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The Nixons'
Income Tax
Deductions

Washington
President and Mrs. Nix-
on appear to have claimed
enough tax deductions in
1970, and possibly in 1971,
to have wiped out all of
their taxable income for
federal income-tax pur-,
poses, according to figures
published by the White
House and other official -
sources.
It is not known whfether
. the Nixons actually paid no
federal income tax for either
of these years, and thus at-
tained membership on the
“zero taxpayer’s list” of
persons with incomes in ex-
cess of $200,000 who pa1d no
federal income tax. :
Gerald L. Warren, the dep-
uty White House press sec-
retary, declined yesterday
to answer dquestions about
the Nixon’s tax payments.

CLAIMS

Published figures indicate,
however, that the Nixons

claimed large enough deduc- |
tions in 1970 and 1971 to off- .
set all or part of Mr. Nixon’s |
$200,000 salary plus whatev- |
er other income .they had. .
The additional income has
been said by the White
House to be limited to a rel-
atively small amount of in-
terest from . savings ac-:
counts.

The chief deductions that

the Nixons are presumed to
have claimed have been the |
interest. .on various..loans
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they' have made, mainlyito
finance purchases of proper-
ty in California and Florida, |
© property taxes, and a dedue- |
tion as a charitable contri- |
bution of Mr. Nixon’s gift of |
his pre - presidential papers !
. to the National Archives.
The White House has stat-
ed that Mr. Nixon took the

deduction for the gift of the .

papers. It has not said
whether he claimed the in-
terest on the loans and the
property taxes ‘as deduc-
tions, -but there was no ap-

pargnt reason why he would
ngtihave donéise. g
LEGALITY i .
.No dquestion has heen
raised by authorities in the
tax' field concerning the le-
gality -of the deductions for
interest paid or for the prop-

erty taxes. The much larg- :

er deduction that was, fak- . .
en for the gift of theperson-
al papers has heen chal- -

lenged, however, by a pub- -

lic-interest law group, Tax
Analysts and Advocates.
The “zero

not: . published
by-name, but the Internal
Revenue Service does com-

_Dbile figures annually on how

many there are. )

In 1970, there were 111 re-
turns that showed $200,000 or
more of adjusted gross in-
come but no tax liahility,

d preliminary figures for °
and preliminary fig -+ federal tax purposes.
i

1971 show 72 such returns.

ACT

The disclosure in 1969 that
there’ were more than 150
persons who paid no federal
incomie tax, despite adjusted
gross income of $1 million a
year or more, was one of the
main events that led to en-
actment of the tax reform
act of 1969.

That law contains a provi-
sion called the “minimum
tax,” " which is aimed at
making it more difficult for
high-income individuals to
combine ~ various =@ tax-
reducing provisions of the
law in such a way' as to

avoid all federalincome tax. "

The. principal deductions
that Mr. Nixon is presumed
to ha¥e claimed — interest
conneéted with the preperty
purchases, property taxes,
and the contribution of his

papers — are not covered by

the “minimum tax.”.
However, another section
of the #1969 law abolished the

" deduction for gifts of their
* papers ' to

institutions by
public officials. That deduc-
tion was eliminated, as of
July 25, 1969, and Tax Ana-
lysts “and Advocates have
argued that Mr. Nixon did
not actually make the gift
before that date. '

A spokesman for Mr. Nix-
on has claimed, that since
the gift was fully arranged

by then, the pre-1969 tax

laws. should apply to it, al-
though the deed of gift was
not received.by the National
Archives until a year later,
and was never'signed by the

taxpayers’
list,”?, which has long-beena’
focus. of tax-reformers, . is -
name- -

b

Pregident, )
Mzs. Nixon’s - presidential
papers were valued at $570,-
000 .by. an independent ap«
praiser. The old law !:Hat‘
still - permitted deductions
for.such gifts alse contaihed
some limitations on the size

of the deduction in.any given
yedr:. . vev o w3

The limit was 30 pei cent
of adjusted gross income in
the year of the gift and 50
per cent in each of the five
following years, up to the to-
tal of the gift. -

Thus, if the Nixons had in-
come from savings accounts
of $10,000, in addition to the
President’s salary, they

. could have claimed a deduc-

tion of about $63,000 for the
gift \in 1969, which they as-
sert is the date of the gift,
and about $105,000 in each of
tﬁ?ﬂ;he subsequent years. That
“would wipe out half of their
1970 and 1971 incomes, for

PROPERTY
According to the audit of
~the Nixons’ property trans-
~ actions that was made by
Coopers and Lybrand, and
released by the White House
on August 27, the Nixons
paid at least $81,000 in infer-
est in 1970 on notes covering
the purchase of their
Clemente property. i
Property tax records: in
California indicate that they
were. liable for payment! of
about $21,000 in property
taxes that same year. ¢
Additional taxes paid .on
the' Key Biscayne property,
blus some interest related to
the: purchase of that preper-
ty that is not given by years,
in the Coopers and Lybrand
audit, would almost certain-
ly bring the deductions/for
1970. up over the necessiry
total of $210,000 or so.

SURE i

Ira L. Tannenbaum of Tax
Analysts and Advocates,
said; “It is 99 per centsure
that, based on these figures,
the "Nixons paid no federal
income tax for 1970.” J.
Reid Hambrick, professor of
tax law at the George Wash-
ington  University Law
School, agreed.

Tannenbaum said he was
less .sure that the Nixons
had, paid no tax in 1971 be-

cause the Coopers and Ly- |
brand audit was unclear -

concerning the dates of
some large interest’ ‘pay-

ments. e
The audi_ti"shows a total of
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$85,000 in interest as having -

been paid on loans associat-

ed with the San Clemente"
pg@perty but dates the p%y‘- :

‘ments only as ‘‘subsequent’

to the sale of part of the San-
Clemente property to anin--
vestment company con-
trolled by two of the Presi-
dent’s friends, Robert . H,
Abplanalp and Charles’ G.
Rebozo. The White House
said that the salé took place
in December 1970, although
there has been some dispute
about the date. B0 -
- In addition, the audit lists
other interest payments of
$113,102 in 1971 -and 1972,
without making clear what
portion was paid in each
year. { 5
It appeared to be possible,
though not certain; that the
interest payments in 1971 to-
taled enough — combined
with the disputed deductign’,
for the gift of the pre™~presi-’
dential papers and with
perty taxes and other de

Nixons zero taxpayer
that year. Ry
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