to exemption
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Petitioner,

Tax Docket Nos,

V. 3100-82 and 3199-83

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,

S8 00 00 00 96 00 x oo se v

Respondent.

ORDER

This matter came before the Court upon the paftiec'

cross-motions for Summary Judgment. Oral argument was heard

February 9, 1984. Petitioner claims entitlement to exemption

from District of Columbia real property taxes, based upon

(10), and/or (17) (198l). These pro-

D.C. Code §47-1002(8),

visions exempt:

(8) Buildings belonging to and operated by
institutions which are not organized or
operated for private gain, which are
used for purposes of public charity
principally in the District of Columbiaj;

(10) Buildings belonging to and operated by |
schools, colleges or universities which
are not organized or operated for private
gain, and which embrace the generally
recognized yelationship of teacher and
student;

(17) Buildings belonqing to orqpnizations
which are charged with the administration,
coordination, or unification of activities,
locally or otherwise, of institutions or
organizations entitled to exemption under
the provisions of §47-1002, . . . and used
as administrative headquartersl|.]

The taxes in controversy are real estate assessments in
the amounts of $40,115 for tax year 1982 and $39,797 for tax
ycar 1983. This Court has jurisdiction over the petition by
authority of D.C., Code §§11-1201 and 47-1009 (1981).

The material facts of this case are not in dilputo”

Thercforc, upon consideration of the record, the Court makes
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FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Pctitioner is World Plan Executive Counscl -~ United
States ("WPEC"), incorporated under the laws of the States of
California as a non-profit charjitable and educational insti-
fitution with its principal office at Pacific Palisades, Cali-
fornia. WPEC is authorized to transact business as a foreign

corporation in the District of Columbia.

|
F 2. WPEC's primary purpose and objective as stated in

its Articles of Incorporation is to teach the Science of
reative Intelligence-and the theory of Transcendental
Meditation, which seeks to promote development of mental
abilities and creative intelligence affecting both the indi-

vidual and the general public.

3. On or about March 11, 1980, WPEC purchased real
property located in the District of Columbia known as Lots

8 and 9 in Square 2710 and Lots 800 and 801 in Square 2711,
located at 5000 14th Street, N.W., with extensive improve-

{ments thereon previously known as the John Dixon home

s ——

(hereinafter referred to as "the Property").

4. WPEC offers courses conducted by trained instructors
in Transcendental Meditation and the Science of Creative In-
telligence to the general public at the Property.

S. WPEC also utilizes the Property as a local center
for practitioners of Transcendental Meditation, and provides
lectures and other activities necessary to the Transcendental
Meditation and the Scicence of Creative Intelligence course of
study.

6. Threc of WPEC's four operating divisions are located
at the Property. The Property is uscd as an administrative

headquarters for WPEC. The activities conducted on the

Property include the design, writing and printing of educa-

—yr
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programs via satellite; supervision of the training and
placement of faculty; collection of course feas received at
approximately 200 teaching centers throughout the United
States; and payment of expenses of WPEC.
7. WPEC has offered courses for academic credit at
Stanford University and over forty other universities in the
‘Pnited States and Europe.

8. WPEC has been granted an exemption as an educational
institution for federal income tax purposes under Internal

Revenue Code §501(c) (3).

l 9. WPEC has been granted real property tax exemption

or property used for similar activities in Colorado, Louisi-
na, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jersey and New York.

* 10, WPEC has been granted exempt status by the District
ibf Columbjia for Sales and Use Tax, Income and Franchise Tax,
tnd Personal Property Tax on the basis of its educational and/
r charitable nature.

11. WPEC is an affiliate of Maharishi International
niversity -- College of Nature Law (hereinafter referred to
s "MIU"), a non-profit organization and accredited university
ocated in Washington, D.C. MIU has been granted an educa-
rional exemption from the District of Columbia Real Property
Jnax under D.C. Code §47-1002(10) (1981 ed.).

12. The Property serves as an administrative headquar-

ers for MIU., The activities of WPEC at the Property include
oordinating the administration of MIU courses at teaching
enters throughout the country; collecting MIU course fces at
he teaching centers; providing clerical and administrative
ssistants to the local campus of MIU in Washington, D.C.:
cscarching and negotiating the purchase of materials necessar
or the operation of MIU's campus; providing a video studio
or educational courses; publishing and distributing teaching

—_——
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and administrative materials uscd in MIU courses; and provid-]
ing financial assistance through loans and guarantees of
financial obligations of MIU.

13. The District of Columbia Educational Institution
Licensure Commission has stated that the Transcendental
' Meditation program systematically develops a creativity and

general intelligence of the student and that scientific

research indicates that students involved in this aducationall

———
——apm

program experience improved concentration and mcmory and

learning ability.

14. Although WPEC has not been granted accreditation
as a school in the District of Columbia, the teaching of
Transcendental Meditation principles and practice through
public lectures and personal instruction involves the
h‘ucudent-teacher relationship.

15. WPEC's seven corporate goals are to: (1) develop
the full potential of the individual; (2) improve governmenta}
hSachievements; (3) realize the highest ideal of education; (4)
eliminate crime and anti-social behavior, (5) maximize the
‘m§’: intelligent use of the environment; (6) bring fulfillment to
b | the economic aspirations of individuals and society; and (7)
v achieve the spiritual goals of mankind in this generation.

h 16. On June 9, 1981, WPEC applied to the District of

Columbia for exemption from rcal property taxation pursuant

~ to D.C. Code §47-1002(8), (10), and/or (17) (1981 ed.). Ex-~

emption was denied, and the challenged assessments followed.

‘ ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
I.

In order to fall within the statutory educational

exemption requirements of D.C. Code §47~1002(10) (1981), the

ta - property must belong to and be operated by an entity not
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organized or operated for private gain, and embracing the
generally recognized relationship of teacher and student.
The name chosen by the organization is not dispositive, and
education need not be the sole function on the property.

Sce, e.g., Washington Theatre Club, Inc. v. District of

Columbia, 311 A.2d 492 (D.C. 1973) (non-profit operation on
property of professional theatre and program of theatre
instruction, with greater financial resources allocated to
the theatre, did not preclude finding of exemption as school,
college or university).

Nor is an institution required to be accredited by
educational supervisory bodies of the District of Columbia

in order to qualify as a school. Washington Chapter of

American Institute of Banking v. Disirict of Columbia, 92

U.S.App.D.C. 139, 141(1953)(stating trial court holding without
comment). The undisputed facts establish that the petitioner
provides and coordinates instruction embracing the student-
teacher relationship.

Notwithstanding these points, the respondent contends
that petitioner is not entitled to real property tax exemp-
tion because it is not within the literal or constructive
meaning of the exemption. The District Eontends Petitioner
is not a school, college or university because the instructidn
it provides does not imply assumption of a public or quasi-
public function. Respondent relies upon the Washington
Chapter case, which interpreted a predecessor statute (D.C.
Code §47-80la(j) (1951)). The United Statcs Court of Appeal

in that case stated:

A tax excmption of this character can
justly be sustained only upon the ground
that the concession is due as a quid pro
quo for the performance of a service
essentially public, which the state is
therecby, at least partially, relieved pro
tanto from the nccessity of performing . . .
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In our opinion, an organization does not
acquire [education exemption] status,
within the meaning of the clause here in
question, unless it is able to demon-
strate that it renders a service which
the public otherwise either would have
to assume or at least reasonably might
assume.
92 U.S.App.D.C. at 141, 142, (Footnotes omitted.)
The Court thus found that property housing an instructional
program exclusively for area bank employees failed to qualify
for exemption as property owned and operated by a “"school,
college, or university” within the meaning of the statute,
Respondent further arques that petitioner is not a
school, college, or university, because its program of in-
struction does not imitate or assume a public function =--
specifically, traditional governmentally-supplied education.
In essence, the Cistrict would have this Court deny exemption
based upon the subject matter of instruction. Aside from 1t4

troubling constitutional implications, this result is not

supported by the Washington Chapter case. The crux of that
decision was not the subject of instruction -~ which surely
could have been found in public educational institutions -~
but rather the limited nature of the program's design and
purpose. Only area bank employees could study there, and
the main purpose of the program "was to render its graduates
more efficient in their services to the member banks" of the
trade association providing funding. 1d. at 142-43,

In contrast, the petitioner's programs of instruction
have been offered widely; courses have becn provided at its
own centers and on over 40 campuses nationally and inter-
nationally. The courses have not been limited to individual
of a particular vocation or cmployment. Furthermore, the
articulated purposcs of petitioner's programs are much

broader than the goal of improvcd employec performance found
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wanting in Washington Chapter.”

Even if it were proper to

make subject matter a determining factor, this inquiry would
scrve only to underscore the 1nconsisten¢y of the District's
position, in that it has granted an educational exemption to
HMIU. If an institution meets the specific requisites as set
forth in the tax exempt statutes and is open to the public,
ﬁ‘then the institution is not required to prove that it has

relieved the government of a burden which the state would

ﬁnecessarily perform. bistrict of Columbia v, National Wild-

life Federation, 93 U.S.App.D.C. 387 (1954) (scientific

institution).

Finally, use of the descriptive term "movement® in

Functions, not labels, determine eligibility for tax exempt
status.

The Court concludes that WPEC is entitled to an exemp-
tion from real property tax pursuant to D.C. Code $47-1002
(10) (1981).
| I1.

In order to qualify for an exemption from real property
taxation under D.C. Code §47-1002(17) (1981), the property
must belong to an organization which is charged with the
administration, coordination, or unification of activities,

locally or otherwise, of an exempt organization and used as

administrative headquarters thereof. The undisputed "acts

1/ The D.C. Circuit Court in Washington Chapter obsorved:

The prime objective of [the program] is not the
cducation or elevation of the public, or of some
recasonable crogsg-sccction thercof, but its main,

indeed its sole, purposc is, and aince incorpora-
tion has been, the training of bank employecs so
as to render them more efficient and hence more
valuable to the member banks of the (District of
Columbia Bankers] Association.

petitioner's By-Laws does not defeat the claim for exemption,

i ,;...:.m.jr,.« gty




show that these requisites have been met since the Property
serves as an administrative headquarters for WPEC and MIU
and activities are administered and coordinated locally and

nationwide for both organizations., Under D.C. Code §47-1002

Hﬂbe the sole location for administration and coordination

(17) (1981), it is not necessary that the property at issue

functions normally performed at headquarters. Conference of

Major Religious Supervisors of Women, Inc, v, District of

Columbia, 121 U,.S.App.D.C. 171 (1965).

The Court concludes that WPEC is entitled to an exemp-
1 | tion from real property tax pursuant to D.C, Code $47-1002
(17) (1981).

I III.

1 In order to qualify for an exemption from real property
taxation under D.C. Code §47-1002(8) (1981), the property
must belong to and be operated by institutions not organized
or operated for private gain and be used for purposes of

public charity principally in the District of Columbia.

Charitable in its legal sense may be defined as com-

}ii‘ prising four principal divisions: (1) relief of poverty; (2)

| advancement of education; (3) advancement of religion; and

(4) other purposes beneficial to the community. Internation-

al Reform Federation v. District Unemployment Compensation

| Board, 76 U.S.App.D.C. 282, 284, cert. denied , 317
U.S. 693 (1942) (employer exempt from unemployment compensa-
L tion tax).

No regulations have been promulgated by the District of
Columbia in regard to specific requisites for exemption unde
p.C. Code §47-1002 (1981), therefore the Cour; has recourse

Soton only to construction of the statute's language.

[t




The meaning of statutory words concerning tax exemptions]
may be ascertained by looking into the meaning of such words
in other relevant statutes, even those that address slightly
different subject matters. District of Columbia v, Orlcans,
132 U.S.App.D.C. 139, 141 (1968) (finding similar meaning for
"deed," "gift," “transfer," "conveyance," and concluding re-
cordation tax exemption was warranted where parent placed
real property in trust for child, rather than executing deed),
WPEC has been granted exemptions from, inter alia, District
of Columbia Income and Franchise Tax and Personal Property
Tax. The requisites for entitlement to these exemptions are
similar to those set forth in the real estate tax exemption
statute, D.C. Code $§47-1002 (1981).3/ Although the District
of Columbia has denied the real estate exemption sought by
WPEC, it has granted petitioner other exemptions based upon
similar statutory grounds. Such a denial in the instant
case is not supported by the facts or applicable law,

while tax exemption statutes should be strictly con-
strued, this principle does not justify the interpolation of
qualifications into a relatively unambiguous statute, for th%

purpose of defeating the privilege granted. District of Col-

umbia v. Mt, Vernon Scminary, 69 U.S.App.D.C. 251, 253-54

(1938).
The Court concludes that WPEC is entitled to an exemp-

tion from real property tax pursuant to D.C. Code §47-1002
(8) (1981).

2/ For example, income and franchise tax exemptions are
provided to contities organized for “"religious, charitable,
scientific, literary or cducational purposes.” D.C. Code
§47-1802.1 (1981). Tax exemptions are granted for personal
property belonging to "library, becnevolent, charitable, and
scientific institutions." D.C. Code §47-1508 (1981). Sce
District of Columbia v. Catholic Education Presg, Inc., 91
U.S.App.D.C. 127 (1952). (*[A]ln ucational institution is
a scientific institution within the meaning of" predecessor
atatute to €47-1508.) (Emphasis added).




Wherecfore, it is i ¥';_;;* day of March, 1984

CRDERED that the Petitioner's Motion for Summary Judg-

be, and hereby is, granted; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED that the Respondent's Motion for Summary
Judgment be, and hereby is, denied; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED that the petitioner is granted exemption
from District of Columbia real property tax for the property
described elsewhere in this order, pursvant to D.C. Code
§47-1002(8), (10) and (17) {1981).
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JUDGE 1RALINE G. BARNES

Copics to:

Charles A. Camalier, III, Esguire
1666 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

ACC Richard G. Amato

Office of the Corporation Counsel, D.C.
1133 North Capitel Street, N.E., Room 238
Washington, D.C. 20002
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