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(916) 323-7714
June 13, 1934

Patricia A. Bluztt
Yuba County Asgsessor
Courthouse

215 5th Street
Marysville, CA 93381

attention: Joe Lantsberger, C.A.A.
Auditor Appraiser III

aggessment of Rodeo Aninals

Daar »r. Lantsberger:

In your letter of December 13, 1983, you raguest our
opinion oz the extent or percentage ¢of assessability of a
variety of animals used in the performance of rodeos. The
enclosed flyer indicates that the Flying U Rodeo performs
througnout the entira year on a weekly basis in most counties
of this state as well as in all of our adjoining states. In
this regard, you ask what percent of the animals has tax situs
in Yuba Couaty?

Initially, I should point out that tho "average
rodeo hexrd®, as adjuated for periodic turnover, is subject to
assessmant. As of each lien date, these animals ara not held
for leasa or sala and are therafore not subject to the inventory
examption. Upon removal from the herd, it appears that they
may be held for sale and hence, exenpt on those lien datss.

Based on the schedule indicated on the flyer, i.e.,
the number of locations and the minimal time spent On each,
along with your conclusion that Marysville is the "home base®
of the Flying U, it is my opinion that the entire rodeo herd
is subject to assessment by Yuba County. This view is based

on the holding of the California Court of Appeals in Ice Capades,
Ianc. v. County of Los Angeles, 56 Cal. App. 3@ 745 (1978), a
copy of which is enclosed for your convenience.




Fatricia &». Lluatt 2= June 13, 15384

You will note on paga 752 of that dacision at tha
pDoldface (2), "uwne state Of domicile retaias jurisdiction to
tasz tangloble personal preperty which: hias not acauired an actual
Ltus elsewnera.” Qhis is whe Lasic rule of tax situs and it
always applicabls unleas superseded by a specific exception.
n your case, Yuba County would be the domicile oz "homs base”.
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Oz page 753, at holdface (7), *where parsounal progzerty
meved {ron the domicile of its owner to ancother lacation
witin tie intent that it rewaln there for a short geriocd and
chea be moved alsewhere or returned to tha place of the owasris
domdigile, the owaner's domicile and not the place where the
sroperty is temporarily situated is its tax situs.® This rule
covers the excepticn for movable property that spends consideralle
tine away from the "home base® but does nct spend encugh tina
at any of the other lccations to establish a tax situs at thoss
siaces. Feiloving boldface (1l) oa vage 734, the court
concludes that the sciiedule of the Ice Capadaes shows and that
of a cvircus, described in another case, is too transitory and
not sufficient for tax situs, Ia oy view, thae rodeo schedule
is virtually identical to both of thess.
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On page 7535 in the paragraph beginning witnh nolaface
{15), the court points out a very important element in the
application of tho situs rules and that is that the burden of
proof would be on the Flying U to establish that the asrd had
tax situs at another location, t.e., in-state county or
adjoining state. I would recoamend that you accept nothing
lass than & tax bill and a cancelled check as meeting this
burden ©of wproof.

Finally, note on page 756 in the middle of the
second paragraphk, the county in which the tax situs is leocated
has power to impose an unapportioned property tax although tae
proparty may be temporarily abseat. This conclusion of the
court coincides with the last paragraph of Property Tax Rule
205(a), and both should provide ample authority for you to
make the assessment.
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Vary truly yours,

James M., williams
Tax Counsgsel

JHA: £
bc: Mr. Gordon P. Adelman

Mr. Robert H. Gustafson
Mr, Verne Walton
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