
STATB OF NEI,I YORK

STATE TAX COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Pet i t ion
o f

Hyman Shapiro

for Redeterminat ion of a Def ic iency or a Revision
of a Determinat ion or a Refund of Unincorporated
Business Tax under Art ic le 23 of the Tax law for
the Years 1969 - 1977.

AFFIDAVIT OF MAITING

State of New York
County of Albany

David Parchuck, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is an employee
of the DepartmenL of Taxat ion and Finance, over 1B years of age, and that on
the 27th day of l {ay, 1983, he served the within not ice of Decision by cert i f ied
mai l  upon Hyman Shapiro, the pet i t ioner in the within proceeding, by enclosing
a true copy thereof in a securely sealed postpaid wrapper addressed as fol lows:

Hyman Shapiro
359 East Main SLreet
Mount Ki.sco, NY IA54g

and by deposit ing same enclosed in a postpaid properly addressed wrapper in a
(post of f ice or off ic ial  depository) undei the exclusive care and cuitody of
the united sLates Postar service within the state of New york.

That deponent further says that the said addressee is the pet i t ioner
herein and that the address set forth on said wrapper is the last known address
of  the  pe t i t ioner .

Sworn to before me this
27Lh day of May, 1983.

AUTHORIZED TO
OAIHS PIJRSUANf TO
SECTION 174

NISTER
TAX ITAITV



STATB OF NEW YORK

STATE TAX COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Pet i t ion
o f

Hyman Shapiro

for Redeterminat ion of a Def ic iency or a Revision
of a Determinat ion or a Refund of Unincorporated
Business Tax under Art ic le 23 of the Tax law for
the Years 1969 - 197I.

AT'FIDAVIT OF MAITING

State of New York
County of Albany

David Parchuck, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is an employee
of the Department of Taxat ion and Finance, over 18 years of age, and that on
the 27th day of May, 1983, he served the within not ice of Decision by cert i f ied
mai l  upon Robert  B. Spring the representat ive of the pet i t ioner in the within
proceeding'  by enclosing a true copy thereof in a securely sealed postpaid
wrapper  addressed as  fo l lows:

Robert  B. Spring
Jaffe, HafL & Spring
130 Easr 40th Street
New York ,  NY 10016

and by deposit ing same enclosed in a postpaid properly addressed wrapper in a
(post of f ice or off ic ial  depository) under the exclusive care and custody of
the United States Postal  Service within the State of New york.

That deponent further says that the said addressee is Lhe representat ive
of the pet i t ioner herein and that the address set forth on said wrapper is the
last known address of the representat ive of the peLit ioner.

Sworn to before me this
27th day of May, 1983.

AUTHORIZED TO ADMIN
OATHS PURSUANT TO TJ

STER

SECTION 174
IJAW



STATE OF  NEW YORK
STATE TAX COMMISSION

ALBANY/  NEW YORK 12227

llay 27, 1983

H5rman Shapiro
359 East Main Street.
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Dear  Mr .  Shap i ro :

Please take not ice of the Decision of the St.ate Tax Commission enclosed
herewith.

You have now exhausted your r ight of  review at the administrat ive level.
Pursuant to sect ion(s) 690 & 722 of the Tax law, any proceeding i-n court  to
review an adverse decision by the State Tax Commission can only be inst i tuted
under Art ic le 78 of the Civi t  Pract ice Law and Rules, and must be commenced in
the Supreme Court of the State of New York, Albany County, r+ithin 4 months from
the da te  o f  th is  no t ice .

fnquir ies concerning the computat ion of tax due or refund al lowed in accordance
wi th  th is  dec is ion  mav be  addressed to :

NYS Dept.  Taxat ion and Finance
Law Bureau - Li t igat ion Unit
Building il9 State Campus
Albany, New York 12227
Phone l l  (518) 457-207A

Very truly yours,

STATE TAX COMMISSION

cc:  Pet i t ioner 's  Representa t ive
Robert B. Spring
Jaffe, Haft  & Spring
130 East 40th Street
New York, NY 10016
Taxing Bureau's Representat ive



STATE OF NEW YORK

STATE TAX COUMISSION

In the Matter of the Petition

o f

flY!'AN SHAPTRO

for Redetermination of a Deficiency or
for Refund of Unincorporated Busiaess
Taxes under Article 23 of the Tax Law
for  the  Years  1969,  1970 and 1971.

DECISION

Petitioner, Illman Shapiro, 359 East Main Street, Mount Kisco, New York,

filed a petition for redetermination of a deficieocy or for refund of u"i-ncorporated

business taxes under Article .23 of the Tax Law for the years L969, 1970 aad

1971 (FiIe No. 19547)

A formal hearing was held before Michael Alexaoder, Heariag 0fficer, at

the offices of the State Tax Comnission, Two ldorld Trade Center, New York, New

York, on July 21, 1978. Petit ioner appeared by Robert B. Spring, Esq. The

Audit Division appeared by Peter Crotty, Esq. (Irwia f,erry, Esq., of couosel).

ISSI]E

l,Jhether the petitioner is engaged in an unincorporated busiaess when his

income producing activities consist of placing real estate loans and nanaging

real estate enterpr ises.

rI}TDINGS OF TACT

1. .A ilotice of Deficiency was issued agai.nst petitioner, Illman Shapiro,

on April 14, 1977, for unincorporated busi.ness tax for the years 19691 1970 and

197L in the amouot of $8 1770.46, plus penalt.ies for failure to file returns or

to pay taxes in the amount of $41165.96 and interest of $2,958.57, for a total

o f  $15  1894 .99 .
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2. The incone on which the deficiency is conputed consists of

n iscel laneous fees for  each of  the years 1969,1970 and 1971 of  $9 '218.74,

$191547.00 and $31r000.00, respectively and 'rsalaries'r for each respective year

o f  $22 ,000 .00 ,  $49 ,000 .00  and  $59 ,500 .00 .

3. Petitioner describes hinself on his personal income tax return as an

"executive". He is an attorney by traiaing. He did not engage in any business

in his own nane as an individual proprietor, but l.eas eDgaged as a Partner io

various enterprises and received "salaries" from corporations ia which he had

an interest.

4. Petitioner did not personally appear or testify at the heari.ng.

5. The miscellaneous fees were described as ttrebatestt. Sone ttrebatesrr

were received by petitioner upoa tbe purchase of real property by various

partaerships and corporations in which petitiooer had an interest. These

amouoted to  $2,500.00,  $7,828.00 and $16,000.00 in  the years 1969,  1970 and

1971, respectively. The renainder of the miscellaceous fees received

($6 ,718 .74  fo r  1969 ,  $11 ,719 .00  fo r  1970  and  $15 ,000 .00  fo r  1971)  cons i s ted  o f

"rebates" to petitioner of a coqnission paid to a broker for a building loan,

advaoced over a three year period to a business in which petitioner had an

interest.

6. The paSpeots petitioner received for managiag real estate enterprises

were received from two business firns. Both firns supplied petitioner with

withholding tax statenents which showed that oaly social security taxes and ao

income taxes were withheld. The anount of $71500.00 was received in each year

from Lenox Terrace Developnent Associates of 10 West 135th Street, New York,

New York. This was a partnership engaged in the nanagenent of real property.

ft operated a complex of high-rise apartments aad shops tbat extends in Netl
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York City fron 132nd Street to 135th Street and from Lenox Avenue to Fifth

Avenue. The renainder of the salaries ($14,500.00 for 1969, $411500.00 for

1970 and $52,000.00 for 1971) was from II.  R. Shapiro, Inc. of 250 West 57th

Street, New York, Nev York, a corporation engaged in the construction of

high-rise apartnent buildings. AIl of the stock of this corporation was owned

by petitioner and his wife.

1. Petit ioner spent almost al l  of his t ine at the off ices of I I .  R.

Shapiro, Iac. and weat to Lenox Terrace only occasionally. Hr. Shaprio's

duties at H. R. Shapiro, Inc. vJere described as fol lows:

'rHe was in charge of financing, workiag with the various lending
institutiocs, he worked with the various con.tractors, he went to the
construction jobs and saw that they were well taken care of, as far
as the various subcontractors were doing their jobs.

He worked with signing contracts with. the various contracLors,
worked out. contracts with them, as far as price and worked with all
the lending institutions which he funded the various construction
j o b s . t t

8. The business of I l .  R. Shapiro, Ioc. lras obtained prinari ly fron

partnerships in which Mr. Shapiro had a partnership interest.

9. For his total income, petit ioner claimed tax losses for each year as

fo l lows:  $497,218.14 for  1969,  $396,980.00 for  1970 and $615,466.00 for  1971.

These losses were derived from various partnership interests owned by

Mr. Shapiro. Petitioaer offered no testimony concerniag these various

partnership interests .

10. Petiti<jner failed to file any returns for unincorporated business tax

or to pay said tax.

coNctusloNs 0F tAl.t

A. That the fees received by pet.itioner for placing loans coastituted

business income. They were not true rebates of fees paid since it was aot

petitioner but the various business entities which had originally paid the
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fees. The paynents received for maaaging real estate cannot be considered to

be salary. These paynents were not treated as salaries for income tax

withholding purposes aod they should not be treated as salaries under the

unincorporated business tax. Altogether, the petitionerrs activities were so

extensive that he must be deemed to be eagaged in an r:nincorporated busiaess.

B. That the penalties for failure to file a return or pay the tax are

sustained.

C. That the def ic iency is sustained.

DATED: Albany, New York STATE TA)( COUIfiSSION

ftiAY 2',i 1gg3
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STATE OF  NEW YORK
STATE TAX COMMISSION

ALBANY,  NEW YORK 12227

I Iay 27, 1983

Hyman Shapiro
359 East  Main Street
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Dear  Mr .  Shap i ro :

Please take not ice of the Decision of the State Tax Commission enclosed
herewith.

You have now exhausted your r ight of  review at the administrat ive level.
Pursuant to sect ion(s) 690 & 722 of the Tax law, any proceeding in court  to
review an adverse decision by the State Tax Commission can only be inst i tuted
under Art ic le 78 of the Civi l  Pract ice Law and Rules, and must be commenced in
Lhe Supreme Court of the State of New York, Albany County, within 4 months from
the date of this noLice.

Inquir ies concerning the computat ion of tax due or refund al lowed in accordance
wi th  th is  dec is ion  mav be  addressed to :

NYS Dept. Taxation and Finance
law Bureau - Litigation Unit
Building ll9 State Campus
Albany, New York 72227
Phone / l  (518) 457-207A

Very truly yours,

STATE TAX COMMISSION

cc: Pet i t ionert  s Representat. ive
Rober t  B .  Spr ing
Jaffe, Haft  & Spring
130 East  40 th  S t ree t
New York, NY 10016
Taxing Bureau's Representat ive



STATE OF NEW YORK

STATE TAx COHMISSION

In the Matter of the Petition

o f

IIYMAN SHAPIRO

for Redeterminat ion of a Def ic iency or
for Refund of Unincorporated Business
Taxes under Article 23 of the Tax Law
for  the  Years  L969,  1970 and L971.

DECISION

Peti t ioner,  Hlrman Shapiro, 359 East Main Street,  Mount Kisco, New York,

f i led a pet i t ion for redeterminat ion of a def ic iency or for refund of unincorpgrated

business taxes under Art ic le 23 of the Tax Law for the years 1969, 1970 and

7977 (F i le  No.  19547) .

A formal hearing was held before Michael Alexander,  Hearing Off i -cer,  at

the off ices of the State Tax Commission, Two World Trade Center,  New York, New

York, on July 21, 1978. Pet i t ioner appeared by Robert  B. Spring, Esq. The

Audit  Divis ion appeared by Peter Crotty,  Esq. ( Irwin Levy, Esq. ,  of  counsel) .

ISSIIB

lihether the petitioner is engaged in an unincorporated business when his

income producing act iv i t ies consist  of  placing real estate loans and managing

rea l  es ta te  en terpr ises .

TINDINGS OF FACT

1. A Not ice of Def ic iency was issued against pet i t ioner,  Hyman Shapiro,

on Apri l  14, 1971, for unincorporated business tax for the years 1969r 1970 and

1971 in the amount of $8,77A.46, plus penalt ies for fai lure to f i le returns or

to  pay  taxes  in  the  amount  o f  $4 ,L65.96  and in te res t  o f  $2 ,958.57 ,  fo r  a  to ta l

o f  $ 1 5  , 8 9 4 . 9 9 .
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2, The income on which the def ic iency is computed consists of

misce | laneous fees  fo r  each o f  the  years  1969r  1970 and 1977 o f  $91218.74 ,

$19r547.00  and $31r000.00 ,  respec t ive ly  and "sa la r ies"  fo r  each respec t ive  year

a f  $ 2 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 ,  $ 4 9 , 0 0 0 - 0 0  a n d  9 5 9 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 .

3. Pet i t ioner descr ibes himself  on his

"execut ivet ' .  He is an attorney by training.

in his own name as an individual proprietor,

var ious enterpr ises and received t tsalar iestt

an interest.

personal incone tax return as an

He did noL engage in any business

but was engaged as a partner in

from corporations in which he had

4. Pet i t ioner did not personal ly appear or test i fy at  the hearing.

5. The miscel laneous fees were described as "rebates".  Some "rebates"

vJere received by pet i t ioner upon the purchase of real  property by var ious

partnerships and corporat ions in which pet i t ioner had an interest.  These

a m o u n t e d  t o  $ 2 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 ,  $ 7 , 8 2 B . 0 0  a n d  $ 1 6 , 0 0 0 . 0 0  i n  t h e  y e a r s  1 9 6 9 , 1 9 7 0  a n d

1971, respect ively.  The remainder of the miscel laneous fees received

( $ 6 , 7 1 8 . 7 4  f o r  1 9 6 9 ,  $ 1 1 , 7 1 9 . 0 0  f o r  1 9 7 0  a n d  $ 1 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0  f o r  1 9 7 1 )  c o n s i s t e d  o f

trrebatesrr to pet iLioner of a commission paid to a broker for a bui lding loan,

advanced over a three year period to a business in which pet i t ioner had an

in te res t .

6.  The payments pet i t ioner received for managing real estate enterpr ises

were received from two business f i rms. Both f i rms suppl ied pet i t ioner with

withholding tax statements which showed that only social security taxes and no

income taxes were withheld. The amount of $71500.00 was received in each year

from Lenox Terrace Development Associates of 10 West 135th Street,  New York,

New York. This was a partnership engaged in the management of real property.

It operated a complex of high-rise apartments and shops that extends in New
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York City from 132nd St.reet to 135th Street and from Lenox Avenue to Fifth

Avenue.  The remainder  o f  the  sa la r ies  ($14,500.00  fo r  L969,  $41,500.00  fo r

1970 and $52,000.00  fo r  1971)  was f rom H.  R.  Shap i ro ,  Inc .  o f  250 West  57 th

Street,  New York, New York, a corporat ion engaged in the construct ion of

high-r ise apartment bui ldings. AII  of  the stock of this corporat ion was owned

by pet i t ioner and his wife.

7. Pet i t ioner spent almost al l  of  his t ime at the off ices of H. R.

Shapiro, Inc. and went to T,enox Terrace only occasional ly.  Mr. Shaprio 's

du t ies  a t  H.  R.  Shap i ro ,  Inc .  were  descr ibed as  fo l lows:

"He was in charge of financing, working with the various lending
inst i tut ions, he worked with the var ious contractors, he went to the
construct ion jobs and saw that they were r t 'e l l  taken care of,  as far
as the var ious subcontractors were doing their  jobs.

He worked with signing contracts with the var ious contractors,
worked out contracts with them, as far as pr ice and worked with aII
the lending institutions which he funded the various construction
j o b s .  t r

8.  The business of H. R. Shapiro, Inc. was obtained pr imari ly f rom

partnerships in r*hich Mr. Shapiro had a partnership interest.

9.  For his total  income, pet i t ioner claimed tax losses for each year as

f o l l o w s :  $ 4 9 7 , 2 1 8 . 1 4  f o r  7 9 6 9 ,  $ 3 9 6 , 9 8 0 . 0 0  f o r  1 9 7 0  a n d  $ 6 1 5 , 4 6 6 . 0 0  f o r  1 9 7 L .

These losses were derived from various partnership interests owned by

Mr. Shapiro. Pet i t . ioner offered no test imony concerning these various

partnership interests .

10. Pet i t ioner fai led to f i le any returns for unincorporated business tax

or  to  pay  sa id  tax .

CONCTUSIONS OF IAW

A. That. the fees received by petitioner

business income. They were not true rebates

pet i t ioner but the var ious business ent i t ies

for placing loans const i tuted

of fees paid since i t  was not

which had or iginal ly paid the
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fees, The payments received for managing real estate cannot be considered to

be salary. These payments were not treated as salar ies for income tax

withholding purposes and they should not be treated as salaries rmder the

unincorporated business tax. Al together,  the pet i t ioner 's act iv i t ies were so

exLensive that he must be deemed to be engaged in an unincorporated busi-ness.

B. That the penalt ies for fai lure to f i le a return or pay the tax are

sustained.

C. That the def ic iency is sustained.

DATED: A1bany, New York STATE TAX COMMISSION

tt'iAY 2'l 
'1983

PRESIDENT

COMMISSI
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STATE OF  NEW YORK
STATE TAX COMMISSION

ALBANY,  NEW YORK 12227

Ylay 27,  1983

Hyman Shapiro
359 East  Ma in  St ree t
Mount Kisco, NY 10549

Dear  Mr .  Shap i ro :

Please take not ice of the Decision of the State Tax Commission enclosed
herewith.

You have now exhausted your right of revi-ew at the administrative level.
PursuanL to sect ion(s) 690 & 722 of the Tax law, any proceeding in court  to
review an adverse decision by the State Tax Commission can only be inst i tuted
under Art ic le 78 of the Civi l  Pract ice Law and Ru1es, and must be commenced in
the Supreme Court of the State of New York, Albany County, within 4 months from
the date of this not ice.

Inquir ies concerning the computat ion of tax due or refund al lowed in accordance
wi th  th is  dec is ion  may be  addressed to :

NYS Dept.  Taxat ion and Finance
Law Bureau - Litigation Unit
Building li9 State Campus
Albany, New York 72227
Phone Jt (518) t+57-2070

Very truly yours,

STATE TAX COMMISSION

cc :  Pet i t ioner 's  Representa t ive
Robert B. Spring
Jaffe, Haft  & Spring
130 East  40 th  S t ree t
New York, NY 10016
Taxing Bureau's Representat ive



STATB OF NEW YORK

STATE TAX COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Petition

o f

}TYMAN SHAPIRO

for Redeterminat ion of a Def ic iency or
for Refund of Unincorporated Business
Taxes under Article 23 of the Tax Law
for the Years 1969, 1970 and 1977.

DECISION

is engaged in an unincorporated business when his

consist  of  placing real estate loans and managing

Pet. i t ioner,  H5rman Shapiro, 359 East Main Street,  Mount Kisco, New York,

f i l -ed a pet iLion for redeterminat ion of a def ic iency or for refund of unincorporated

business taxes under ArLicle 23 of the Tax Law for the years J969, 1970 and

t97I (Fi le uo. 79547).

A formal hearing was held before Michael Alexander,  Hearing Off icer,  at

the off ices of the State Tax Commission, Two World Trade Center,  New York, New

York, on July 21, 1978. Pet i t ioner appeared by Robert  B. Spring, Esq. The

Audit  Divis ion appeared by Peter Crotty,  Esq. ( Irwin Levy, Esq. ,  of  counsel) .

ISSUE

Whether the petitioner

income producing activit ies

real estaLe enterprises.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. A Not ice of Def ic iency was issued against pet i t ioner,  I t ryman Shapiro,

on Apri l  14, 1.977 ,  for unincorporated business tax for the years 7969, 1970 and

1971 in the amount of $81770.46, plus penalt ies for fai lure to f i le returns or

to  pay  taxes  in  the  amount  o f  $4rL65.96  and in te res t  o f  $21958.57 ,  fo r  a  to ta l

o f  $  1 5  , 8 9 4  . 9 9  .
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2. The income on which the def ic iency is conputed consists of

mi -sce l laneous fees  fo r  each o f  the  years  1969,1970 and 197L o f  $91218.74 ,

$19r547.00  and $31r000.00 ,  respec t ive ly  and "sa la r ies"  fo r  each respec t ive  year

o f  $ 2 2 , 0 0 0 . 0 0 ,  $ 4 9 , 0 0 0 . 0 0  a n d  $ 5 9 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 .

3. Pet i t ioner descr ibes himself  on his personal income tax return as an

"execut ive".  He is an attorney by training. He did not engage in any business

in his own name as an individual proprietor,  but was engaged as a partner in

various enterpr ises and received "salar ies'r  f rom corporat ions in which he had

an interest.

4.  Pet i t ioner t l id not personal ly appear or test i fy at  the hearing.

5. The miscel laneous fees were described as trrebatest ' .  Some "rebates"

were received by petitioner upon the purchase of real property by various

partnerships and corporat ions in which pet i t ioner had an interest.  These

amounted to  $2 ,500.00 ,  $7 ,828.00  and $16,000.00  in  the  years  L969r  1970 and

L977, respect ively.  The remainder of the miscel laneous fees received

( $ 6 , 7 1 8 . 7 4  f o x  1 9 6 9 ,  $ 1 1 , 7 1 9 . 0 0  f o r  1 9 7 0  a n d  $ 1 5 , 0 0 0 . 0 0  f o r  1 9 7 1 )  c o n s i s t e d  o f

"rebates" to pet i t ioner of a couunission paid to a broker for a bui lding loan,

advanced over a three year period to a business in which pet i t ioner had an

in te res t .

6.  The payments pet i t ioner received for managing real estaLe enterpr ises

were received from two business f i rms. Both f i rms suppl ied pet i t ioner with

withholding tax statements which showed that only social security taxes and no

income taxes were withheld. The amount of $7r500.00 was received in each year

from Lenox Terrace Development Associates of 10 West 135th Street,  New York,

New York. This was a partnership engaged in the management of real property.

It operated a complex of high-rise apartmenLs and shops that extends in New
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York City from 132nd Street to L35th Street and from Lenox Avenue to Fifth

Avenue.  The remainder  o f  the  sa la r ies  ($14,500.00  fo r  7969,  $41,500.00  fo r

1970 and $52,000.00  fo r  1971)  was f rom H.  R.  Shap i ro ,  Inc .  o f  250 l {es t  57 th

StreeL, New York, New York, a corporat ion engaged in the construct ion of

high-rise apartment buildings. Alt of the stock of this corporation was owned

by pet i t ioner and his wife.

7. Pet i t ioner spent almost al l  of  his t ime at the off ices of H. R.

Shapiro, fnc. and went to Lenox Terrace only occasional ly.  Mr. Shaprio 's

dut ies at H. R. Shapiro, fnc. v/ere descr ibed as fol lows:

t'He was in charge of financing, working with the various lending
inst i tut ions, he worked with the var ious contractors, he went to the
construction jobs and saw that they were weII taken care of, as far
as the var ious subcontractors were doing their  jobs.

He worked with signing contracts with the various contractors,
worked out contracts with them, as far as pr ice and worked with al l
the lending institutions which he funded the various construction
j o b s .

8. The business of H. R. Shapiro, Inc. was obtained pr imari ly f ron

partnerships in which Mr. Shapiro had a partnership interest.

9.  For his total  income, pet i t ioner claimed tax losses for each year as

f o l l o w s :  $ 4 9 7 , 2 1 8 . 1 4  f o r  7 9 6 9 ,  $ 3 9 6 , 9 8 0 . 0 0  f o r  1 9 7 0  a n d  $ 6 1 5 , 4 6 6 . 0 0  f o r  1 9 7 L .

These losses were derived from various partnership interests owned by

Mr. Shapiro. Petitioner offered no testimony concerning these various

partnership interests.

10. Pet i t ioner fai led to f i le any returns for unincorporated business tax

or to pay said tax.

CONCIUSIONS OF IAId

A. That the fees received by pet i t ioner fox placing loans const i tuted

business income. They were not true rebates of fees paid since it was not

pet i t ioner but the var ious business ent i t ies which had or iginal ly paid the
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fees. The payments received for managing real estate cannot be considered to

be salary. These payrnents were not treated as salaries for income tax

withholding purposes and they should not be treated as salaries under the

unincorporated business tax. Al together,  the pet i t ioner 's act iv i t ies were so

extensive that he must be deemed to be engaged in an unincorporated business.

B. That the penalties for failure to file a return or pay the tax are

susLa ined.

C. That the def ic iency is sustained.

DATED: Albany, New York STATE TAX COMMISSI0N

MAY Z ? 1983
PRESIDENT




