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SURSUI{ @RDA, INC.,
a District of Columbla non-
prof i t  Corporat ion

Room 910, 1001 Connect icut
Avenue,  N.W.
l {ash ing ton ,  D.  C.  20036,

Pet i t ioner,

v .

DISTRICT OF CIf,LU!'IBIA,

Respondent.

sItRsIrDl coRm, rNc.,

Petit ioner,

SU \,IOR @T'RT OF THE DISTRIqI

TAX DTVISION

OF COLT'MBI,A

JOATPH M. BURTON
CLERK OF

TU"ERIOR COURT OF  THE_DISTRICf 
OF COLUMBIA

TAX DlVtStON
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fheee Actlons hrere flIed on lvlarch 3I, L975, seeklng

rel lef  f rom the aasessment of Digtr ict  of  Colt lubia real estate

Docket No. izg+

v .

DTSTRI T OP @IT'MBIA,

Reelrcndent.

Docket No. 2336
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lftrese actione are brought to recover a portlon of the npnieg

pald ln accordance wlth the Distrlct of Columbla real prof

crty tax asaeaam€nts for f i rcal  yeare 1975 and 1976.

taxeg for figcal yeare 1975 and 1976 wittr reepect to Iots

248, 249; and 250 ln Sguare 62O together wlth the funprove-

ments thereon. the Petltioner ln these matters ie the

ortner and manager of propertlee involved Ln these actlons.

and ae guch, paid District of Coh:nrbla real eatate taxe6

for f lscal  years 1975 and 1975 ln accordance wlth taae6a-

ments of those propert les by the plgtr lct  of  Columbia.
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Subaequei to the papent of District (

t
I

I

Colunbia roal
I

estato taxea for f iscal yeara 1975 and 1976, Che Petlt ioner ,

eought rellef witJ: respect to those taxes from the Board of

Equallzation and Review of the Dr:partnent of Finance and,

Revenuo of the Distr ict of Columbia, but that Board denied

PetltLoner any re'l.ief . iftrese actions are an appeal from

the Board's determination, and this Court has iu'risaiction

of theae matters under the District of Colusrbia Code, L973

Edlt lon, Tit1e 47-2405.

these actions are Ehe current actions relating to the

aaaessment of this real properQr for real estat6 taxes.

ltrere \rere slmilar actions filed wittr respect to the same

properties for fiscal yeara L97O-L974, lnclusive, and thege

actione have boen diepoeed of by settlement approved by

tbls CourQ on January 9, L975. Ttris Court determLned after

recelving extenglve testfunony ln the prevlous actlons,

that lt rrould be neceesary for the Distrlct of columbia to

us€ aoma dLfferent rnethod of aeseg.sing the properties j.n

queatlon for real estate tax purpoaes, for the then method

of ageesalng those propertJ.eg for real estate tax purposes

was not fair and equitable to the taxpayer in that it dld

not use ttre correct value of the propertj,es. lFhe Court

held ln those prevlous casea that euch a rnethod of properly

aseeealng t}re proportj.es in guestion was the Iandrv uethod.V

Aftar the Court made lts deteranination, the partles ln ehe

!/ 
Scor Ageegsor'g Journal, Voltrne 1o, Ur:rnber 2, July,

1 9 7 5 ,  p .  4 4 .

- 2 -

" ' t l .  , , ,1



I
I
I
I

I
J

I
i
I
I

, tw t

I
. t

;
I
I

:

pr lor aq,c, ions, which are, of  couxge, -  -a aam€ part loo - in

ttrese cases, adopted tlrat, method aa a baals for set,tlement

of the pr ior act ions.

In the lnstant act ions, the part ies are wi l l ing to

dlspose of thie matter on the basis of the dispoeit lons in

the pr ior cases, e/ i th but one di f f icul ty involved. f t re

question ariees as to who ehall determine what items and

what arnounts are taken into consideration for the purlrose

of dete::urining expenses and tierefore lncorne as defined

for purposes of real estate tax assessment for the tlpe

of housing involved in these actions. lfhe Respondent has

raieed sorn{e gueetion as to whether a@le items of ex;renees

actually incurred and paid by the Petitioner and approved

try the Department of Housing and Urban Development should

be allor*ed as expenses in determinlng the income derlved

value of the premlsea ln queatLon. llhls questlon waa

raleed witJr respect to items such aa protective force,

llbrary, and shrubbery trith reepect to each of whlch con-

slderable fundg were expended for the taxable yeara in-

volved in these cas€s. Whereag these Ltena are normally

ln th€ nature of capital e:gendituree or are unueual as

lterns of expense, so long as they ar€ tpproved by the

Department of Housing and Urban Devolopment and permltted

by that Departnent, they are prop€r lteme of expenseg for

real eetate tax purpoeeg when derlvlng lnconro by the Landry

I.{ethod. It sbould be kept ln mlnd that the applicatlon of

the Iandry ltethod 1e only approprlata shero prop€rtlee aro

eubJect by law to roetrlctlons ao to use and aale, guch at

tho rpoclal houslng involved ln thocc cases.
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r/, Acc .dingly, for real eetato tax .'poso:t for the

y€ar6 involved ln these caaes, the Court finds that the

valuo of ttre premieea and tax refund for the years ln-

volved are aa fol lows:

FISCAL YEARS ESTTIIATD T,IARKET
VALUE

Eug€ne N. Hamilton
iludge

January 19, L977

CCr
J. Eanpton Baumgartner, JE.1 Eaq.
9lilkes & Artla
1666 K Street, N. w.
Washllgton, D. C. 20006

KermetJr A. Pels, Eeq.
Asslgtant Corporatlon Counaal, D.C.
Dlstrict Building
l{aahlngton, D. C. 20004

7'r.rrrt*r-W' l'C

/-r/.t

/tt/z z

1975

L9?6

so ordered.

s1,693 ,886 .  Oo

1 ,653 ,  101 .  OO

TAX REFI'ND TO
-PErITTOFER

$ 15 ,  988 .00

16 ,838 .  OO
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