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Avneal of

the spouses went not to thz question of 1iability, but to

the manner in which 1t was to be met,; and at the same Time
the wife demended a part of the hu*o“nd S inconme-producing
property, control over which affected his generazl income-
earning capacity. (Baer v. Compissionszre. 166 ¥.2d4 €h4d; -
Dallman v, United $U: O3 Mcliurtry v

United States, 132 I lznt contends that
his attorney's servi rily at determining
how he could best ne Ti itn regerd to the
diVO'Ce and ITurther, iab ies., 1In United States
Gilmore, supra, 372 Ba 57051, and

Uni ted States v. Patrichk 372 U.3.7537[9 L. =a. 24 5807,
however, the Supremc Court e;oc“ sly rejected the reasoning

of Tthis line of cases.

Applying the © and Fatrick
decisions to these facts aim of
appellant's wife to & sh erty arose
out of the maritsl relat ses in
guestion were incurred i ain. Thet
being so, we coaclude th ere of a
personal nature, and Ve e under
section 17252, subdivisi Tezation

Code.
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the board cii file in Thils proceeding, znd good cause appearing
thereior,
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97 of the Revenue and Texation Code, that the
Franchise Tax Board on the protvest of
S against a proposed assessment of additional

' ol mnt of 4196.31 for the year 1960,

Done at  Pasadena , Cglifornis, ihiu 28th dﬂv
of June 1966, by the State Beard.of Zgualizat
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