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TAXES

This report concerns the shipment of supplies to Tish which is coming via

Ujara in crates #107, 108 and 109, labeled Ben Barrett, Kathy Barrett

and Ronnie Berryman/ and some separate items which are being shippedfwith

this report because they need to be taken care of soon and the supplies being

sent over will take awhile to sort through. z

. i :

1. 1977 income tax returns to be filed for people over there: Enclosed
with this report are W-2's which have arrived in the mail for people
who are over there. These are the only ones which have come in; as
more come in we will send them over. Attached also is a list of all
1-2's which have come in; .Betty has assigned each person a number
and if you have any messages or questions concerning these people,
you can refer on the radio to this report and their individual #.

In crate £109 is the bulk of the 1976 income tax returns sent for
reference; there may be some carryover in crate #108. These are all
vie could find in the files here. As more turn up, we will send them
over., However, the state of the files is such that individual tax

. return files are stuck in everywhere, in no order, and it may take
time to recover them. In the meantime, it appears that most people
file short forms anyway so there should be no problem as long as you
have a V-2, I will specify individual problems I know. about later
on in this report.

N

2. Sending over supplies to Tish: Because of the incredible bulk of
material involved, this will take some time. We have removed the
cabinets from the building to a place of more confidentiality; we
need the keys for these cabinets so we can lock them. SEND THEY BACK:
Betty tells me Tish took them With her whenit was thought they would
be shipped. Shipping costs are .so.large, and the records are the
kind which should be carefully watched all the vay there to insure
their arrival, that we are considering packing them in duffel bags

and sending out from time to time., If we do this, we need to know i

if (1) you want the needs slips; (2) you want the boxes of cancelled
checks; (3) you want the 4 drawers worth of Apostolic receipts of
money orders , filed for each member. We sent the equivalent of ome
file drawer of Apostolic over in the Ujara shipment, but we had to
stuff those receipts in manila envelopes simply because of the welght.

We tried to send recap sheets mostly and a minimum of receipts;
however, "in going back I found many recaps that will need still to

be sent, 1976 records, This is going to be a gradual thing, I'm afraid,’
mainly because of the restrictions on weight. he airline has cut

back the weight 1imit to 77 1bs for 'the standerg charge, a crate weighs
30 1bs alone; so we are going to do as many dufgel bags as possible.
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3. Individual tax problems:

a Ben Bowers: Hopefully this will beresolved by the time it gets
to 'you, but here's what I've been trying to say on the radio:
Ben and Christine Tally were married, divorced in 1977. During the
marriage, there vas a trust fund set up consisting of her estate.
Iriterest accrued on that trust fund, and eyery month or so statements
vould come in from the bank telling about the account, and interest
accumulated., No pne here seems to know what ever happened with that
account, whether it was closed down or what, and if that happened in
1977. Ben is going to file the long form and itemize his deductiomns,
including interest on savings. Does this trust account still figure
in the itemizations for 1977? How would we or he go about finding out
the interest accumulated in 1977, if any? Vhere would ve look on this
end? I have the estate file for Christine,but the latest receipts from
4he bank are dated 12/76. . .

Ben also wants receipts from us for his rent, food, medical

expeuses and church donations. The donations are simple; I can do
the standard donation letter I have been doing, based on 10% estimation.
However, since our records vere stolen in May, 1977, and that is just
about the time he left, how are we to supply receipts for such
itemizations without being inconsistent? Can we just make estimations
and give the same reason as ve do in the church donation letter?

1] ey

b. Alfreda Sappho - wants to do long form and itemize
deductions, and wants same as Ben, receipts from us re rent, food,
church donations. The general problem is: what do we do with communal
people who work and want to file long form to itemize deductions? ’

I do not believe there are many, if any besides her and Ben, at least
none have come to us yet. But Alfreda is becoming very difficulit to
deal with on this issue, and says she'll go to H&R Block. I am going

to tell her to see H&R Block and find out wht they need for
i{temizations, then come back and tell us specifically. But I anticipate
4t will be much like Ben's case, and would like some kind of guidance on

how to deal with such cases.

- . - — o N 7
< - i S A
c. Ve are returning to you the problems which we first 1istéd -:! N

on law office report #7, 12/22/77, plus some additions, as these peopl
are all over there and should be dealt with over there. The additions
are Leon Perry, a bill for $135 from IRS, which Harold originally aske
Tish about and no response has been sent in from here; a notice to
wyalter Cartmell, which does not appear to be a charge but an informat
notice about a previous return he filed which reguired some correctio
a charge to Annette Jones of $686 for incorrect 1975 return. The res
are those we already wrote you about: Robert & Vernetta Christian;
Shirley Ann Edwards (Newell); Alvaray sattervhite; ifary Shavers; Cle
& Helen Swinney; Al & Wery Tschetter. These may be easier to deal W
after you have oceted their individual income tax files which are
coming to you via Ujara.
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Discussions with farshall Bentzman re auditof P.T.: He is presently
researching issue of right of feds to search records of churches;

Hartha is writing this up in more detail, my general impression is that
the feds have the burden of proof and must justify their reasons for .
examining church records; that they can only examine in order to determine
that the church is’ indeed a church and functioning as such; and the magic
key is the suspicibn that the church may be practicing in unrelated 5
business income. This is not new to us, but I agree with his approach
in saying that we would defend all the way;we should not acquiesce but
instead demand that they prove their intentions first., This is all

for the purpose of dragging the thing on. Tonight I xeroxed pieces of
the IRS Code, which may have already been reviewed by Ed and Sharahj;

also attached is a copy of the Scientology case which found that the
summons issued by the IRS to examine records was insufficient; that

the Scientologists case raised sufficient doubt about the IRS's intent
and harassment, IRS Code section 7605 deals with restrictions on
examination of church records by IRS;. USA v, Church of Scientology

case is attached. As Bentzman exolained, looking at the Code this way
is only piecemeal and to get a real picture of the whole thing reguires
a lot of background research. You can tell Ed and Sarah that I tried

to “sheparadize" the Scientology case but could find nothing; that does
not mean that there was nothing, there may wll have been recent decisiouns
but we were in a rush at Ericts and I didn't have time to get into it,
V’e should ask Bentzman; he did hint that he will be writing up some
opinion letters on this whole area of unrelated business income which
will include the Scientology case.

Audit of the Ranch: attached is a copy of the leter received by the
ranch. Bonnie tells us they have been given an extension til June '78
to produce information and records. She is-maw combing through all

the o0ld records we have been able to find and will be preparing recap
sheets, etc. and compare to those already in existence, One of the
problems that has come up was that Harolds and Tish's figures-didn't
jive for the 1277 income and disbursements; alsc, Bonnie cant understand
why Tish's figures of income seem to be based on more patients than .
there were in actuality.

David Smith: The reason he gave us which he would not elaborate on

on the radio which he says will keep him here 18 months is that he

never filed his income taxes for 1972 through the present. However,

we dont really b;lieve that is the real reason, as he was looking for
excuses after we.(me and Sandy) explained that people can file their
texes in Guyana,:there's no problem with that., He obviously wanted

an out to remainthere. He said that Tim Stoen had advised him in the
past not to file his taxes because of his receipt over the years of :
increments on the property and estate to which he is an heir in Colopado
along with 5 other relatives, After we put aside the tax reason, hes
said he wanted to get a job. Ve asked why he didnt want to see his ~
children; he said they werent his children, he'd given to the temple,
and anyway at least 2 of them he doubted were his anyway. Looking
in the tax files, I cam across the aprlication he apparently filed
for extension of time to file IRS return inl976, and his letter to
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his sister asking her for income amounts he received for 1972 through

- 1976 on the property. Also enclosed is -2 for 1976,

I dont know what will be the outcome of this situation; the night
after he spoke on the radio, he testified, but gaid nothing specific,
just said Jim was the doctor of all doctors,and that was it. My §
.impression was that he was making a public display of *"loyalty" so
the people would think he was okay, but I would suspect this guy form

the get go, qf possibly being involved with Stoen in some way. -

-

See Law Office Report #13, item #11 re Edwards house - would you please
return via mail the Authorization I sent over to be signed by the
Edvards, We have a potential buyer of the lot, and this thing is

tied up with the insurance investigation. Ve need permission of

the owners and the mortgage holders before the propegerty can be
demolished and sold. Attached is another Authorization in case the
first one got misplaced.

*#ExRpn) egsant 730 sHEEEEEE

sorry, there!s more:

Letter from Kay Henderson re donations ~ seeattached. This has already
been discussed on the radio with Mildred. This is for your information
and additional instructions, should there be any.

1978 Church Exemption, due by March 31 for IMeondocino County P.T.
building - please have Ed review this and advise how to fill it out;
is there any difference now that no church services are being held
there? ALS0: 1in January, we sent over, not in a law office report
but in reports sent over :iby Martha, the 1978 Church Exemption form
for San Francisco county. The touchy thing about this one is that
it aslss specific questions re how many people living in the building.
vhen ve sent it over, we figured most people would be out of here
and the building would be pretty vacant; but that is not the case
and as apostolic apartments are closing down, people are moving into
the church more. A rough count would say maybe 30 are living here now.
How do we fill *this out? It is also due Harch 31.
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motion was denied and a ,ndsm:nt for
costs was eatered against
Z.D. Herdert, mﬁlmlﬂﬂ

sz-rehxm pnfarcr was found guﬂty of

aﬂzm of his own work ga.pas a.fter he
had been served wi
dxrectmgéh;l_x to a-ppear an.d produce xuch

. be was d
y compensatory da.ngestotthS.
%:ovmen;_&x:melmmtofmw:hu

W.B’.'M,m'l}lm' x5
170,

3.

Tax inf to
determine eivil tax lxabzhhu )ndxnal.ly en-
forced, .

J. Ring, (DC) 731 varc § S963.

22 Remed; A 3
"proceeding is the sole remedy for
contesting 2 summoas, A taxpayer may not
institute an action on 3 summoas, such as 2
suit for for d
constitutional and statatory rights,
N, B, Farnham, DC, 76-2 uttc § 9547,

o o

£,

of
e Tacked” st ment—Tacpay-
of a issued to their

bank
H. Wempls, DC, 142 vsrc § 9847,

The District Court ptog:ly dismissed the
IRS's petition_seeking to have the taxpayers
produce certain documents and to testify,
since the government’s agent refused to
submit to discovery.
Wright Motor Co,, Inc., CAS, 762 Tsre { 9005,
538 F2d 1090,

[¥5927) TIME AND PLACE OF EXAMINATION .

mation

appearance
the summons.

(b)nm-ncnmcoxf

Sec. 7605 [1954 Code]. () Touax axp Pracz—The time and

place of exami.
pursuant to the provisions of section 6420(e)(2), 6421(0(2) 6424((1)(2),
“ﬂ(f)(Z), or 7602 shall be such time and place as my'b fixed by ¢ the Secretary
are reasonable under the circumstances, In the case of a mmmons under

:nlhonty of paragraph (2) of section

corresponding authori!
of section 6420(e)(2), 6421(£) (2), 6424(d)(2). or 6427(f)(2), the date fixed for
before the Secretary shall ess than

7602, or under the

10 days from the date of

or T, No taxpayer shall be sub-

jected to unnecessary examination or investigations, and only one inspection of 2
taxpayer’s books of account shall be made for each taxable year unless the tax-

may be engaged in the carrying

actmtxes of such an organization

,to wheth snch

Oy it o ts

and n
i shz!l be made other than to the

of tax imposed by this title.

K payer requests otherwise or unless the Secre hry, after investigation, noﬁﬁu the
: taxpayer in writing that an additional inspection is necessary.
S (c) R oN E: ATION or Cu -No ination of the
b books of account of a church or convention or association of churches shall be
~ * made to whether such
on of an unrelated trade or business or may be otherwise engaged in activities
which may be subject to tax under part 111 of subchapter F of chapter 1 of this
htle(sec.Sllmd’" ', lating to of of
jons) unless the S v (such officer being no lower than a principal
mlerm! revenue officer for an internal revenue region) believes that such organiza~
honmayb:;qoenzzgedxndsonouﬁes.theorgznmonmadmceofthe
shall be made except to the extent
tion is a church or a
of the books of of such an
extent Yy to d the
o1 Am:nded P. L. 94455 (Dead-
. L. 94-530, P, L. 91..

1S Committee Repocts on P, L. 91-172
ate at 1969-3 CB 199, 423, 644
(84th Cenz)) yor at 1§‘<7s§'cxlz'ms
are
1%8, 1538, .

Vol 8 CCH-—Standard Federal Tax Reports

Cammittee on P,
(84th Cong.) :Px:?t 1956-1 CB 983.
989, 995.

2 Committee chom on 1954 Code
Sec, 760! y enacted were
reproduced at 564 CCH f{5939.10.

Code § 7805 { 5927

f-#-2(F)

e

remran v
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‘e Regulations

fg5527A] §301.7605-1, Time and place of examination.—(a) Time end
ploce. The time 31id place of examination pursuant to the provisions of section
6420(¢) (2), 6421(f) (2), or 7602 shall be such time and place as may be fixed
I:z an officer or employee of the Internal Revenue Service and as are reason-
le under the circumstances. In the case of 2 summons under authority of
section 7602(2) and of § 301.7602-1, or under the corresponding authority of
section 6420(8)(2) or 6421(f)(2), the date fixed for appearance before an
officer or employee of the Service, shall not be Iessthan 10 days from the date
of the summorts, .
« (b) Restrictions on examination of taxpayer. No taxpayer shall be subjected
Y ination or investigations, and only one inspection of a tax-
payer’s books of account shall be made for each taxable year unless the tax-
yer requests otherwise or unless an authorized internal revenue officer, after
investigation, notifies the taxpayer in writing that an additional inspection is
necessary. R

(c) Restriction o examination of churches—(1) In general, This section
imposes certain restrictions upon the examination of the books of account and
religious activities of a church or convention or. association of churches for the
purpose of determining whether such organization may be engaged in activities
the income from which is subject to tax under section 511 as unrelated business
taxable income. The purposes of these restrictions are to protect such organiza-
tions from undue interference in their internal financial affairs through un-
necessary examinations to determine the existence of unrelated business
taxable income, and to limit the scope of examination for this purpose to mat-
o!

ters directly relevant to a _determinat the exi e or amount of such (
income, This section also imposes additional restrictions upon other examina-
tions of such organizations.

(2) Books of account. .No examination of the books of account of ar
organization which claims to be a church or a convention or association of
-churches shall be made except after the giving of notice as provided in this
subparagraph and except to the extent necessary (i) to determine the initial
or continuing qualification of the organization under section 501(c)(3); (ii) to
determine whether the organization qualifies as one, contributions to which
are deductible under section 170, 545, 556, 642, 2055, 2106, or 2522; (iii) to
obtain information for the purpose of ascertaining or verifying payments made
by the organization to another person in determining the tax liability of the
recipient, such as payments of salaries, wages, or other forms of compensation;
or (1v) to determine the amount of tax, if any, imposed by the Code upon such
organization. No examination of the books of account of a church or
convention or association of churches shall be made unless the Regional Commis-
sioner believes that such examination is necessary and so notifies the organiza-
tion in writing at least 30 days in advance of examination. The Regional (
[ issi will conclude that such ination is sary only after
reasonable attempts have been made to obtain information from the books of
account by written request and the Regional Commissioner has determined
that the information cannot be fully or satisfactorily obtained in that manner.
In any examination of 2 church or convention or association of churches for
the purpose of determining unrelated business income tax liability pursuant
to such notice, no examination of the books of account of the organization
shall be made except to the extent necessary to determine such liability.

3) Religi-éu: activities. No examination of the religious activities of an
organization which claims to be a church or convention or association of

1 5827K BRpy. § 301.7605-1 ®© 1977, Commerce Clearing House, Inc.

%

el




Sec. 7605 [page 66,715]~TIME, PLACE OR EXAMINATION 66,717

churches shall be made except (i) to the extent necessary to determine the
initial or continuing qualification of the organization under section 501(c)(3);
(ii) to determine whether the organization qualifies as one, contributions to
which are deductible under section 170, 545, 556, 642, 2055, 2106, or 2522; or
(iii); to_determine whether the organization is a _church or convention or
assoviation of churches subject to the provisions of part III of subchapter F
of chapter 1. The requirements of subparagraph (2) of this paragraph that
the Regional Commissioner give notice prior to examination of the books of
account of an organization do not apply to an examination of the religious
activities of the organization for any purpose described in this subparagraph.
Once it has been determined that the organization is 2 church or convention
or association of churches, no further examination of its religious activities
may be made in tion with determining its liability, if any, for unrelated

business income tax.

(4) Effegtive date. The provisions of this paragraph shall apply to audits
and examinétions of taxable years beginning after December 31, 1969, [Reg.
§ 301.7605-1.] .

.10 Historical Comment: Adopted 10/23/59 by T. D, 6421, Amended 10/24/60 by

. D. 6498 for Gerical changes. Amended 10/26/71 by T. D. 7146 to refect Sec. 121(f
P Lo eaded 10/25/7% by ¢ @

[¥5928] Yime and Place of Exomination
o e CCH Expl; It M

01 Code Secc. 7605 gives the Commissioner authority to fix such
time and place for an ination as are r ble under the circum-
stances. However, when appearance and production of books and rec-
ords under summons are required, the date fixed for appearance
cannot be less than 10 days after the i of th ns, See
.10 below.

The taxpayer is not to be subjected to 4 ion or
investigations, In practice, only one inspection of a taxpayer’s books
of account will be made for each taxable year unless the taxpayer
requests otherwise, or unless the Ce issioner notifies the taxpayer
in writing that an additional inspection is necessary. On and after
August 17, 1954 this provision applies to taxes imposed under either
the 1939 or 1954 Code.

Churches and conventions or associations of churches are subject
to the tax on unrelated business income after December 31, 1975 (see
§3237.01). An Internal Revenue agent may examine the books of a
church or convention or association of churches only if 2 Regional Com-
missioner (or higher tax official) has reason to believe that the church
is carrying on an unrelated trade or business and, acting on this
belief, notifies the organization in ‘advance of examination.

Authority to examine the religious activities is limited to deter-
mining whether the organization is a church or association of churches.
And authority to examine the books is limited to determining the
amount of unrelated business income tax. Though effective for tax-
ablé years beginning after December 31, 1969, the examination restric-
tiorf was not truly viable until after December 31, 1975 —CCH.

]

T

Vol. 8 CCH—Standard Federal Tax Reports ~ Reg, § 301.7605-1  § §928.01
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68,7 20 TIME, PLACE OF EXAMINATION—Sec. 7605 [page 66,715)

1 5928.912)~Continued

Reference to a contract of sale in 1963
was not an kddmona! inspection. The ref-
erence to_taxp: 968 was
2o ascertain facts and figures relevant to the
treatment o then- 1970 income,

Seermo um-lso Aﬂ'd per curtam, CA"9.
T5-2 ustc § 5662, 5B

‘The mere:y ination of the | yer's
retumn vra not & secoad of

Margose Co., Inc. v. U, 8., (Ct. Cls)) IS
CCH § 9630, 5¢ F., 24 168,
Mangone case, above, distinguished, and
deficiency assessment held void where tax-
payer was totally unaware of the violation
lnd thus had no opportunity to protest.
H.r iﬂ‘;"tm' {CA-T) 631 usrc § 9336 Xa

(R KOOV S LIS

A of
books of account (such as occumd here)
does not necessanly mean that the de-

books and rtcvrd: within the meaning of
Code Sec. 7605(b) and, thetefore, _did not

must_be g Here, ‘!ht defi-
ciency was pnmn! information
leaned. fro e han persona

require written notice by the
2, 0. Bxovciter, 33 TCM 192, 'D& R.452(),
TC Memo 197440,

Taxpayer, an ofiter and sole owner of a
corporation, was directed to obcy 2 sum-
moas to produ:e records of his

records. Morwvu. although the taxpayers
had not consented to 2 second examination,
they were aware that it was occurring when
it tthook place and should have d:allcng
it

even though such records mxg‘ht ulumzlely
be used to incriminate him. The sole
owner of a corporation cannot assert his
‘r ivilege agzinst self-incrimination

d for refusing to produce
his corporanon’s records. Further, the sum-
mons was not invalid because the reopen-
ing letter had not been issued prior to the
issuance of the summons, since Code Sec.
7605 protects only the taxpayer’s books, and
gch‘sub;ect of thc summons was the records

H. A.M,DC.MM!M

014 Church tions. — Authority
to approve a request to examine
books of and

P, 8, CA-, zmlmmm
€91, Cert. denled, 423 US 10V

016 The court, on aypcal. refused to
consider the question of the validity
of such assessment where the issue was not
raised in the Board proceedmg
mg v, Com., (CA-5) 180 CCH 19503, 42
The failure of the IRS to notify the tax-
payer, of its intention to re-examine the tax-
g:ycrs records for a taxable year which
already been audited did not nullify an
assessment of over $330,000 based on the
re-examination for that year,
Field m-prhu hu:, (Ct. Qs.) 652 wsrc
§ 9561, M8 F. 24

of a church or a convention or assocation
of churches u( del:q:tcd to tbe As

Following the ination of the books
and m:m!s of taxpayer’s transferor, pro-

Cummss:on:rs.

€. D. O, No. 137, 1stued and effective June 27,
973, 38 F. R. 17852, 737 CCH f§ €728
An_order enforcing a summons xssned by
the IRS and denying taxpayer’s p

1954-1936 were settled  administratively,
Thereafter, the uswner. without pzoper
notice m
re-examine the same books and rccords,
Whl:h _was refused. Following this, the

hout the aid of the Dooks

d adjust-

m:nt was. and ded
appeal. e lower ooun should have

beld a lumt:d id

the taxpayer’s all uons ot bad faith

raised sufficient doubt about the

ments for d\e same years which became the
basis for 2 formal notice of deficiency, the
validity of which was denied, It was held
that since the Commissioner did no}, in
the books and records in

E»erwces%u es to require the
tion of wi furthcr inquiry by way of
duoovery was warnnted
of Scientology of Calif.; Cluderton v.,

CA-9 T5-2 vsre § 9584, S0 F2d Q18

A chorch organization did not prove its
contention that the administrative proce-
dures of Code Sec. 7605(c) and of the regu-
ations had not been complied with because
there was no showing of 2 determination by
the Regional Comrmssuoner that the specific
itemns ina were Y.
Mror».lﬂ Missionory Baptist Church, Inc.,

oo 2 h1 T s

015 Defici not void.~Defici re-

sulting _from an improper second

txxmmmorr of plaintiff’s books, 2gainst
which it proxesmr is not void.

€ 5828.014 Reg. § 301.76505-1

act,
qushon, the failure to give a written notice
of intention to do so did_not affect the
validity of the deficiency notice and the bur-
den of proof, therefore, rested upon the

taxpayer.
United States Holding Co., 44 TC 323, Dec.
N, H. Holl, (CAS) 61 usc 19207, 406 F.
24 706,

£18 Xnad ds.~The i
tion restrictions were not violated
where, in_addition to exarmnauon of check
stubs and
agent asked for bank staxemems. checks,
and/or_receipted bills for the purpose of
determining gross income and verifying
claimed deductions,
Amiy Marz, 13 TC 1099, Dec. 17408 (Acq.).

© 1976, Commerce Cleating House, Inc.

."'(

with respect to ‘the years
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16. Internal Revenue 1456

Since church's allegations of bad
faith harassment by Internal Revenue
Service, though thin, raised doubt as to
Service’s purposes, district court should
have held a limited evidentiary bearing
to determine whether further inquiry
into the Service's purposes by way of
di Y Was war d; although such
a hearing would entail cross-examination
of the summoning agent, permissible
scope of the hearing was for the district
court’s discretion. 26 U.S.C.A. (LR.C.
1954) § 7602; Fed.Rules Civ.Proc. rule
81(a)3), 28 U.S.C.A.

17. Internal Revenue e=1456

Although summonee attempted dis-
covery only by way of taking deposition
and request for internal revenue service
documents, summonee ‘did not waive its
right to evidentiary hearing to determine
whether further inquiry into Service's
purposes by way of discovery was war-
ranted where summonee twice called dis-
trict court’s attention to case law provid-
ing for such a hearing in an enforcement
proceeding. 26 U.S.CA. (I.R.C.1954)
§ 7602,

James Q. Fisher (argued), Encino, Cal.,
for respondents-appellants.

Alfred S. Lombardi, Atty. (argued),
Tax Div., U. S. Dept. of Justice, Wash-
ington, D. C., for petitioners-appellees.

OPINION

Before DUNIWAY and ELY, Circuit
Judges, and JAMESON,* District Judge.

DUNIWAY, Circuit Judge:

The Church of Scientology of Califor-
nia appeals from.the district court's or
der enforcing a summons issued by an
Internal Revenue Service agent under
§ 7602 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1854, 26 U.S.C. § 7602, and denying the
Church's request for p for t

520 FEDERAL REPORTER, 2d SERIES

L Facts. .

On February 8, 1973, agent Clubeny,,
of the Service's Audit Division issued 5,
summons to Henning Heldt, then View
president of the Church of Scienwlog\
of California, requiring Heldt to a5,
on February 29, 1973, to testify g5, o
produce for examination certain record.
of the Church bearing on its federsf ine
come tax liability for 1968 and
Heldt appeared at the appointed time.
apparently willing to testify, but withey,
the required records. Heldt saig that h,
was no longer an officer of the Church
and that he had neither control nor po
session of the records because he had
resigned s director and vice president of
the Church four days earlier, on Febru.
ary 16, 1973. The agent noted Heldts
sppearance but did not examine him. Iy
the course of two years of negotiation.
preceding the i “of the :
Heldt had consistently held himself out
to the agent as the representative of th
Church in charge of its books ant
records, and never stated that he wue
contemplating resigning.

On September 5, 1973, the Service Ix-
titioned the district court to enforce the
summons against Heldt and the Church
‘under 26 U.S.C. §§ 7402(b) and 76040,
both of which somewhat redundantly
gave the district courts jurisdiction “hy
appropriate process” to compel compli-
ance with such summonses. The distri:
court issued an order requiring Heli:
and the Church to show cause why they
should not be required to comply with
the summons.

Heldt and the Church then filed a ne-
tice of taking depositions of agent Clu-
berton and two other Service official
and a demand for the production of
Service files relating to the Church. Th
Bervice moved to quash this discovery
Then Heldt and the Church responded o
the order to show cause by alleging. in-
ter alia, that the Service had issued th

discovery. *We reverse and remand for

-further Mings.

= *The H William 3. 3,
. Moatana, sitting by designation,

Senior

for the bad faith purpose of
barassing the Church. More specificath.
the Church asserted that the instan

United States District Judge for the District of
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———r wan e




agent Cluberton
Division issued a
Heldt, then vice
h of Scientology
Heldt to appear
w testify and to
a certain records
on jts federal in-
1968 and 1969,
sppointed time,
stify, but without
teldt said that he
>r of the Church
* control nor pos-
because he had
vice president of

arlier, on Febru- .
at noted Heldt's -

examine him. In
s of negotiations
of the summons,
held himself cut
esentative of the

its books and
.ted that he was
}, the Service pe-
rt to enforce the

and the Church
2(b) and 7604(a).
hat redundantly
1 jurisdiction “by
» compel compli-
ses. The district

requiring Heldt
: cause why they

to comply with

1 then filed a no-
ns of agent Clu-
Service officialx
1e production of
the Church. The
Jh this discovery.
arch responded o
e by alleging, in-
se had issved the
faith purpose of
More specifically.
that the instant

:l’ormemsuicto(

wmmor{s was part of a concerted nation-
wide Service strategy to harass various
churches of Scientology, which are in the
Chburch’s words “doctrinal cousins” but
te entities, According to the
Church, the Service has followed a pat-
tern of initiating investigations and ad-
inistrative and judicial proceedings, but
menetheless resisting definitive determi-
pation of the tax exempt status of those
churches—all, the Church alleges, for the
. se of applying pressure to the
churches to settle the issue of their
laimed tax ptions and of eliminat
Scientology organizations. The
Church sought to take the depositions of
: Service officials to attempt to uncover

UNITED STATES v. CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA 821
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witness.'” Donaldson v. United States,
1971, 400 U.S. 517, 525, 91 S.Ct. 534, 539,
27 L.Ed.2d 580; Reisman v. Caplin, 1964,
875 U.S. 440, 446, 84 S.Ct 508, 11
L.Ed.2d 459. The Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure apply to a summons proceed-
ing. FedR.Civ.P. 8KaX8); United
States v. Powell, 1964, 879 U.S. 48, 58, n.
18, 85 S.Ct. 248, 18 L.Ed.2d 112; Martin
v. Chandis Securities Co., 9 Cir., 1942,
128 F.2d 781, 734. But the Civil Rules
are not inflexible; a district court may
limit their application in a pr ding to
enforce & which is i ded to
be a summary proceeding, 5o long as the
rights of the party summoned are pro-
tected and an adversary hearing, if re-

vi to support these alleg:
.. The. district judge held.a hearing on
the order to show cause and on the Serv-
jee’s motion to quash discovery, listening
1o oral argument by counsel, but without
the presentation of testimony or other
evidence other than affidavits already on
file. Concluding that the “allegation of
harassment is not supported by the
record,” the judge “entered orders (1)
quashing the notice of taking of deposi-
tions and (2) enforcing the summons
sgainst the Church. At the request of
the Church, the judge stayed enforce-
. ment of the summons pending appeal, on
“. the eondition that the Church deposit
with the court all of the books and
Técords sought by the summons. The
Church did s0, filling 23 trunks with
Tecords, and brought this appeal.
[1] We have jurisdiction under 28
.S.C. § 1291. Reisman v. Caplin, 1964,

States, 9 Cir., 1963, 321 F.24 586.
IL' " Summons Enforcement Proceed-
in Geperal.

e begin with a review of a few ba-
settled principles.

sted, is made ilable. Donaldson,

‘supra, 400 U.S. at 528-29, 91 S.Ct. 534.

{5] The Internal Revenue Service
need not meet any standard of probable
cause to obtain enforcement of its sum-
mons; it must show only (1) that the
investigation will be conducted pursuant
to a legitimate purpose; (2) that the in-
quiry may be relevant to the purpose;
(8) that the information sought is not
already within the Service's possession;
and (4) that the administrative steps re-

‘quired by the Internal Revenue Code

have been followed. United States v.
Powell, supra, 879 U.S. at 57-58, 85 S.Ct.
248. :

However, as the Court explained in
Powell, 379 U.S. at 58, 85 S.Ct. at 255
(footnotes omitted): *

This does not make meaningless the

sdversary hearing to which the tax-

payer is entitled before enforcement is
ordered. At the hearing he “may
challenge the summons on any appro-

priate ground,” Reisman v. Caplin, 375

U.S. 440, at 449, 84 S.Ct. (508], at 518

{11 L.Ed.2d 459). Nor does our read-

ing of the statutes mean that under no

circumstances may the court inguire
into the underlying reasons for the ex-

{2-4] An internal
® “administratively issued but its en-
forcement is only by federal court au-
‘a"?ﬁty in ‘an adversary proceeding’ af-
-fording the opportunity for challenge
"and” ‘complete protection to the

ion. It is the court’s process
which is invoked to enforce the admin-
istrative summons and a court may
not permit its process to be abused.
Such an abuse would take place if the
summons had been issued for an im-
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proper purpose, such as to harass the

taxpayer or to put pressure on him to

settie a collateral dispute, or for any
other purpose reflecting on the good
faith of the particular investigation.

The burden of showing an abuse of

the court’s process is on the taxpayer,

knd it is not met by a mere showing,
as was made in this case, that the

#tatute of limitations for ordinary de-

ficiencies has run or that the records

in question have already been once ex-
amined.

These principles were reaffirmed by
the Court in Donaldson v. United States,
1971, 400 U.S, 517, 526-27, 91 S.Ct. 6§34,
27 L.Ed.2d 580, and more recently in
United States v. Bisceglia, 1975, 420 U.S,
141, 146, 95 S.Ct. 915, 43 L.Ed.2d 88.

NI, The Alleged Abuse of Process.

The four criteria for enforcement set
out in Powell were satisfied in this case.
The principal question on appeal is
whether the district court erred in en-
forcing the summons without allowing
discovery and without taking evidence
on the alleged abuse of the court’s proc-
ess. We conclude that the court should
have held a limited pre-enforcement evi-
dentiary hearing.

A. The Allegation of Bad Faith IRS
Harassment.

We first consider the Church’s allega-
tions and the support for them that ap-
pears in the record.

Attached to the Church’s memoran-
dum in opposition to enforcement of the

isa*S v of Administra-
tive and Judicial ‘Proceedings involving
the Church of Scientology and its Parish-
joners,” which the Church says reveals 8
pattern of bad faith IRS har

§20 FEDERAL REPORTER, 2d SERIES

when the summons was issued. Also ap.
pended to the d are the affj.
davit of Heldt and certain corrcspon.
dence between the Church and Servie,
officials in which the Church asked the
Service, and the Service refused, to defer
the examination for 1968 and 1969 whi),.
examinations for carlier years wen
pending.

{6,731 The pendency of proposed a.
sessments for the earlier years, however,
does not in itself indicate bad faith
the part of the Service. Und
§ 501(cX3) of the Code, determination of
tax exempt status for a given year dw
pends upon the financial operation of (h.
Church for that year. See Church of
Scientology of Hawaii v. United Stutcs,
9 Cir., 1973, 485 F.2d 813, 319 (Koelx);,
J., dissenting). Moreover, the gross re.
ceipts of the California Church for 19~
and 1969 were markedly higher thar
those for 1964 through 1967. It was na
unreasonable for the Service to invesii

gate the different periods separately but -

simultaneously.

The Church also cites our Church .z
Scientology of Hawaii case, supri. uz:
another case now pending on appeal t»
this court, Handeland v. C issioner.
519 F.2d 827, as evidence of an allyn-:
bad faith “harass and moot” strateg,
in which the Service repeatedly impos -

* assessments on churches of Scientoloz:

but stops short of litigating the merits
of the churches' tax exempt status k.
refunding the taxes paid or conced
non-liability. In the Church of Hawa
case, we held that the taxpayer™ =u’
for a refund was not mooted by th
Setvice's tender of the taxes palt
Héndeland involves an action in the Ty
Court .by ministers of the Church «
Scientology of Mi ta in which ™

This summary lists eleven proceedings
involving various churches of Scientolo-
gy. With respect to the California
Church, the summary states that the
Servicg retroactively revoked the tax ex-
empt status of the California Church in
1968 and that questions of the Church's
tax ligbility for 1964 through 1967 were
pending at the appellate conference level

government admitted error and the T
Court entered a judgment withe.
opinion for the ministers. The proprivi
of this mooting tactic is not now befte
us, If this mooting tactic is impro;-~
the Church will have its remedy. »~ °
did in the Church of Hawaii case.
For present purposes, we conclude 2

that the Service's litigative stratus °
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* o years wene
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bad faith on
vice.  Under
termination of
diven year de~
reration of the
ve Church of
Jnited Stutes,
819 (Koelsch,
the gross re-
urch for 196%
higher thun
. It was not
ve to investi-
cparately but

ir Church of
« % supra, und
on appeal to
‘ompmissioner,
{ an alleged
at” stratepy
edly improses
Scientologn
¢ the merits
i status Iy
r conceding
» of Huwail
payer’s suit
sed by “the
taxes  paid
. in the T

Church of -

which the
nd the Tan
it without
& proprivty
now befor
3 improper.
nedy, as it
case.
relude onlh
tratepry it

ose cases does not sufficiently evince
Rebad faith to require us or the district
s court to deny enforcement of the sum-
mons. It may be that the Service has

-capitulated in certain cases because small
smounts were in issue or because jt his
< mufttc:ent. evidence to sustain its case.
:We a€e DO reason to bar it from gather-
BBing the evidence it deems necessary in
z ' cpse. We note in passing that the
& Service hns lxhgnted 1o finality and won

case g the tax pt status
of .1 Scientology church in Founding
% Church of Scientology v. United States,
1969 412 F.2d 1197, 188 Ct.Cl. 490, cert.
'wed 897 U.S. 1009, 90 S.Ct. 1237, 25
21 xd2d 422, where the court held that
the Church failed to prove that no part
®rof.the corporation’s net earnings inured
sthe benefit of private individuals.
e 26 US.C. § 501(cX3).

-evidence of purportedly improper
Service motives, the Church also relies
on 2 Service “Manual Supplement” dated
¥ September 2, 1970. Its stated purpose,

we observed in Church of Scientology
of Hawaii, supra, 485 F.2d at 817, is to
giidentify “Church of Scientology type re-
ligious organizations” and to provide
Seguideli for ining returns and

i lications. H er, we.
no reflectaon of & nefarious purpose
n the face of this document.

A¥x The manual supplement is based on
be opinion of the Court of Claims in
$Founding Church of Scientology v. Umt-
States, supra. The court di

UNITE.D STATES v. CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF CALIFORNIA 823
Cite a3 520 F.24 818 (1973)

coming from plaintiff. However, un-
der the circumstances here, the fact
that Hubbard had income from such
closely related sources indicates that
Hubbard’s compensation from plaintiff
was not for full-time service. During
the years in issue these other percent-
ages, fees, and commissions, =0 far as
the record shows, were apparently re-
ceived or receivable by Hubbard for
his personal use. Such an arrange-
ment suggests a franchise network for
private profit and, in turn, casts doubt
upon the propriety of the payments by
plaintiff to Hubbard and the members
of his family. The fact that Hubbard
was the recipient of income from
phmuff in the form of royalties and
i likewise i an in-,
ference of personal gain.
Given the evidence in that case and the
conclusions of the Court of Claims, it
was entirely reasonable for the Service,
using the characteristics sketched by
that court, to identify Scientology organ-
izations and to establish a uniform policy
and procedure for examining them. In
fact, we might suspect an improper ex-
ternal influence if, under the circum-
stances, the Service did not give such
organizations careful scrutiny.

{8] In short, we agree with the dis-
trict court that the allegations of harass-
ment and improper purposes were not
supported by the record and standing
alone did not require the court to deny

the tenets and the structure of
ntology organizations, After point-
g out that the Founding Church tithed
percent of its gross income to founder
'Ron Hubbard, the court observed, 412
d.at 1199:

enfor Hi er, our inquiry does
not end here, for it may be that the
Church’s allegations have more sub-
stance than meets the eye. See, e g,
Center on Corporate Responsibility, Inc.
v. Schultz, D.D.C., 1973, 368 F.Supp. 863
(evndenee of the House use of IRS
inistrative actions against certain

logy congr ions, fran-
es, and organizations also paxd
bbard a portion of their gross in-
come, usually 10 percent.

Court of Claims explained, 412 F.2d

or, purposa of dec:dmg this case,

e do, not consider the income accru-
g to Hubbard from the affiliated
ngregations and organizations as

“activist” organizations whose views
were offensive to the White House).

B. Denial of Discovery and Evidentia-
ry Hearing.

The Church contends that it was enti-
tled to discovery under Fed.R.Civ.P. 80
and 84 or, failing that, an evidentiary
hearing to inquire into the motives of
the Service in issuing the. summons.
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»
§

N ': {s-12) Under FedRCiv.P. 8I1(aX3) purpose in issuing a summons, Ther,
\ ! the district court has considerable discre- the court said (at 700):

3 : " A tiorl to restrict or deny dis'covery. See We agree with the government, how..
i i United States v- Bell, 9 Cir,, 1971, 448 ever, that respondem; should be o
i L F.2d 40, 42; United States v. Ruggeiro, 9 quired to do more than allege an i,
: ’!: = ikl Cir., 1970, 425 F.24 1069, 1071; United  proper purpose before_discovery s o,
i l PR HE States v. Ahmanson, 9 Cir., 1969, 415 dered in a proceeding of this o
Hi LR l :‘.2:1 785,'387 In _eglntrast u; the proce- Some evidence supporting respondent’,
B HERAN ure in ordinary civil cases, di y in llegations should be introduced, v,
2 ] 1] fi i a summary s enfor Pro-  approve of the following suggestiq,:,
" ! i cefdmgT : the ¢>.:«>epl.x.m;-xi rathenx} than the offered by the government:
H . AN H rule. e party resisting enforcement o 3
£f il h ‘The general solution would profy,.
HA aH st should be. required to do more than al- bly be for the district court to pem-
HIL ER PR A fege an improper purpose before dis- ceed directly to a hearing at which
TN o sl P Bl dmi, o s oy
H H 9 " . .
L il Jit 1249, 1252; United States v. Salter, 1 :,T,,','::.,,,:he e:f::;—;ix:;hohi;s :ﬁdm::
$1HIE L ! Cir,, 1970, 432 F.2d 697, 700. Conclusory The court could then, by observatior
el i{ i fé 3 allegations carefully tailored to the lan- and, where n its own que.
: E R RN RN f Powell, supra, that the Service o g A
J 1 M e 1 guage of , supra, tioning of the agent, makes its our.
s v - - =32 has issued a summons for an improper S "
5 &3 : i i‘.:‘: Els) pu such a5 to the taxpayer determination of whether explors..
- » N § e i3 rpose, harass tion, by di 'y o
: g{ i o i '_?_i' : or to put pressure on him to settle a in :";:n»y scavery, seemed to |
i1 ‘ N k3 collateral dispute, are easily made. See If, at th d of the heari he
" SN S Garrett v. United States, 9 Cir., 1975, » 8 the end of the hearing, then g
3 . 1 511 F.2d 1037 remains & substantial question in th
> i ) court’s mind regarding the validity of

Allowing the Church to take deposi- the government’s purpose, it may then

R
!,
HAL I

Py tions of the examining IRS agent and :
o his superiors and to inspect internal IRS grant discovery.
{ HE records and memoranda on the basis of The Third Circuit has recently adopted « i
l LRI such conclusory allegations would place similar procedure in United States
Paoehy] undue burdens on the Service and im- McCarthy, 3 Cir; 1975, 514 F.2d 36
! ' pede what is supposed to be a summary We agree with the First and Third Cir-
i ! : enforcement procedure. Accordingly, we cuits that this solution would accomme-
31 - k ":l reject the Church’s argument that it was date the needs of efficient tax admini-
a1 entitled to pre-enforcement discovery. tration and at the same time provide «

e : I reasonable opportunity for the summ.-
' [13-16] Nonetheless, » 8S We e to carry the burden imposed by Pou- -

ell, supra, of showing an abuse of th

have seen, the Church or any other sum-
monee bears the burden of proving bad

e in

- L )

L ' faith harassment or other abuse, we COUFS Process.

T S g * think that the summonee must be af- In approving the procedure suggeste:
7 ; y . forded at least some opportunity to sub- by the First Circuit, we also endorse th:
i - stantiate its allegations. court’s limiting rationale that the pur-
¥ * X § The Church argues that, failing to Pose of the evidentiary hearing is to sift

N - grant its request for discovery, the dis- out those rare cases where bald allegn
VO trict court should at least have held an tions of harassment or improper purpe~
E evidentiary hearing to inquire further can be substantiated and thereby
into the motives of the Service in issuing 2void dilatory and burdensome discoven
Y the summons. As the Church points out, procedures. As the First Circuit said is
S that was the approach adopted by the Salter, supra, 432 F.2d at 700-01 (foo
. First Circuit in United States v. Salter,1 note omitted): .

B H Cir., 1870, 432 F.2d 697, where the sum- We believe that thede arc stroog
monee also alleged an improper Service reasons of public policy<for placing -

———b o
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2 Cite a3 330 .24 825 {1975) ik
inken of proof on respondent before we agree with the Third Cireuit, McCar- Fit
_,.m'ng;_diseovery in an enforcement thy, supra, 514 F.2d at 368 n. 11, that to .

acveding of this type. A broad dis- hold under these circumstances that the
‘.aery afder puts the Internal Reve- Church failed to ask the court for the
-ov Service under a severe handicap in  proper sequence of procedures would be
wnducting & civil investigation. unduly harsh. Moreover, in reviewing
gead discovery can be expected to the record, we note that the Church
_ause extensive delays and to jeopar- twice called the district court’s attention
=ze the integrity and effectiveness of to the Salter case and the procedure
he cntire investigation. Coupled with there recommended. Accordingly, we
ihese considerations is the fact that conclude that the Church did not waive
axpayers have been almost uniformly its right to an evidentiary hearing.
o ul in proving an “improper .
purpose” defense. Requiring an evi- IV. Conclusion.
Jentiary hearing will not preclude a In view of our conclusion that the dis-
nepondent from raising and proving a trict court should have granted the
14c] “improper purpose,” and we of Church a limited evidentiary hearing to
awrse have no intention of precluding  inquire into the Service's purposes, we
¥ him from doing so. But we feel that do not reach the Church’s other argu-

the hearing requirement will have the ments for reversal.

alutary effect of eliminating dis- ' Reversed and remanded for further
% ciwvery in cases in which it is clear that proceedings.
£ respondent will mot be able to prove

e WV Y e
=

his allegations.

Applying these principles to the case #nmw

1« hand, we conclude that the Church's |

sliegations of bad faith harassment by

e Service, though thin, raised suffi-

ent doubt about the Service's purposes

& o require the district court to hold 2 William E. SHEEHAN, by his father,
¥ Zimited evidentiary hearing to determine Henry Sheehan, as next friend, Indi-
whether further inquiry into the Serv- vidually on behalf of himself and on
~ «e’s purposes by way of discovery is  behalf of a class of persons similarly
warranted.  Although we anticipate that situated but too numerous and too
such a hearing would entail, for exam- transitory to wention, Plaintiffe-Ap-
tion of the su i lant:

B L R

WAL

¥

2 WIS YNYA PN s

4

agent (Cf. Wild v. United States, 9 Cir.: v ‘

. 1966, 362 F.2d 206, 208-09), we do not {

< attempt to define precisely the permissi- William J. SCOTT, Attorney General of ]
B L. scope of the evidentisry hearing. Tlinois, et al, Defendants-Appelices. i
We leave that to the discretion of the No. 74-1281. i

district court. i

- " United States Court of A Is,
[17] In the proceedings below, the e Seventh Circuit. ppes
Church attgmpted discovery only by way ‘

pROUAAGIS

St 7y BPA T4t Rk

of taking depositions and requests for Argued Jan. 17, 1975.
S IRS decuments.  Apparently counsel for Decided July 22, 1975. t.

. the Churelt mistakenly believed that it
had a right to discovery before the pre- . -
sentation of any evidence in the sum- Plaintiff, who had been absent from
mons enforcement proceeding. Thus it school 14 days during two months, and
is arguable that the Church waived any who had been required to meet with pro-
argument that it was entitled to a pre- bation officer who inquired into his fam-
discovery evidentiary hearing. However, ily life and personal makeup, sued chal-

325 F 265242
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. FRANCHISE TAX BOARD @ #22

447 COLLEGE AVENUE

SANTA ROSA, CALIFORNIA 95403 .
1974 & 1975

February 16, 1978 Incone Years

D Perso:_pl Income Tax
X

D Bank c‘_nd Corporation Tax
Richard and Claire Janaro :
2451 Road K
Redwood Valley, CA 95470

Y oy

~

Your California income tax return(s) for the year(s) indicated above has been
assigned to this office for audit. It i1s our desire to conplete a review of
your records as soon as practicable with the least inconvenience to you.

To ald us in scheduling audit appointments, please £ill in the information
reguested on the reverse side and return one copy of this letter in the enclosed
business reply envelope. :

The audit will finclude, but will not be limited to:

Books of original entry (e.g. general journals, receipts and
disbursements journal). .

Summary ledgers (e.g. general ledgers, subsidiary ledgers).

Canceled checks or receipts to' substantiate

Partonership agreement.
Profit sharing plan.
Bank statements.
Corporation minutes,

Source documents to support

1. Contributions

2. Income averaging - copy of 540's 1971, 72, 73, 7h

3. Medical .

4. Dependents - Please complete the enclosed dependent forms
and mail together with copy of this letter in the enclosed
self-addressed envelope.

. Failure to have the above checked items available at the designated audit
% location may result in adjustments based on the information available at the B
tive of the gudit. H
Harry Richey
Tax Auditor
Santa Rosa District
Telephone (707) 54l-057%

Oo0EOO0O0O0 OO0
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FTB 4812-79 (3-75)
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QUESTIONNAIRE TO ASSIST IN THE SCHEDULING OF FRANCHISE TAX AUDITS

Subject: CALIFORNIA PERSONAL INCOME TAX
CALIFORNIA FRANCHISE TAX
; £
1. F Address where records can be examined: Z
i z
%
2. Individual to contact for appointment to _exninc records:
i :'Krlwhono

Name.
'

3. If federal statute of limitations has been extended for subject year(s) or any
prior year, indicate year and extended statute date.

Extended Extended Extended
Year Statute Date . Yerr Siatute Date .0 Year Statute Date

4., Has IRS audited your returns for any S. Is IRS now examining or planning to
subject year or prior year? . N examine your returns?

D No D Yes D No. D Yes (state Years)

1f yes, send original or copy of
Revenue Agent's Report. Original
will be returned. This may make
our independent examination
unnecessary.

6. Corporate taxpayers only - List name(s) of all corporate affiliates (parent or
subsidiary) and percent of ownership. Show corporate numbers for those that
file California returns. .

ot

ot fenne s

Taxpayer's signature: E Date

iy




\ STATE OF CAUFSRNIA  *
FRANCHISE TAX BOARD
Sacramento, California 95867

Information to Support Exemption Claimed for
Dependent on CALIFORNIA Income Tax Return

m

=

For Calendar Year or Fiscol Year Begun .19 , ond Ended ,19 .
FIRST RAME{S} ARD INITIAYS) | LAST RAME | Ymuiculuu;nvw OGNS 3ol sackrily mamoR
I H
Pw‘mmmmmmumuwm) 5
TITY, TOWM OR POST OFRCE STATE T

l 21P CODE

Indicate your marital status on last day of the year.
:D *ﬂdz?unhm—:”&shru:nmd,m

i ftem .

Uguﬂmmmmhm v

sbve and enter fist mame
hero >

LD“!MI%H&WMMNWO(W(M

8 Widowler) with nt child—enter of daath of husbnd
D MM felbw”;'qmduﬂ\chpousne,

fwife) 19__ @

#f spowse died In 1972 oc laten.

ANSWER ALL THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS IN REGARD TO EACH PERSON CLAIMED AS
A DEPENDENT. IF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD IS CLAIMED, ALSO ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS

ON REVERSE SIDE OF THIS FORM.

1. Nome ofdependent(s) . . . . . . « .
2 Citizenof United States? . . . . . .
3. Relotionship (if not closaly related by blood, explain)

. .
- .

-

0 Yes [ No

O Yes [ No

O Yes [ No

O Yes O No

A AGE . . . o 4 e et e e e e s e e e
5. # 19 or over, was dependent(s) a full-time student? .
6. How many months did dependent live with you? . .
7. i dependent did not live with you for the entire yeor,
siate the name, oddress and relationship of person with
whom dapendant was living

[1.Yes O No
Mos.

[l Yes 3 No
Mos.

3 Yes 3 No
Mos.

OYes 3 No
Mos.

a.lfdcpendunitmrmd did he/she file a joint retumn

with spouse?

9. Totol y to maintain depend ‘forﬁw
year. Explai fullyany | exp such o3 medi

dc..onmsidc..........I..

$C. Yotal t ibuted by you forthe year . . . .

" Anwn(s)youmnmbdanm by:

Ph::..............

Other (explainorreverse) . . . « « « « o o« &

12, Amount(s) contributed by others to support of dependent

(Enter their nomes and nddrmuonmom side) . .

13. Total income of dependent(s): woges, rent, dividends, etc.

Hemize type of income and amounts on reverse side . .

14. Welfore mmnco, b;oual ucunfy ond veteran bensfit

¢ s e o e o s v s e e o s s o

..... e o o e & o v s o

15. If‘ d status ch ‘durmgtbe dates
cr.dnctm!:fdvnge.. PO .YN.'O."... .

0 Yes [ No

[3 Yes [ No

”

O Yes [ No

”»

i 1n

»

Hy.od&“oyumlummdndﬂnu

for the depand

Hs), plossa compl

the 'l;dn-.l stetoment below.

WITHDRAWAL STATEMINY

vl b

ead 1 withdrow oy

1 no jonger believe 1 em sattled %o cloim en

Nom For
calm fo this exemption. Plecse make the necesory odjustments fo my Income fox returm for the year shows abovs.

Signeture Dute

Signature

Deate

i declare under penalties of perjury that the above statements are trus and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Signed

B4 (7)

Date.

PTR 380%A 1.7y

M




. . ’ e P;ga. 2 '
PO HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS IF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD IS CLAIMED (See requirements below)

[3 Nover jed [ Final di /dissolution Date. [0 Married individuals living apart  Date.

{1 Widow(er) Date [ Logal separation (interlocutory decres does notqualify) Date—

fadividval who qualified you s head of housshold:
Nome. Rel hi, Age____Grossincome $o—
& this person morried? ¥ yes, did he or she file a joint return with spouse?— — Did this person qwhfy as your dependent
for the taxable ysar?. Did this person reside in your home for the entire taxable ysar?. ‘Bno', p

Yotal t ne y to maintain housshold $. How much did you ibute? $.

wmﬁb;todbymhc:—!mlz”wlcktbchwmaddmmdmbhrwdﬁ

$
$
$
$
Explanation of Questions 9, 11 and 13 on page 1 (Attach odditional sheet(s) if necessory)
“Genstion
o,
REQUIREMENTS
Wezd of holé—A head of household Is an individual who, on the last ~OR—
f’ﬁ,‘:‘d",’&" e s ',g“’m",?",,", e from bis spoise undet Barried fodivigests Living Apert—You cen fife 25 head of household If you meet
of 7 th entire year, except for temporary the following tests:
sbsences, by: 3 (s} You file a separate retum.
Urwﬂﬁfmdmrwiﬁeddwwafﬁmlwwifym N;wwwmﬁmhﬂfhmn&epnpmbomfumtmm
™ ’m:;, wultiple m.::’;:.m;mddmd. foster ehild o stapehild, ©) Your spouss did not live in mh«u at any time during the tzuble
eventhouzi:suchemldlsmtldepmdm‘!. Yo

(%] Your dependent child or supemm fived in your home the entire
© your father or mother who [s a quilified dependent of the Individual. ¥ dureg

Cost of maintsining the home includes such Hems 2s rent, property Insurance, property taxes, mortgage interest, repairs, utilities and cost of food. ft does not
iaclude n individual's personal expenses, or any smount which represents valve of services rendered bﬁ member of the household or the taxpayer.

NOTE: No depandency cradit is allawed for ths dspendant qualifying you 25 head of beasshold

.'| "
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BN L ol v 5 A VR O F SR U A T LA D (M aior witoeby

"

NOTE: Puparc thﬁqﬁnp T' dupbcate. 'Flla the origmal thh,tm lntemal R:venue Semce Center where you are requued to file your

%% St i Ticome tax retan an Pﬂ the armount shovm online below. Auach the'd duphcale 1o the face o your “Form, 1040, This fs ot ="
£ ﬂ"'{g“’ Sl rAlTe *'.jaY %43 e - o NG —h
4T 7 an ¢ extensi of ﬂme for payme  tax, The hw Inlposa ) penalw foﬁa&e paym:nt of tax un essyou oW rqascnable cause

g ﬁrfalluntu pay when dus. (Ses Instruction E)=¥+re Zn -"""‘r ETN sy eSSy BN SRR

£1

-’::“:r:‘.-;’_“.‘ :gﬂgx sagel 428 Tolfal of oth) A*\ o Lt e ,4.-?'-' a
o Plex E: V"Z: Lp,Vy e -Mllrl -.’!,‘3_;;74.‘,,,,_ S2.2035% ?S‘S‘z_ o

K * 'J!qummhdnﬁnxtmunhr of_fural h\.-“da RSB A g

- reE i LT 2 Spouse”s soclal ucuﬂty number
°7o;f:6 CENE™ CRB K, 0. Bs. /5‘755' S2%i 7015 955",
] O]t &30 otfce, Stats 8nd ZIP Code 2

.,,= S AR
S A7 PN | I3 4} NErSC LS thf & //:-El .*’&\,?S.“w~

X oL

" Your soda! Security number

An automahc zvmgg(lh e.xtenslon o{ if'megunhl June 15, 1972. ,Ls‘he"r{b";‘r:qﬁ'eifed Tn whnch to fle Form f 040 | far t.he calendar year
N lgzq (o: if % fiscal yur retiinn unhl ST &% 19, ’V‘z'i forthe taxable yearbegmmng TR ”“'*’_3 ’
. and ending ST et r AR \%4\‘5&, n?&"‘..r
~ \. n hend y
RSB R SR J?“A,’M 3
1 Total tax U expe‘s_t 1o owe for.3976 (§ee instruchon c) ..\r A0 Kook :&;
'ﬁ < ‘&i‘zi H i 3,,,.,-..-,. $foave
_mcéme‘ tq(_fvjtfhh‘eﬁﬁ_g,‘—'b‘ﬁ'\' i o -f‘:-; c.s.-. Ky -. '~’—
S?S» A EANT
ey BTGNS
=3 1976 x paymenls {include 1975 overpayme
A%y ORI ,.t*s-‘ /S ! TAL B ’"‘}g_':"-,—_‘ p Y "'ﬁi}'ngé,
T , E b =3 ~%§ ) “"% Al
pgygnents (see qulm.ctiqg C)ntEe ‘2:;.{% ,:’,1_3%,( et
oL :ﬁ{;&“;;;,s;‘,é i
-’ bk s it . o, !9 3 (“
&m’ss;g‘% Y
QR AL D3

- Pay In Full With thig a‘ i.
X

< ;*ere.w «a@@ﬁgﬁ** msagv e gr o t:gm%w

Ty ; If Pnpa Sy‘raxpayer. nder penalucs of pequr,y, echre lhuno e st of my knowladgeand ,thesmements made :

k355, heges of ‘:m: S 3 HEEAG
e f 4o ‘ ~ , E> J

w.,, § s

-5.;8"&‘5.

ittt

.!?V“

r‘p“_.
'Qmé%@? 5 @ﬁ”f}.

: '555 v iy .s\!‘.?’k'kr;‘k %@,

St ta R té%&.\ Y

l,xpayer—underpenalhes of penury.l declare thatto the best of r
gyer to

'rreakthat Tam authonzed by the
o DyA mmbe:" ':‘n Tood stz.',mr nding &'f the Bar of the mﬁfsfeoﬁ'n of (Epécify Jurisdic
’ f _ce‘rﬁﬁed!pubnc amuntantb_au Yy sul"ljﬁﬁ pndtce (sped!y urisdiction)

s LTy

.)' rSon-enrolled o Practice Bé!om-the lnte_l;n’a,l Rfvenue Servk:c.

# DX
A St oy L v oot 4}\ TR * > Chd ot}
A duty authorized agent h,on_i_g_g ) werofatto wrth mped to fillnz qn extenslon oft me. (The power of a@orpey need not be
ey e 5%2‘:"*’“‘%&5%«?4«& SOUNERSL ORI i e
: 1." D ‘A pemom&fng’lq doswrsoqa or busmsss nla!{agﬂi!g toth o xpayer !3“{ Is unablo to sfgn thls appncatlun beca S8 or mness, i
nbseng, or ergood cause, My mlaticnshlptothe taxpayerand thu r:asons wﬁj t.he taxpayer li'fmable to sign t.h ?sppllca!lon

£ ot "
my knowleaxe and beh:
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‘gen éAtﬂngagEEP§r°§ suswsens T e LT ik
' J Wage and Tax Statement 3“4

" POB ;.4 39 DT, STA_QHAHA Na #8101 ﬂ@
DEPT ARHY 490382380 Oconrrecteo [ oupLicaTE .
Txpe of peint EMPLOYER’S Federa idenlifying number, name, :ddmx and ZIP code above. COPY B To be filed with employse’s EEDERAL tax retum

FEDERAL INCOME YAX INFORMATION SOCIAL Y\ AS REQUIRED INFORMATION
(); j; Fow:: Inrc:‘rr tax Wages, tips and i FICA smployes tax :reul F‘ICA wages . .
P . |
4.1 N . .
A WY %3318"'36 ino, kg 2i40.46
L, SRPLOYEE'S soalrm"ﬂfi '“”"w > 522- 32 =845 2 ** " STATE OR LOCAL INCOME TAX INFORMATION
'_‘ 3i -~ . Name Tax withheld Wages paid Employer's Identitylng numbar
' g1 DAxm E .sm'rH s o feau 9:59]  3149,45 60503089
B ioe L CKHGOD DR s :
'k H C AL 95482
.J)i ! .o -
S 4
B i
':i 3 ~ R
4
P G K et * { Social security (FICA) rate of 05 85% includes 0§ , 9 0% for Hospiu.l .
i3 1 Type or print EMPLOYEE'S name, sddress and ZIP code above. Insurance Benefits and 4 9 % tor old-age surviors, and disability insurance.
13 N inf is being furnished to the I 1 Revenue Service
1, . appropriate State officials and other authorized tax officials.
1, Form W-2 (Megnetic Tope Reporting) DA MILITARY/CIVILIAN - 6 PART Department of tha Tressury—Intemal Revenvs Serv J J
—
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. ) Y .
. . . b 18, 1977° -
. ot . o 59)3 o P. 0. Box 151564/

—_— m,wv' Wﬂuﬁ

¥ . San Franclsco, CA 941I5H

Heenice Dobson
80 W. Repplier Rd.
Banniog, CA 92220

at BEmle,' ’ i
mngs are cool here. ?j ' o
éow ls lt there ? . - ®

Mym typlng is very rusty, 80 pflease overlook the errors.

I'bave a very good accountant w‘bo m Lhave known for five years who will
help me with my income tax returns. .
As you know. I moved from Lklah'too L. A. gnd thlen to S. F.. so I thlnk I've
lost some of the informlatlon or torms you sent too me to go wltb my lneome taxx
:eturne. D ». .

Did you gend mean IR S form® Scbedule K-1 for the "1972" A¥/ lncome of
328.488. 95, or did you send me another IR S form? .

N

ol can, please tell me the amounts 1 received fron W. 44th Ave. I-‘arm in
AJ/I/ 1972, 1973, 1974, 1875 anu 1976. 8o I can file my Income tax returns.

Gladys and the children are all 3 ygry bappy and they say "Hl". f e s
Plaaee note the new post office bnx eumber. Thank you. '
Please send the requested lnformatlon to me as FMFAY follows:

Mr. Davld E. V. Smith, B-1650
C/0 Eugene Chalkin
EXXKB0E A

»

: . P. O. Box 15156
' San Francisco, CA 94115
1 will close now trusting all is v;eil wlth'you.
- ’ & Stocerely, -

Eb (David E. V. Smith

{ T % et

-1 [)zb‘f

& Ol vy
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aerCopa,

We hereby authorize Hartford Fire Insurance

. Company, its agents and representatives, to permit

demolition of the exisfing building structure at

1752 McKinnon Street, San Francisco, California,

which remains after the fire of August 8, 1977,

and removal of debris from the property.
Dated:

James Edwards

frene Edwards

Witness:

Vi AP NZD,

oy

(3 PRI
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February 16, 1978

P
-,

Charles R. Garry
Attorney at Law

1256 Market Street

San Franecisco, Ca. 94162

Déar Mr. Garry:

Per our telephone convefrsation on December 18, 1977. If .
you recall, Ms. Jane Mutchmann of People'!s Temple Church referred
me to you as the church counselor. I have made several attempts
to resolve this matter by other means, unfortunately it is
necessary for me to get conformation from the church.

I started attending meetings at the People's Temple Church
in 1970, at which time generous contributions were given. When
I, say generous, I am only making reference to my income level.
In 1972 I started pay "commitment" in the sum of One Hundred-
Fifty Dollars ($150.00) per month. This amount of course was
in addition to special pledges, and regular meeting contributions.
Beginning 1973 through 1974, I paid the "commitment" sum of
Two Hundred-Ten Dollars ($210.00) -per month. Beginning 1975 the
entire congregation was requested to pay commitments in cash. We
followed these instructions without question, and not thinking
about the consequences of Income Taxes and/or audits. Later in
1975, I became a part of the communal living structure. As a
part of this structure, I was required to donate my entire income,
of Three Hundred-Thirty Five Dollars/Forty Three Cents ($335.43)
by-weekly for over a period of one year. .

I feel it 1is necessary to at least outline a few of ‘the types
of contributions I made during my membership’ with the church:

one $2,300 Ring - Gold Wedding Band with an $1,800 Jade stone
with four 12 point Diamonds; A White Gold Band with one caret

* cut Diamond stone (first wedding band); A White Gold One
half caret Stone surrounded with a horse shoe:of six cut

diamond points, cost approximately $650.00 ini1960.

Fur Coats: Full length Ranch Mink Coat; Full length Grey
squirrel coat; Full length Brown Beaver coat; A full length
Black Baby Seal coat trimmed with Black.Fox and a designers
Full length Power Blue and White Australian ‘Lamb coat. A
fur collection estimated cash value of $15,000.

Three Thousand ($3,000) Dollars Savings deposited at Fireside

d the Bank of Tokyo.
ﬁ g (/J) Thrift Savings and Loan an ‘

iy




. .l‘_...._—-uu-oa......-—.-.. .

Ple the pogee

A coin Collection estimation unknown, but cash value of
Four Hundred Dollard in Bufflo nickles, mecury dimes,
Silver dimes, guarters, half dollars, whole dollars

and one. One ten dollars Gold certificate;. in addition
Six ($6,00) Thousand Dollars in pledges over a period of
four-five years.

' By no means can I ever obtain again the family heirlooms,
coin collections, jewels, furs, energy and many sacrafices which
I made in good faith.

I have estimated the approximate figure of Forty-Fifty
Thousand Dollars of personal donations and monies accumulated
over the greater part of my life. I am a single black mother
which makes it all the more difficult for the Internal Revnue
to acknowledge such sacraficial donations. .

The sum of $8,542.58 can be verified through my previous
payroll system, because I did maintain ~ my check stubs. But this
process is extremely time consuming, therefore, your clients
cooperation in resolving this matter will be greatly appreciated.

I am further requesting as a suggestion from the Internal
Revenue and my previous employer who firmly indicate that a
receipt,. for all donations should have been issued by your client,
such a receipt and/or written statement verifying the moderest sum
of Fifteen Thousand ($15,000) Dollars. Again, this in my opinion
is a reasonable request. A&nd I look forward to hearing from you

in the very near future.

Please find‘copies of my personal checks verifylng large
contributions. .

Yours very truly,

Kay Henderson

be:

L3 DRI

‘. A9 a //7)

Ty
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AN 4 - - ‘ ) Parcel number or
Legal Description _
1978 CHURCH EXEMPTION . = =
CLAIM FOR EXEMPTION FROM PROPERTY TAXES UNDER
SECTION 3(f), 4(d), AND 5, OF ARTICLE XIlI OF THE
CONSTITUTION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND <
SECTICNS 206, 206.1, AND 256 OF THE REVENUE AND TAXATION CODE ¥
(See also Sections 251, 254, 255, 260, 270, and 271 of the Revenue and Taxation Code.) z
To receive the [ult P & clail must plete and file this [orm with the Assessor by March 31, -
‘State of Californio, County of Mendocino
(Neme of pecsen meking claim)
1. Thotas
(Title, such as President, otc.)
2. of the __People's Temple of the Desciples of Christ :
(Corporate or srgenization name of church) !
3. the mailing oddress of which is _P._O. Box 214, Redwood Valley, Ca. z1p 95470
TGive complete address)
4. the location of the property of v;hi:h is zZIP —

{Give comglete oddress)

5. that 1 make this claim for church exemption on behalf of said organization for the 19 - 19 fiscal year on

the property listed on this form ond on any accompanying forms (ottach o separate torm for each location);

6. that all buildings ond equipment claimed os exempt ore used solely for religious worship; or that any building in the
course of erection is intended to be used solely for religious worship;

7. thot the land claimed as t is required for the convenient use of soid buildings;

P

8. thot oll rea! property owned by the church upon’which exemption is claimed for parking purposes is necessarily ond
reasonably required for the parking of automobiles of persons attending or engoged in religious worship or religious
octivity, and which is not ot other times used for commerciol purposes. ‘‘Commercial purpose<’ does not include the
porking of vehicles or bicycles, the revenue of which does not exceed the ordinary and necessary costs of operating and
mointaining the property for parking purposes. - i

STATE OF CALIFORNIA %“
- COUNTY OF

| declore under penalry of perjury thot this cloim for chwch exemption, including ony
or di 15 true, correct, ond complete to the best of

panying s
my knowledge ond belief.

Signoture of person moking clom, Dote

THE QUESTIONS ON T;‘IE REVERSE SIDE ARE A PART OF THIS CLAIM AND MUST BE ANSWERED.
THIS EXEMPTION CLAIM IS A PUBLIC RECORD AND 1S SUBJECT TO PUBLIC INSPECTION.

[ URITINN

Received by PERSON TO CONTACT DURING NORMAL BUSINESS HOURS
(Deputy Assessor) FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
of {County or City) Name
on Address
{Date)

umber

Te)eph 2
SBE-ASD AH 282 FRONT %.29.77 K— % ” /\‘-)

"‘ “




>
Jean Brown

This is a tax form we file with the City of San
Francisco annually to qualify for exemption from. _
City property tax, as a religious organization
using the premises solely and exclusively for
religious worship on the premises.

We file these forms every year, with usually
about the same answers, Tze main question to
wonder about is that they ask if anyone resides
tin the building., We are not zoned for 1iving in
ithe building.

Last year, chaikin wrote in response to this,

“'wves, caretaker and secretary, 2 small rooms only

when working overnight."

the ‘'year before, cartmell put -
"yes, 2 people reside in the building."

and’ on the original one, tim stoen put for 1972/73,
""conimencing 2/1/73 4 rooms were used for living
quarters for 5 persons, all being assistant
pastors, custodian and clerks,!

They inspected the church in October 1975.

| would suggest we hold this til March 1978, as it
is not due til March 31, By that time there may
be very few people left living in the building.

! wouldalso suggest we send a copy overseas and
get their advice. -
This is the kind of form Chaikin wouid delay on
as long as possible, at least til, March, to put
off any possible inspection until absolutely
necessary,

(There is also the possibillity that
€7?778 the City might anticipate denying oZr
exemption, considering our political
acitvity ... another reason to delay for now
though my guess is they would not and would
leave it to the IRS to do the dirty work.

-0 (/)
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Parcelnumber or .
Legal Déscription

LR
. . - =~

19.78 ___CHURCH EXEMPTION

CLAIM FOR EXEMPTION FROM PROPERTY TAXES UNDER
SECTION 3(f), 4(d), AND 5, OF ARTICLE Xil} OF THE
CONSTITUTION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND
SECTIONS 206, 206.1, AND 256 QF THE REVENUE AND TAXATION CODE
(Ses also Sections 251, 254, 255, 260, 270, and 271 of the Revenue and Taxation Code.)
the fxll plion, & clar must complete and jile this Jorm with the Assessor by March 31,

To

. State of Californic, County of San Francisco

1. Thet as

2

ol

0 N
by .

Received by.

of

on

SBE.ASD AH 262 FRONT 9.14.72 (REVISED 10.175)

. the mailing address of which is

. the Jocation of the property of which is

£
sioted:
(Narwe of person moking claim) z

op| avey

(Title, such as President, eic.)

PEOPLE'S TEMPLE OF THE DISCIPLES OF CHRIST

{Corporete or orgenization name of church)

of the

1859 Geary St. 21p 94115

{Give complete addraxs)

1859 Geary Street z2ip 94115

{Give complete oddress}

. that 1 make this cloim for church exemption on behalf of said organization for the 1978 ~ 1978 fiscal year on

the property listed on this form and on any accompanying forms {astach o separate form for each location);

that all buildings ond equipment cloimed as exempt ore used solely for religious worship; or thet ony building in the
course of erection is intended to be used solely for religious worship;

d is ired for the con t use of said buildings;

thot the land clail p

that oll real property owned by the church upon which exemption is cloimed for parking purposes is necessarily ond
reasonably required for the parking of cutomobiles of persons ottending ged in religious worship or religious
activity, and which is not at other times used for commerciol purposes. *‘Commercial purposes’’ does not include the
parking of vehicles or bicyCles, the revenue of which does not exceed the ordinary and necessary costs of operating ond

maintaining the property for parking purposes.
}n

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
I declore undec penalty of perjury thot this cloim for church exemption, including any
. o d

as 9

San Francisco

COUNTY OF
is true, ond plete 10 the best of

nponying
my knowledge ond belief.

Signeture of person making claim. Dote

THE QUESTIONS ON THE REVERSE SIDE ARE A PART OF THIS CLAIM AND MUST BE ANSWERED.
THIS EXEMPTION CLAIM IS A PUBLIC RECORD AND IS SUBJECT TO PUBLIC INSPECTION.

{Deputy Assessor)
San Francisco - | (- F— [111- Soe—" [1- PO F P
(Coomrer€imd . ) 5 767 18
(Date) . 2 H
¢ 3 " :
o1 LAND IMPROV, EXEMPT NET TOTAL

/F-F a //72
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[ e * - - . .
- *'City and County of San Francisco Assessor’s Office
’ JOSEPH E. TINNEY
ASSESSOR
oy
K N SAMUEL DUCA, M.AL

T CHIEF ASSISTANT ASSESSOR

January 3, 1978

yipest vhetp,

re

People's Temple of the Disciples of Christ
1859 Geary, St~

San Francisco, Ca. 95115

IMPORTANT

FILE THIS CLAIM TODAY

Absolute deadline March 3lst.

wl

/6~ Yo /’f)

R PRI

{415) 558-4011 - 558-4351 Room 101, City Hall San Francisco, CA 84102
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W 3 O & N

©

Blair, ~arnestine I,
Borue, Juanita
Chailtin, wevid
Chaikin, :hyllis
Gogb, Sharon
Coéﬁedy, Inez 5,
Coj;cserro, Versilec
Cordell, .iith
Cordell, iark
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32
33

35
36
37
38

Sanders, Dougles
Simpson, James
Stroud, Hobert H,
Swaney, ﬁathaniel B,

Swinney, Cleve L & Helen

Townos; LeFiora
Tschettor, liary
Tébpp, Berriett S,
Téfner, itoosevelt
Wilson, Leslie I,
welker, Glorie Dawm
votherspoon, lery
Wothersnoon, leter
Jones, Jin

Sines, .ionndd B,
Thonres, 4,
Johnson, Ire
Jones, Jernost
Browvn, Jean

Burrines, .osie ZLeo

Davis, J, L.
Feirley, Vodia
Newell, Hettio
Lollins, Vee
Liousttn, Fhyllis
Ja%kson, Danletice

Joknson, rlorida
Jorfes, Broende

Kice, Christine
Klingmen, idchael

Kislingborry, Jharron

W-2, 1009
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.61 Eravitz, Bricn

6C Layton, Laurence I,

63 kartin, Patricia A,

64 ¥eilvane, J, I, ';
65 g’urifoy, Hathy ::
66 i“andolph, James it

67 Saffolc, Alfreda

68 Severns, Gina

69 Smith, Daviad =,

70 Stehl, Jwrel 4, (Alfred S, Depot)

71 «~11liems, oue ~lien

72 wilson, Joe i,

73 Youn-, Vera

74 Bradshaw, Sandra

75 Becl:, Soorge bLonald

76 Browvm, vlinton J,

77 Godshelk, Reymond U,

78 Heneka, John i,

79 Hoyer, Berbera .,

80 Jolnston, Eristine

81 Sines, sebras -,

82 Thomas, Jarolin

83 sfrein, Leurie
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Received with Mar 3 report from June --EKaw Office Report #22 %’\1
_I@m Date D_Tg Name Description A:g?'%ue
( 7 ¥ar 78 A Cartmell, Walter C, Automatic Asdessment $523.00
S0 Sep 77 B Christian, Vernetta Order to Withhold Wages - 816,39
23 Nov 77 B Edwards, Shirley dnn  IRS Collection letber + 1382.64
13 Mar 78 5 Jones, Annette T, Auto Tax Incr Letter :; 686.77
31 Aug 77 é Perry, Leon IRS Hiway Tx due on Trk 135,00
9 Jan 78 i Satterwhite, Alvary Auto Tax incr-State 50,52
27 Jan 78 A Satterwhite, Alvary Auto Tax incr-Federal 383,20
9 Dec 77 B Shavers, Mary L, . Collection Letter-IRS 219,52
1978 D Swinney, Cleve & Helen 540 EB-Est. Tax State Form
28 Nov 77 E Swinney, Cleve & Helen Tx Iner/Cleve Disab listed
at $2876 686,00
20 Jan 78 A Tachetter, Al & Mary 176 Tax Incr Letter dis- .
allowing Sched A 1848,00
1974 F Tropp, Dick & Kathy 74 St & Fed'i returns Photocopy
1974 F  Schacht, Larry 1040 A for 1974 Photocopy
1974 F Morton, Beatrice Orsot 1040 Photocopy
1974 F Looman, Carolyn 1040 "Photocopy
1974 R Cobb, Sharon St and Fed'l Returns Photocopy
1874 F Emos,Sharon Linda Form 540 Photocopy
1976 P Gosney, Vermon 1040 A and 540 Briginal
A 74/75/76 F Mutschmenn, Jane Tax records 3 years Original -
3% 76/77 G Perry, Leon 76 Returns and s ome
/ 77 tax records -Orig file Original
%d Church contribution letter after we locate figures & orig rtn,

B) Will do nothing, Is an IRS Collection letter, If you don't have it, they
cannot cqllect)

C; Will send letter that he sold the truck last year and has not driven since

D) Not Applicable-if no earnings, you don't send it in, :

E) Will mail Zetter to June, having her mail it on,.stating that this 1s
disability insursnce SS and thersfors not taxable., =

F) Just for our files --nothing to do, ¥

G) Will use the 77 records to help file his returns.

B-4 a (2)






