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that these factors demonstrate unity between themselves and 
San Joaquin under both the three unities test and the 
contribution or dependency test. 

The FTB concedes that the ownership requirement is met 
but argues that the "unitary factors" listed by appellant are 
not sufficient to support a finding of a unitary business, 
absent some showing that they result in functional integration 
of the oil-refining activities with the activities of the 
subsidiaries. The FTB points out that the factors relied on by 
appellant are either unsupported by evidence, lacking 
explanation as to integrating effect, or simply the actions of 

. a prudent investor. 

Although appellants have presented a considerable list 
of "unitary factors," we find that there has been no showing at 
all of how these factors caused San Joaquin's oil-refining 
activities to be integrated with the mobile home park and 
condominium development activities of the subsidiaries. While 
San Joaquin, through Fait and his management team, did provide 
overall management and some staff services for the 
subsidiaries, there is no evidence that any of this contributed 
to the functional integration of San Joaquin's operations with 
those of the subsidiaries. Other potentially integrating 
factors cited by appellants have not been shown to be 
substantial in either quantity or quality and, therefore, do 
not indicate the existence.of a unitary business. In short, 
the attributes relied upon by appellants demonstrate nothing 
more than a parent corporation's oversight of its unrelated 
investments. (See, e.g., Appeals of Hollywood Film 
Enterprises, Inc., Cal. St. Bd. of Equal., Mar. 31, 1982; 
Appeals of Santa Anita Consolidated, Inc. et al., supra; Appeal 
of J. B. Torrance, Inc., supra; Appeals of Andreini & Company 
and Ash Slouqh Vineyards, Inc., Cal. St. Bd. of Equal., Mar. 4, 
1986.) 

Appellants also argue that the facts in the Appeal of 
Kynn Oil Company, decided by this board on February 6, 1980, 
"dictated a unitary finding and closely parallel the facts 
present in this appeal . .-. .” (App.-Memo. of Pts. and Auth. 
at 9.1 They conclude that a finding of unity is, therefore, 
dictated in this appeal. However, each case must be decided on 
its own factual record and we have found that this record does 
not support a finding of unity. In any case, Wynn Oil was 
decided before the line of United States Supreme Court cases, 
starting with Mobil Oil Corporation v. Commissioner of Taxes, 
445 U.S. 425 [63 L.Ed.2d 5101 (19801, and culminating in 
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Container Corp. v. Franchise Tax Board, supra, in 1983, which 
has impelled the present focus,on evidence of a functionally 
integrated enterprise. The facts in Lynn Oil would almost 
certainly be found insufficient to support a finding of unity 
were that case to be subjected to the analysis that has 
generally been used in more recent cases. We conclude that , 
Wynn Oil has no continuing validity as precedent, and cases 
which have relied on it must also be considered questionable. * 
Therefore, we do not agree with appellants’ contention that 
Wynn Oil “dictates” a finding of unity in the present appeal, 
no matter how parallel the facts in the two cases might be. 

For the reasons discussed above, the action of the 
Franchise Tax Board in this matter must be sustained. 
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ORDER 

Pursuant to*the views expressed in the opinion of the 
board on file in this proceeding, and good cause appearing 
therefor, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, pursuant 
to section 25667 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, that the 
action of the Franchise Tax Board on the protest of Meadows 
Realty Company, et al., against proposed assessments of 
additional franchise tax in the amounts and for the income 
years cited above, be and the same is hereby sustained. 

Done at Sacramento, California, this 24th day 
of January, 1990, by the State Board of Equalization,,ith 
Board Members Mr. Collis, Mr. Carpenter, and Mr. 
present. 
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