Anpesl of Tastern-Columbia, Inc,

because of the time it took to ¢*md.tnnants and to q‘aﬂt the
f acilities to their specific businesse Nevertheless the

expenditures which appellant has characterized as reps
expenses were all made pursuant to a general plan to cuange
the use of the building;,

The ca01ta1“zatlon of expenditures which otherwvise

might be repalr expenses hzs been susta'neq waere They were
incurred in connectilon with:an.overadl plan of improvement,
even Though the. c“;ﬁ;es were made ToO’ VOWDLY with the specifi
requests or needs of a particular tensnt. (Bee Hoiding Co.,
supra, T.C. Memo., Dkt. Nos. 62191, 71001, Nov. 2%, 1958;
é"‘l’lCﬂé jL‘“CzE,‘Ok., 3 B.Te4. 11180) ucbduuuuut tnerelore 0rooe
disallowed tne deduction of those expense items incurred in
process of coaverting the building in dowatown Los Angeles 1
an office bullding. - - »

fopellantts expenditures on 'ts n*opcrties in
Huntington Dark and on Hill Street duri ing the lncome year er
February 28 , 1959, were not incurred in cuﬁncction with the
gbove remodeling plan. Kotuithstandirg this Tact, we belien
that deduction of those amOdan was properly disellowed by
‘respondent.
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ed stairway constructed by ap vellant on
pr anent

1‘
I N I ey -
ntington Pars

J

1ts Eux oper ty constituted a permanent lmprove
.o the nrooerby, the cost of which must be Caoluallz d end
depreciated., The suounis charged to ezpense and deducved L;
eppellant, owalllnc $5,022.53, were expenditures necessi tal
by installation of The new abalrway and therefore represente
part of its cost. Those expehditures were not deductible as
ordinary and necessary repaLr eXpenses. -

The last item disallowed bJ respondent was incurre
in connecticn with work on appellantis Hill Street building
and was designated by eppellant as ”*epairs necessary ror
tenant." Appellant has failed to glve us any information ac
to Tthe navure of those alleged repc*Ls Under those circud-
stences we cannot reverse respondent’s disallowence of tnat
amount as a proper expense deduction. '

ORDER

Pursvant to the views expressed in The opinion
cf the board on file in this proceedinz, and goodld ceause
appearing tnerefor,



Aoveal of Bastern-Columbia. Inc.

IT IS EERREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND D= CYULD, pursuan
to section 2;667 'of the vaenao and Taxation Code thet the
sction of the Franchise Tax Boa rd on the p“ObesuS of Eastern-
Columbile, I“c., against proposed assessments of additional
franchise tax in the amounts of $L ,598.38 ana $3,010.31 for
the income vears ended February 28 1958, and 1959, respect

be snd The same 1s hereby sas»aLneuo

4

Done at_ Sacramento , Celifornia, this 7th day
of Februarys 11967, by tne State Boara o; Bgualization.
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