tuted distributions of corporate income for the personal benefit
- of appellants, and should therefore be treated as income upon

. which appellants are subject to tax, (Rev. & Tax. Code, § 17071;
.+ Appeal of Howard N. and Thel ma Giimore, Cal. St. Bd. of Equal.,

~y Nov. 7, 1961; Max P. Lash, T.C. Meno., Dkt. No. 48408, April 17,
S 1956, aff'd on this, point, 245 F.2d 20; American Properties, Inc.,.
.28 T.C. 1100, aff'd 262 F.2d 150,) Since we have i ncreased ,
.- +.7espondent’'s determ nation of the ampunt of expenses attributabie
~+'tobusi ness purposes of the corporation, the assessnents here;

Do m -t asen

Pursuant to the views expressed in the opinion of.
the board onfile in this proceeding, and good cause appearing
therefor,

| T 1s HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, pursuant
to section 185950f the Revenue and Taxation Code, that the
action of the Franchise Tax Board on protests to proposed.
assessments of addi tional personal incone tax against Jack W.
and Ruth Si npson in the amounts of$615.25, $682.98, $559. 24,
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$486 31 and $395.56 for the years 1955, 1956, 1957, 1958 and

‘1959 respectively, be and the'sane is hereby modi i ed I n,

. accordance Wi th the opinion of the board.
| . -4 Done' at - Sacranento - California, this 3d day
qf;.‘ " February . 1965 by the St ate Board of Equalization.

| ' Qi s Z/L 1/ yéﬂ(xl/ A .

o Y4 / L
. A 4y Member

) o 3 a ' : o | ’ an'ber’

Y Secretary, P

A
i
BN y
R .
-y

L

i . )
S

f



