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This concerns the petition for redetermination of
gnlen tux on the sale by S ek ol 4ts
™~ ) H__j stores Lo/ - ;m_gh
5w porporations nre wholly-owned subpidiaries o3 wao/ ]
= " iy and thers was no chenge in the

ultimate OwWnsrshlps ‘ ;

A% the praliminary hesarding dn Los Angeles on Mareh 5,
we discussed the lozal question of whether the tranafer .
wap of Bll the proparty held or used by the/ e
Corporation in the course of an activity for which it waa
'peouired to hold @ asller¥s permits I this condition was .
fulfilled, the sale would be an exompt occasional sales

. We have consistontly boan of the opinion that, to cowe
within this exenption, the owmer must tronslor not only all
the proporty in California used within the selling sctlvity

C but all anparhy'uhanVor uged in vomnection with the sele
© ling aotivitys Ve fool the Legislature did not intend
diverse vetults when, for oxample, one corperation owming
a stora in lon Angoles and a stora in Sen Francinco pold .
the lLos ingnles store, ond another corporation ouning a stors
in Chicago and a store in loa Angeles and sold the Los Angele
atoras o 0 : e : &
J : f

/7. ‘hucordingly, since the o

only one of the Corporantion's twslve stores

&

sle 4n question was the sale of -
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ialthnufh 1.::« mlu waa mr ite on‘ly nmrm 1n eanromm
t 48 our opinion that it does not qualify o8 an exempt

oscagional sales It will by my recommendstion thet ¢ a
puuum for mdmwmimtzun bo denled, ;

e You will ruceive ﬁﬂ'tahl nﬂtd.te ar tha }‘mrd's
- - A0 aeﬂﬁn in this mattore

',il__,',‘ii'ury tmlr nura,
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