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Nixoi" Asrees to Fay Tax Debt
of 467, 000 f"r/ vy 100 Ruling
Political Gamble Is Deahed
by Probers Findings

e . By Lou.Cannon
T £ 7 " ashington Post(Statt Writer

The ‘resolution of the President’s tangled tax deduc:
tions vester({ay cost Mr. Nixon one of the biggest polmcal
gambles of his life.

It had been the President’s hope last Decembewthat
the bold stroke of making public his tax returns coupled
with an invitation for a congressmnal 1nvest1gat10n w"ould
restore his public credibility on the issue.

That hope was dashed yesterday by a 210-page. report
of thesstaff of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
Taxation, which recommended that Mr. Nixon should pay
$476, 431 in back taxes and interest for returns filed”from °
1969 through 1972. L

That:report, accompanied by a 784-page documentary
appendix was the fruit of a five-month staff mvestlgatmn
It concluded that Mr. Nixon had acted improperly in elaira-
ing déductions for the donation of his vice-presidential .
papers and in failing to pay capital gains taxes on prup

to offset taxable income and

hadm'étamed sthe;balance to

usgés as*u}deductlon in’ 19’73 or
Eutﬁ?’ “frears.

o same day hc made
pubho \is tax returns last
December, the President
soughit: to defuse mounting
criticism of his deductions
by asking the joint commit-
‘tee to investigate both the
gift of his papers and the
sale of his San Clemente
land “in' order to IGSQlVQ
these issues to the full’satis-
‘faction’ - of the American
peop1é~ ;
. “In the event that the com-
mitee determines that the
items were incorrectly e
ported, UM
‘hi$ letter to. then- Comrmttce
Chalrman Rep. Wilbur Mﬂlq
‘(D-Ark), “T will pay vmat
,ever tax may be due.”

Nixon sa}d in

Mills - shocked the W‘hltc

erty a.t?iSan Clemente and New York. S House on March 8 by predict-

e was lost for good when the findings . rthe
yenve Service, which had ‘worked ‘the joint committee would

Intep give
the staff report. ‘pesignation than any of the, al-
he committee staff report also recommended that Mr.legations- stemming from.the
q_relmburse the governrnent for 1mprovements “pri- Watérgate;cover-up. Mills ‘said
ma

and Key Biscayne, Fla., homes, pay back $27,015 in fravel about anticipated public res

_expenses for private trips for his friends and family and action to disclosure of ‘mpwp '

er deduction.

The White House has been
‘manuevering for the past two
weeks to délay the final report:

refrain from claiming $85,399 he took in deductions for
‘business expenses and furmtuzse purchased for. hrs San
Cleniente estate.

If the President were to make the relmbursements form
the improvements and travel expenses, the report said,
‘he would be allowed to, take deductions for theni:’ smce%llflzgt I}[lc};\?sne t&%b;?i:ldg%
the amounts were tre ¥ as taxable income in the years .ogqed in ‘part of their objec-|
under examination injwiich they ‘occurred.” ¥ . five when' the document was’

The committee saw the completed report for the flI‘Stput forth 45 a staff report, but
time at a morning Session yesterday and met behind jttempts“to withhold its re-
closed doors for the .entire day asking questions of itstease collapsed yesterday
highly regarded staff.: morning in' a closed-door c-om

ng tl the report of the thexX
e wt i (to d fer recognition of his

comrmt‘tee staff, ‘closely coincided Wlth the fmdmgs of more catise for Mr. Nixon’s >

y personal in nature” at his San Clemente, Calif., subsequently he was talking,

on’s own accounting 111m of
qupérs & Lybnand

“The ,staff belleves that
there was an erroneous;allo-
cation of basis between the
ploperty retained and the
property sold - and that a
capital egain of $117,836
‘shouléfiiave been reponxed 5
the study said. {

‘In addition to its adverse
finding, on these two items
that ‘the President specm
cally asked the committee to
investigate, the staff ialso
saidy; that Mr. Nixon had
claimed a number-of other:
‘improper deductions:; The
most| costly’ of these to the
Pres;dent would be the loss
of tie $142,912 deferréd .cap-
1tah£ga1n which he reported

1969 tax return.

’I‘ e gain, from the sale of |
‘\In' Vixon’s New York, ,a.p,art-
, was deferred becaise
the@President reinvested the
profit in the purchase of! hlS
San €lemente estate.

“@e staff believes ‘that
the President is not allowed

o (

his:New York City. coopéra-
tive ‘apartment because it
does ‘not view the San Cle-
mente residence in which he
‘em»;ested the proeeedsm lof

alternatively, to soften:itsy

It adjourned without either approving or dlsapprovmgmxttee ses&ron

the report’s findings and scheduled another session for
foday: Hovéever the@demsmn of Mr. Nixon to substantially
ay mean that the commitfee will

; } aﬁf recommendations.

The report said the staff had"made no attempt to de-
termine whether there was “fraud or negligence’ com-
mitted by the President or his 1epresentat1ves in prepara-
tion of his tax returns. Any such determination or any
demand for payment of backfaxes, the report continued,

is up: po the Internal Revem:te Service.

Following a series of news accounts that he had paid
only minimal taxes in 1970 and 1971, the President on
‘Dec. 8, 1973, made ‘public his tax returns for his entire
first term :

These returns showed that® @m nd Mr‘s."Nixon
pa1d federal glcome taxes of only $7924n 1970 and $878
in 1971 and a total of only $78,651" ‘on an income of
$1,222,266 durmg the four years of his first term, & rate
of 7 per cent, or the equivalént of the tax rate for a

family ‘of four with an income of $8,000.

By far the largest reason for the low tax paymernts was *

‘a $576,000 deduction claimed for the 1969 gift of a por-
tion of Mr, Nixon’s vice presidential papéts ‘to the Na-
tional ;Archi : ﬂ;Through the geg;,dwofh 197% ,,M&r ~Nixon had:

See TAXES, A1, Goll1 ' o

- TAAES,Fro[ A1y
Through tHe end of 1972 Mr.

Nixon had clalmed $482, 018
of this amount as deductions

‘mente,

‘ously reached’ by Mr.

[nstead‘, the Lommlttee
‘\bowed to the strong desire
of its chajrman, Sen. Russell

B. Longs(D-La.), and voted

‘to meedlately release the
statf report. The only mgm

ber of the 10-man commitiee

to oppose:release of the; doc-
ument was Sen. Carl Curtis
(R-Neb.), who afterward is
sued a statement saying that
determination of Mr. Nix-
on’s tax liability shouldibe
left to the IRS and to fche
courts. :
The staff’s major finding
was that' the $482,018 deduc-
tions claimed for the' vice
presidential - papers should
‘be disallowed because the

gift was made after the’ “Inlv

25. 1969, cutoff date i
The report also said that
Myr. Nixon should have' paid
a capital gains tax on the
sale of land to Robert Ab-
planam and.C. G. (Bebe) Re-

- - boza, surroundmg the presi-

‘at  San Cle-
finding  sup-
ported the conclusion previ-
Nix-

dent.

,sale’ (within one year)
as his pnnc:ﬁlal residence,”
the f’eport said. “Also, the
staff’ believes this gain .is
larger than the $142,912 re-
ported on the 1969 tax re-
f,because the Prém-

[dent “cost basis should: ‘be
!1educed by the deprematnon

rand amortization allowable
on the: New York apartment
resultlgg from its use Th a
trade ‘or -business by ,;\/Ir.
Nixon! ”« '
The gctual amount of*the
gain, the report concluc}ed
was $151,848. ;

Mr. "leons accountants ;

and tax attorneys claifmed
that California was not: the
President’s principal ° resi
dencean successfully resist-
ing attémpts. to makeaMr

" Nixon pay state incometax:

A copyg of the ruling which
tound ’that the President
was not a resident of the
state -tor taxpurposes’ was
appended to 'the report’

In California, howeve¥, a
1eg151at1Ve committee raised
the state income tax issne
again by ordering the State
Franchise Tax Board to turn
over .all its@Tecords on “the
tax status of- Mr. Nixon anc
:nis wife. The committee was




- the report

PR

~sked. to* take up the issue

by Amemb]y Speaker Bob

- Morethi;a Democratie eandi-

date ‘"OI‘ f’overnm
est single year of

federal tax deficiency, ac-

cordmg t0 the staff report,
was 1969, for which Mr.
Nixonf was found to owe a -
payment'of $171,055. The re-
port recommended that he
pay $110,048 for '1970, $100,-
214 for 1971 and $95,114 for
1972.

All- these amounts  in-
cluded mterest paymients ex-
cept for 1969, which is be-
yond the statute ofslimite-
tions -on. tax cases unless .
fraud i found. A footnote to ..
rsaid: that - Mr.

Nixon would owe an addi-
tional payment of $40,732 if
he voluntarily pays back in-
terest for 1969.

The actual taxes paid by
the President for these -
yoars were: 1969, $72,682;

. 1970, $792;° 1971 $878 and

1972, $4,29§
The wide-ranging report‘
[found fault with Mr. Nixon’s

-tax returns on many'items.

It ‘said “that he  had

“claimed $85 399 in improper

business deductions for fur-
n ture purchased by Mr.
Nixon for his San Clemente
ome and ih' certain expen-
ses' fromivthe White House':
guest fund. It said he should
report .an- gddltmpal $1:1,617

- gain
- the President and his daugh-

in income on the sale of Flo-

rida lots .wheféi the capital”
as dlv1ded between

ter Tricia. It said that he.
should declare as income :
$92,298 in improvements
made on, his- Key Biscayne
and San Clemente homes
and '$27,015 for personal’
flights for his friends and’
family,

Sprinkled through the re
port also were small items

+ of comfort for Mr. Nixon in

the form of purported over-
payments, although these
were trl\qal in comparison
to the deductions. that the
sta‘ff‘ says sshould be disal-
lowed.

4 §a1d that he.
imbtirse $4,816 forf
Room table in the
White ~House, should be al-
lowed an additional $1,007 in
sales tax deductions, and it
said he shoul. receive an ad-

ditional $10 in gasoline tax
deductions for 1972 while

4

© taking $148 less in gasoline

tax deductiong for 1969-71.

The linchpin 'of Mr. Nix-
on’s deductions during the

entire first four years in the.
White House was the.gift of.

his vice presidential papers.

On this issue the commit:
tee staff 1qm"rtf gai
the “President and*the#ton-
tentions of - his- two tax- at-

torneys, Kenneth W. Gem-

mill and HY Chapman Rose*
on virtually every issue un:
der ‘contention’
“The staff does not be-
. lieve that on or before July
' 25, 1969, there was (1) a firm
intent to-make’a” gift; (2) a
designation of the papers
to be given; (3) a delivery
. of a designated-gift (4) a re-

linquishment - -of * dominion -

and control over the proper-

ty by the donor or (5).an ac-.
ceptance .of the papers by -
the. donee,” the report-said. -
‘While a deed-is not nor- - -
mally needed.n the gift of .
private’ papers -the repmt'

sdid‘the‘deed: ‘Was needed i

this case because the papers

that Mr. Nixon actually was

* ‘donating t69the coverndifient
had not been divided from a
larger stack of papers trans-
ferred to the National Ar-
chives on March 26 and 27,
1969, .

~_“The staff also believes
that,. since the deed restric-
tions on access to the papers
-and also‘stipulated that the’

papers were -éventually to -

be stored in the Nixon Li-
brary after its construction,
the deed was necessary -for
this gift : . .” the report said.

In concluding that.
‘the'gift of ‘thelyice -presiden-
tial- papers was not. com-
- pleted on the cutoff date of

-July 25, 1969, the committee -

".don that&Mry Nixon' had in- =

-time durmg the year.

staff also reached an npm~

tended to make' “a¥gift some- 7

' This conclusion was.based -

on correspondence between =

former White House aide

"Egil Krogh and Richard Rit-

zel, the President’sformer
law partner, with :Jghn D.
Ehrhchman who then was"
White House counsel. “On

“one of the memorandums, .
_which the President return: -

ed to Ehrlichman, he scrib-*’
bled the ‘notation: 4Good.”

However, the staff said

vtheleiwas insufficient evi

dence to indicate that the’
President-intended to*make-.’

.the gift before July 25.

i




