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I n  t h i s  t a x  a s s e s s m e n t  a p p e a l - ,  t h i s  c a s e  c a m e  b e f o r e  t h i s

C o u r t  f o r  o r a l  a r g u m e n t  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  D i s t r i c t ' s  M o t i o n  t o  D i s m i s s

a n d  P e t i t i o n e r ' s  C r o s s - M o t i o n  f o r  S u m m a r y  J u d g m e n t .  B o t h  p l e a d i n g s

are  opposed.  The Super io r  Cour t  appea l  was  commenced on  Ju ly  L9 ,

1 9 9 6 ,  w h e n  a  P e t i t i o n  w a s  f i l e d  i n  t h i s  C o u r t .

The proper ty  tha t  i s  Lhe sub jec t  o f  th is  appea l  embraces  land

a n d  i m p r o v e m e n t s  d e n o m i n a t e d  a s  L o t  8 5 8 ,  S q u a r e  2 5 0 ,  l o c a L e d  a t . 8 1 5

1 4 t . h  S t r e e t ,  N . W .  i n  t h e  D i s t r i c L  o f  C o l u m b i a .  T h e  t a x  y e a r  f o r

w h i c h  t h e  a p p e a l  w a s  f i l e d  i s  T a x  Y e a r  L 9 9 5 .

T h e  g i s t  o f  t h e  M o t i o n  t o  D i s m i s s  i s  t h e  c o n t e n t i o n  t . h a t  a l l

L a x e s  t h a t  w e r e  d u e  h a d  n o t  b e e n  p a i d  i n  f u l l  p r i o r  t o  t h e  a p p e a l

f i l i n g  d a t e  o f  J u I y  1 9 ,  1 9 9 6 ,  a s  t h e  p r e r e q u i s i t e  f o r  i n v o k i n g  t h e

s u b j e c t  m a t t e r  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  t h e  S u p e r i o r  C o u r t .
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The Dis t r ic t  o f  Columbia contends that  the Super ior  Cour t

l acks  sub jec t  ma t te r  j u r i sd i c t i on  ove r  t h i s  appea l  spec i f i ca l l y

because the Pet i t . ioner  had not  fu l ly  pa id aI I  taxee due for  the

en t i re  a f fec ted  tax  yea r  p r i o r  t o  t he  f i l i ng  o f  t he  o r i q ina l

pe t i t i on  i n  Super io r  Cour t .

Pet i t ioner  subsequent ly  f i l -ed an Amended Pet i t ion,  to

account  for  the fact  that  taxes have now been paid for  the second

ha l f  o f  t he  tax  yea r  t ha t  i s  t he  sub jec t  o f  t h i s  appea l .  Th i s

addi t ional  payment  was made on September 3,  L996.  Pet i t ioner  avers

that  taxes for  the second hal f  o f  the year  were not  yet  due at  the

point  a t  which the deadl ine for  f i l ing th is  appeal  would have

exp i red .

Where the Cross-Mot ion for  Summary Judgment  is  concerned,  the

taxpaye r  ra i ses  two  con ten t i ons .  F i r s t ,  t he  taxpaye r  a rgues  tha t

the  D is t r i c t  has  neve r  accua l l y  se rved  upon  iC  a  co r rec t  No t i ce  o f

the  tax  assessmen t  f o r  Tax  Year  L995 ,  because  o f  t he  obv ious l y

wrong dates on two Not ices that  were mai led to  the taxpayer .  The

movant  argues that  i t  is  ent i t . led to  r rsummary judgment"  (presumably

inc lud ing  a  re fund  and  vo id ing  o f  t he  assessmen t )  so le I y  because  o f

the  non - rece ip t  o f  a  fac ia l l y  co r rec t  No t i ce .  Second ,  t he  taxpaye r

asser ts  that  i ts  Amended Pet i t ion and payment  of  the second

ins t .a l lmen t  o f  t . he  1996  taxes  se rves  to  cu re  any  j u r i sd i c t i ona l

de fec t  because  o f  t he  fa i l u re  to  pay  a l l  t axes  p r i o r  t o  t he  f i l i ng

o f  t he  o r i g ina l  Pe t i t i on .

Based upon the uncontested facts  of  record and based upon

app l i cab le  l aw ,  t h i s  Cour t  conc fudes  as  a  ma t te r  o f  l aw  tha t  t . he
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instant  Mot ion t .o  Dismiss must  be granted and that  the Cross-Mot ion

for Summary Judgment must be denied because this Court has no

ju r i sd i c t i on  to  reach  the  mer i t s  o f  t he  de fec t i ve  no t i ce

con ten t i on .

I. UNCONTESTED FACTS OF RECORD

The d isputed assessment  had i ts  or ig ins in  the new subdiv is ion

of  the subject  proper ty .  The subdiv is ion had been request .ed by

th is  taxpayer .  f t  was not  done by the vo l i t ion of  the Dis t r ic t .  o f

Columbia Government .  Thus,  some changes in  the annual  assessment

cou ld  be  expec ted .

The Dis t r ic t  o f  Columbia Depar tment  of  F inance and Revenue

ma i led  to  the  Pe t i t i one r  a  "No t i ce  o f  Rea I  P rope r t y  Assessmen t "

tha t  was  da ted  , January  22 ,  1996 .  r t  cove red  the  Tax  yea r  t ha t

commenced  oc tobe r  r ,  1995  and  ended  Sep tember  30 ,  1996 .  on  i t s

face,  th is  document  recognized that  the proper ty  had been

subd iv ided .  The  No t i ce  re f l ec ted  the  new lo t  number  o f  858 ,  t . he

new  assessed  va lue  o f  $14 ,026 ,053  and  t he  exp lana t i on  ' rNew  Lo t -

Comb ina t i on /Sp1 i t .  "  Th i s  cha rac te r i za t i on  was  i nd i ca ted  on  the

No t i ce  i n  a  da ta  f  i e l d  en t i t l ed ,  , 'Reason  fo r  Change .  "

The so le p iece of  in format ion on the Not ice that  was erroneous

was the date of  the tax year  for  which the Not ice was i -ssued.  The

No t i ce  i nd i ca ted  "1994 "  i ns tead  o f  t he  co r rec t  t ax  yea r ,  " 1996 .n

Another  seemingly  incorrecL Not ice was rssued to the

Pe t i t i one r ,  da ted  Feb rua ry  28 ,  L996 .  Th i s  t ime ,  t he  No t i ce

ind icated that  the Tax Year  for  which the Pet . i t ioner  was beincr

assessed  was  Tax  Yea r  L997 .
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I n  a  l e t t e r  d a t e d  M a r c h  1 1 ,  L 9 9 6 , t .he Pet i t ioner  souqht

c la r i f i ca t i on ,  i n  l i gh t  o f  rece i v ing  two  d i f f e ren t  i nco r recL

No t i ces .  l

The Government  responded in  a le t . ter  dated Apr i l  24,  1996,

s igned by David B.  Jackson,  then Act ing Associat .e  Di rector  o f  the

Department of Finance and Revenue.

pe r t i nen t  pa r t :

Mr .  Jackson ,  w ro t .e ,  i n

The proposed real -  proper ty  assessment  for  the
subject  proper ty  is  correct .  The land area
was increased due to a requested subdiv is ion,
which resul ted in  a new lo t  and an increased
land va1ue.  The eubdiv is ion becane ef fect ive
af ter  the rnai l ing of  the Not ice of  Proposed
Real Property Assegement for Tax Year 1997 and
tshe real  proper ty  tax b i l I .  Consequent ly ,  the
p roposed  no t i ce  o f  assessmen t  d id  no t  re f l ec t
the  add i t i ona l  I and  va lue ,  [ s i c ]  however ,  a
Red is t r i bu t i on  No t i ce ( w h i c h  r e f l e c t s
ad jus tments  made th rough app l ica t ion  to  the
D . C .  S u r v e y o r ' s  O f f i c e )  w a s  p r i n t e d  a n d  m a i l e d
t o  t h e  p r o p e r  r e c i p i e n t .  l e m p h a s i s  s u p p l i e d l

A  copy  o f  th is  le t t .e r  i s  reproduced in  the  record  as  an  a t tachment

t o  t h e  M o t i o n  t o  D i s m i s s . 2

O n  S e p t e m b e r  3 0 ,  1 , 9 9 5 ,  t h e  t a x p a y e r  f i l e d  t h e  A m e n d e d  P e t i t i o n

h e r e i n .  I n  t h a t  p l e a d i n g ,  t h e  P e t i t i o n e r  a v e r r e d  t h a t  t a x e s  d u e

f o r  t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  o f  T a x  Y e a r  L 9 9 6  w e r e  p a i d  o n  M a r c h  6 ,  L 9 9 6

( t h o u g h  n o t  d u e  u n t i l  M a r c h  3 1 ,  1 9 9 5 ) ,  b u t  t h a t  t . h e  t a x e s  d u e  f o r

t h e  s e c o n d  h a l f  o f  T a x  Y e a r  1 9 9 5  w e r e  p a i d  o n  S e p t e m b e r  3 ,  L 9 9 6 .

Payment  o f  tax  fo r  the  second ha l f  o f  Tax  Year  L996 was no t

lApparent ly

c l a r i f i c a t . i o n  o f
the amount of the

2 C o p i e s  o f
p l e a d i n g .

t he  taxpaye r ' s  l e t t e r  wen t  beyond  seek ing
the  da tes ,  bu t  a l so  con ta ined  a  comp la in t  abou t
assessmen t  i t se l f .

t he  two  No t i ces  a re  a l - so  a t tachmen ts  to  tha t
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due  un t i l  Sep tember  15 ,  L996 .

I I .  ISSUES PRESENTED

Myr iad argument .s  have been ar t icu lated by both par t i -es,

spann ing  i ssues  o f  t he  va l i d i t y  o f  se rv i ce  o f  t he  No t i ces ,  t he

e f fec t i ve  da te  o f  t he  subd iv i s ion ,  t he  a l l eged ly  ta rd iness  o f  t ax

payments as precursors to  the f i l ing of  the two pet i t ions,  and

o the r  ma t t e r s .

The Cour t  endeavors to  s impl i fy  and compartmenta l ize the

issues,  so that  legal  concepts are not  confused.  The Cour t .

d iscerns that  the fo l lowing issues are ra ised by the instant  Mot ion

and  the  va r ious  respons i ve  p lead ings :

1 .  Whe the r  t he  o r i g ina l -  Pe t i t . i on  was  f  i l ed  w i t . hou t  t ime ly

payment  of  a1 l ,  taxes for  Tax Year  1996;  and

2 .  Whe the r  t he  j u r i sd i c t i ona l  p rob lem,  i f  d ry ,  can  be  cu red

by t .he f  i l ing of  the Amended Pet . i t ion and payment  of  addi t ional  tax

p r io r  t he re to ;  and

3.  Whet .her  the taxpayer  is  ent i t led to  a refund of  taxes and

vo id ing  o f  t he  assessmen t  because  o f  t he  two  fac ia l l y  i nco r rec t

No t i ces  tha t .  we re  i ssued .

I I I .  APPLICABLE LAW ON JURISDICTION

The law is  c lear  that  a  taxpayer  must  f i le  a  Super ior  Cour t

Pe t . i t i on  w i th in  s i x  mon ths  o f  rece i v ing  the  tax  assessmen t  f rom

wh ich  the  taxpaye r  i s  agg r ieved .  The  No t i ce  o f  assessmen t  mr rs t  -  r ' r f

cou rse ,  be  accu raLe  and  no t  i t se l f  I ega I I y  de fec t i ve .

A  p re -cond i t . i on  to  i nvok ing  the  j u r i sd i c t i on  o f  t he  Super io r

Cour t  i s  t he  paymen t  o f  a I1  taxes  due  p r i o r  t o  t he  f i l i ng  o f  t he
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Super io r  Cour t  pe t i t i on .  47  D .C .  S  3303 ;  Georqe  Hvman  Cons t r .  Co .

v .  D i s t r i c t  o f  Co lumb ia ,  315  A .2d  L75 ,  1 -76  (D .C .  1974 ) ,  c i t i ng

Be ren te r  v .  D i s t . r i c t  o f  Co lumb ia ,  151  U .S .App .D .C .  L96 ,  203 ,  456

F .2d  367 ,  374  (1972) .  Paymen t  o f  t axes  i nc ludes  paymen t  o f  any

interest  that  has accrued.  See Fi rs t .  In t .ers tate Credi t  AI I iance,

I nc .  v .  D i s t r i c t  o f  Co lumb ia ,  604  A .2d  l - 0 ,  11  (D .C .  1 ,992 )  .

Even smal l  dev iat ions f rom the s ix  month f i l ing deadl ine are

no t  t o le ra ted  so  as  t . o  s t , re t ch  the  j u r i sd i c t i ona l  dead l i ne .  See

Waqsha l  v .  D i s t r i c t  o f  Co lumb ia ,  430  A . zd  524 ,  525  (D .C .  1981 )  .

I t  is  incumbent  upon the Government  to  issue correct  Not ices

o f  t ax  assessmen ts .  See  1775  K  S t ree t  Assoc ia tes  v .  D i s t r i c t .  o f

Co lumb ia ,  446  A .2d  1114 ,  1115  (D .C .  L982 ) .

Here,  the par t ies do not  seem to d isagree about  what  is

requ i red  by  the  app l i cab le  case  l aw .  Ra the r ,  t he i r  po in t s  o f

d isagreement  are focused only  upon t .he quest ions of  prec ise ly  when

the  r i gh t  t o  appea l  ac tua l l y  acc rued ,  when  the  dead l i ne  fo r  f i l i ng

an appeal  had expi red,  and whether  the Amended Pet i t . ion ef fect ive ly

cures and moots a l l  o t .her  contested issues.

IV.  RESOLUTION OF THE MOTION TO DISMISS

The Super ior  Cour t  has no subject  mat ter  jur isd ic t i -on over

t . h i s  t ax  appea l ,  e i t he r  as  to  the  o r i g ina l  Pe t i t i on  o r  t he  Amended

Pe t i t i on ,  i nso fa r  as  i t  pu rpo r t s  me re l y  " t o  r e l a te  back "  Eo  o r

resusc i t a te  a  de fec t i ve  Pe t i t i on .  Th i s  i s  no t  a  c l ose  case .

In  i t s  p lead ing  oppos ing  the  Mo t ion  to  D ism iss ,  t he  Pe t i t i one r

obl iquely  argues that  the or ig ina l  Pet i t ion was merely  an appeal  o f

the  tax  b i l l  t ha t  app l i ed  to  the  f i r s t  ha l f  o f  Tax  Year  1996  and
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that  the Amended Pet i t ion embraced the ent i re  Tax Year ,  s

assessmen t .  I n  t h i s  wd ! ,  t he  Pe t i t i one r  sub t l y  seeks  to  t rans fo rm

th j -s  case in to two d i f ferenL appeals  that  are emlcraced in  the same

cour t  ac t i on .  Th i s  i s  a  theo ry  by  wh ich  the  Pe t i t i one r  des i res  to

evade the fact .  that  a l l  taxes had noE been paid pr ior  to  the f i l ing

o f  t he  o r i g ina l  Pe t i t i on .  Th i s  app roach  has  been  lega l l y

forec losed in  a contro l l ing appel la te opin ion f rom the Dis t r ic t  o f

Columbia Cour t  o f  Appeals .

The hold ing and d iscuss ion in  Georqe Hl rman Constr .  Co.  v .

D is t r i c t  o f  Co1umb ia ,  sup ra ,  t o ta l l y  p rec ludes  the  no t i on  o f  f i l i ng

two severable appeals  f rom real  proper ty  assessment .s ,  based upon

the theory t .hat  the opt ion of  making two par t ia l  pa)rments creates

two assessments that  can be ind iv idual ly  a t . tacked in  the cour ts .

fn  Georqe H)rman,  t .he re levant  facts  were that

t .he taxpayer  had only  paid the f i rs t  ha l f  o f
t he  annua l  assessmen t  o f  i t s  rea l  es ta te  taxes
fo r  t he  pe r t . i nen t  t axab le  yea r  ( t g lZ )  be fo re
f i l i ng  i t s  pe t i t i on  i n  Supe r i o r  Cou r t ,  even
though  i t  d id  pay  the  unpa id  ba lance  i n  fu l l
be fo re  the  second  ha l f  became de l i nc ruen t .

315  A .2d  a t  776 .

The Pet i t ioner  in  Georqe Hyman "paid the f i rs t  insta l - lment .  o f

taxes  fo r  1972  be fo re  the  f i l i ng  o f  i t s  pe t i t i on  and  a rgues  tha t

s ince  i t  r ecogn ized  the  va l i d i t y  o f  t he  assessmen t  f o r  t he  second

ha l f  o f  7972 ,  as  pe r  S  47  -7L I ,  i t  was  no t  cha l l eng j - ng  t ha t  pa r t  o f

the tax and therefore was not  bound to pay the insta l - Iment  for  the

second  ha l f  be fo re  the  f i l i ng  o f  i t s  pe t i t i on ,  wh ich  was  p r i o r  t o

the  due  da te  o f  t he  second  ins ta l lmen t .  r r  I d .  a t  L ' 7 "7 .

The Cour t  o f  Appeals ,  c i t ing the Code prov is ion for  payment  of
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I t the tax,  "  dec lared,  r twe read th is  language as requi r ing the

payment  of  the tax before the f i l ing of  the appeal .  " rd .

Moreover ,  t .he Cour t  found,  "Since taxes in  the Dis t . r ic t  o f  Columbia

are assessable annual1y,  a l though payable in  two insta l lments and

as S 47-710 of  the Code does not  prov ide for  an assessment  on

improvements for  the second hal f  on ly ,  pet i t ioner 'g  at tack here on

the  f i r s t  i ns ta l lmen t  o f  t he  assessmen t  necessa r i l y  i nvo l ves

an  a t t ack  on  t he  en t i r e  assessmen t . ' r  I d .  a t  L78 .

In  other  words,  the mere fact  that  taxpayers may sat is fy  the i r

t ax  ob l i ga t i on  i n  i ns ta l lmen ts  i s  no t  a  j - ega I  bas i s  f o r  on l y

par t ia l ly  prepaying the ent i re  annual -  tax pr ior  to  Iaunching a

Super ior  Cour t  appeal . Fo r  t h i s  reason  a1one ,  t he  o r i q ina l

Pe t i t i on  was  l ega l I y  i nsu f f i c i en t ,  and  the  Super io r  Cour t  l acks

sub jec t .  ma t te r  j u r i sd i c t i on  ove r  t ha t  o r i g ina l  Pe t i t i on .

Where  the  Amended  Pe t i t i on  i s  conce rned ,  i t s  rec i t a t i on  o f  t he

complet ion of  payments does not  carry  the day or  save the taxpayer

f r om d i sm issa l  o f  t h i s  case .

This  Cour t  cannot  accept  the " re laL ing back"  argument  that .  is

premised on RuIe 15 of  the Super ior  Cour t  Civ i l  Rules.  That  Rule

al lows the t r ia l  cour t  to  permi t  "  [a ]  par ty  to  serve a supplementa l

p leading set t ing for th  t ransact ions or  occurrences or  events which

have happened s ince the date of  the p leading sought  to  be

supplemented.  Permiss ion may be granted even though the or ig ina l

p lead ing  i s  de fec t i ve  i n  i t s  sLa temen t  o f  a  c la im  fo r  re l j - e f  o r

de fense .  "  Ru le  l - 5  o f  t he  Super io r  Cour t  Ru les  o f  C iv i l  P rocedure .

The taxpayer 's  resor t  to  Rul -e 15 has no mer i t  ,  for  severa l
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F i r s t ,  no  pa r t y  can  un i l a te ra l l y  e l im ina te  o r  wa ive

ju r i sd i c t i ona l  de fecLs  i n  i t s  own  case  where  the  l ack  o f

jur isd ic t ion is  premised upon a s tatutory  requi rement .  The lone

ac t i on  o f  mere l y  f i l i ng  an  add i t i ona l  p lead ing  to  rec i t e  a  second ,

part ial payment of the taxes due cannot serve to evade t.he Code or

the holding in Georqe Hlrman.

Second,  by i ts  own terms,  RuIe 15 is  a  vehic le  by which a

p la in t i f f  o r  pe t i t i one r  may  en la rge  upon  the  fac tua l  a r t . i cu la t i on

o f  i t s  c1a im,  such  as  add ing  pa r t . i es  o r  subs tan t i ve  i ssues .3  Th is

has no connect ion to  the evasion of  the basic  prerequis i t .es of

f i l i ng  a  comp la in t  o r  pe t i t i on  i t se l f .

Th i rd ,  t o  t he  ex ten t  t ha t  t he  Amended  Pe t i t i on  he re in  " re la tes

back "  t o  Lhe  o r i g ina l  Pe t i t i on ,  i t  mere l y  h igh l i gh ts  the  fac t  t ha t

the ent i - re  L996 taxes were not  pa id in  fu1 l  when th is  Super ior

Cour t  appeal  was commenced.

I f  anyth ing,  the Amended Pet i t ion i ron icaJ- Iy  proves the

Government 's  po int  about  the lack of  jur isd ic t ion.  The Government

co r rec t l y  emphas izes  tha t  ' r t he  paymen t  o f  t he  f i na l ,  r equ i red  tax

amount  would s t i l l  be t reated as occurr inq af ter  the pet i t ion was

f i l ed .  " a

V. RESOLUTION OF THE CROSS-MOTION FOR SUMMARY .JUDGMENT

Hav inq  conc luded tha t .  the  Super io r  Cour t  lacks  sub iec t  mat te r

3 S e e  H a r t f o r d  A c c i d e n t  &  I n d e m .  C o . v .  D i s t r i c t  o f  Co lumb ia ,
4 4 t  A . 2 d  9 6 9 ,  9 7 2  ( D . C .  1 9 8 2 )  .

n R e s p o n d e n t ' s  M o t i o n  t o  D i s m i s s ,  a t  p a g e  3
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jur isd ic t ion over  th is  tax appeal ,  i t  would be improper  for  th i -s

Cour t  to  at tempt  to  adjudicate any other  issues that  go to  the

mer i t s  o f  t he  re l i e f  Lha t  i s  demanded .

To be sure,  the issue concern ing the character  and correcLness

o f  t he  two  no t i ces  i s  no t  en t i re l y  f r i vo lous .  Moreove r ,  t he re  i s

ano the r  i ssue  tha t  l u rks  i n  t h i s  case ,  i . e .  whe the r  t he  l e t t e r  o f

Mr.  ,Jackson was suf f ic ient .  to  1u11 the taxpayer  in to assuming that

ye t  a  th i rd  No t i ce  was  fo r thcoming .  Such  poss ib le  th i rd  No t i ce

ostensib ly  would have been the "Redis t r ibut ion Not ice"  to  which he

a l l uded  i n  h i s  l e t t e r .  The  taxpaye r  a rgues  tha t  t h i s  pa r t i cu la r

k ind of  Not ice requi res a form of  serv ice other  than ord inary

ma i l i ng .

Ent . i t lement  Lo summary judgment  on the mer i ts  o f  a  tax appeal

because  o f  such  an  a l l eged  fa i l u re  to  p rope r  fo rm o f  No t i ce  and

se rv i ce  o f  t he  No t i ce  i s  an  i ssue  o f  f i r s t  impress ion  i n  t h i s

Cour t .5  None the less ,  t h i s  ma t te r  canno t  be  ad jud i ca ted  un t i l  a

taxpayer  proper ly  br ings an appeal  t .o  p lace th is  un ique issue

before the Cour t .  wi thout  the threshold iur isd ic t ional  bar  to

neu t ra l i ze  the  deba te .

WHEREFORE, iT iS

ORDERED that the

hereby granted as to

Pe t i t i on ;  and  i t  i s

t?
by Lhe Cour t  th is  

f f ia^V 
of  October  ,  1-gg7

D is t r i c t  o f  Co lumb ia ' s  Mo t i on  t o  D i sm iss  i s

both the or iq ina l  Pet . i t ion and the Amended

5The re l ie f  that  is  sought  in  summary fashion is  ra ther
d ramat i c ,  i . e .  a  tax  re fund  o r  reduc t i on ,  as  opposed  to  a  tempora ry
remand to the agency for  issuance of  yet  anoLher  correct .ed NoLice
so  tha t  t he  va l i d i t y  o f  t he  assessmen t  can  s t i l I  be  l i t i ga ted  a f te r
a  s t ray .
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FURTHER ORDERED that  the Pet i t ioner 's  Cross-Mot ion for  Summary

Judgment  is  hereby denied.  This  act ion is  d ismissed.

Cop ies  ma j -1ed  co :

Joseph F.  Ferguson ,  ,J t  .  ,  Esq.
Assis tant  Corporat ion Counsel
44L  4 th  S t ree t ,  N .W.
Wash ing ton ,  D .C .  20001

,John  F .  Sher lock ,  I I I
Freer & McGarry
1000  Thomas  Je f f e r son  S t ree t ,  N .W.
Su i t e  500
Wash ing ton ,  D .C .  20O07

Cl-audet te F luckus
Tax  O f f i ce r
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