with

. Appellant contends that reliance
that
up and January 14, 1966, although  would
have
Thougls necessarye.

_ As a general rule estoppel will not be invoked
against the government or its agenues excent in rare and

unusueal cilrcumstances (California fo.saratia (‘Onf‘ﬂcmonsq

Inc. ve City of Los, .Anpe?csg 53 Cat. 2d 965 [3 Cal. Rotor.
675, 350 P.2d 715130, $, ridelityv & Cuarenty Co. V. State
Board of \LObm-]']/Eul_OO Y Cal 2d 38% [ 303 P .2¢d 103..‘0)
Bquitable esTopp el will run against the oove.cnﬂeqb where

ustice and rlght require it, (Ferrell.v. County, of Rlacer,
3 Cel., 23 62T 1k5 P, 24 570} . ) Est ppel however, is an
effirpative d efe nse c:.ﬂd the burden is on Ehe party assserting
it 10 estaoiisa the facts necessary to support it, (Hull v,
Commigsioner, 87 F. 24 260;__ Jovcev.Gent g_g‘glllk F.24 891.)



fopeal of U, §. Rlanlzhaandl, Corporation

The above conclusionsmake It unnecessary for us
to consider a third issue raised by respondent conceérning
whet her or not the dissolution of appellant was pursuant [0
a reorgenization, consol i dation or ‘merger, as defined in
sectioli 23251 of the Revenue and Taxation Code,

Pursuant to the views expressed in the opinion of

the board on file i-n this proceeding, and good cause appearing
therefor,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED , pur suant
o section 20077 of the bevonue "and Taxati on Code, that the
action of the Franchise Tax Board in deny| ng the claim of
U. S, B’]OC*-bOcLI’u Corporatl on for refund of franchise tax in
the amount of &w27.75 for the taxable year 1965 be and the
same is hereby susteined.

Done at SacramentO - California, this 7th day
of July , 1967, by the st 5o Board of Equallzatlon
, (Pl‘w \7\*{ 5 Chairman.
\/ [/'/’ fwr/f’o,/ , Member
» % ,1}A~C;/xvf/ij , Member
/ , Member
, Member

BE y’(ﬁ.——"—"
ATTEST: / ﬁl"”f”’ , Secretary

/é/‘»/\]

-171-



