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Consequently, there is no foundation upon which to approximate 
the claimed deductions. (See e.g. Appeal of William B. and 
Sally Spivak, Cal. St. Bd. of Equal., Feb. 26, 1969.) While we 
have allowed some appellants to estimate their deductions under 
the rule of Cohan v. Commissioner, supra, we are not convinced 
that the use of the rule would be justified in the instant 
matter. (See Appeal of COSta Zmay, supra.) 

Even if we could, somehow, establish a value for 
appellant's investment in MCI and MCIS, we do not believe it 
would be of benefit to appellant, because we do not believe 
appellant has sufficiently established that the expropriation 
of MCI and MCIS's assets occurred in 1981. It has been 
previously held that the time for determination of the 
worthlessness of an asset must be fixed by some identifiable 
event or events in the year in which the deduction is claimed. 
(United States v. White-Dental Mfg. Co., 274 U.S. 398 171 L.Ed. 
11201 (1927); Appeal of B C C Welding, Inc., Cal. St. Bd. of 
Equal., Oct. 26, 1983.) Here, the only evidence offered by 
appellant, as to the year in which the-expropriation of the 
assets occurred, is appellant's statement of such information 
received from other Iranian exiles in this country. However, 
appellant does not state how this information was obtained by 
these individuals or why it should be regarded as reliable. 

In Appeal of Zorik and Artimis Soulkanian, supra, the 
appellant established the year of expropriation of his property 
by the Iranian Government through the production of a - - - 
confiscation notice issued bv the Iranian Government in March 
1981. In Appeal of Estate of Amir Natan, Deceased, and Estate 
of Roohi Natan, Deceased, supra, we were also confronted by a 
confiscation of the taxpayers' property by the Iranian 
Government, but there we sustained the Franchise Tax Board 
because the taxpayer failed to produce evidence sufficient to 
establish ownership and value of the property in question, and 
proof of the year in which the property was confiscated. 

We sympathize with appellant regarding his loss, but 
we are constrained because appellant has failed to establish 
the value of his investment in MCI and MCIS's stock, or to 
establish the year in which the assets of these corporations 
were expropriated. We have no idea what appellant's initial 
investments in MCI and MCIS were. We cannot conclude with any 
confidence that appellant contributed the amounts 
Mr. Schlotmann apparently believes were contributed. With 
respect to the $150,000 of laboratory equipment, appellant has 
not convinced us that the equipment was not purchased with 

j 
operating funds, or that the equipment had any undepreciated 

, value in 1981. We also cannot conclude that the confiscation 
of the.property of MCI and MCIS occurred in 1981 as claimed by 
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appellant. (All things considered, it is at least as likely 
that the Iranian Government expropriated the assets of MCI and 
MCIS in 1980, the year when the government requested appellant 
to return to Iran, and appellant refused to do so). 

Accordingly, we must sustain respondent's action in 
this matter. 
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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 18595 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, that the 
action of the Franchise Tax Board on the protest of Albert 
Hakim against proposed assessments of additional personal 
income tax in the amounts of $2,918.65 and $216,648.70 for the 
years 1980 and 1981, respectively, be and the same is hereby 
sustained. 

Done at Sacramento , California, this 1st day 
of August 
Board Members 
present. 

1990, by the State Board of Equalization,with 
Mr. Collis, Mr. Dronenburg, Mr. Carpenter, and Mr. Davies 

Conway H. Collis 

Ernest J. Dronenburg, Jr. 

Paul Carpenter 

John Davies* 

, Chairman 

, Member 

, Member 

, Member 

, Member 

*For Gray Davis, per Government Code section 7.9 


