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Io INTIZODZTCTION/SIIMMARY

For 2008, the Cunninghams, appellees, did not file any Ohio personal income tax return.

Mrs. Cunningham did not file a sworn statement of non-domicile in Ohio either; she simply

didn't pay her taxes. As the Board of Tax Appeals ("BTA") properly held, Mrs. Cunningham

was domiciled in Ohio and is required to pay 2008 income taxes. Mrs. Cunningham has not

appealed the BTA's determination in this regard. As for Dr. Cunningham, he did file an affidavit

of non-domicile in hopcs of obtaining a "presumption" of non-domicile pursuant to R.C.

5747.24(B)(1.), In order to be entitled to the presumption of non-domicile in Ohio, R.C.

5747.24(B)(1) requires a verified statement that includes certain contents:

"In the statement, the individual shall verify both of the following:

(a) During the entire taxable year, the individual was not domiciled in this state;

(b) During the entire taxable year, the individual had at least one abode outside this

state."

The statute goes on to provide if the statement is "false," then the individual is presumed

to be domiciled in Ohio and must bear the burden of proving domicile in some other state by the

preponderance of the evidence. R.C. 5747.24(B)(2)(b). The affidavit form on which an

individual makes the verified statement is promulgated by the Tax Commissioner and requires

the individual to attest that he meets the statutory requirements:

"Under penalty of perjury, I declare all the following to be true:

1. I was not domiciled in Ohio at any time during taxable year 2008. I was

domiciled in

2. I had at least one abode (place where I lived) outside of Ohio for the entire

taxable year. Name of city (or cities), state(s) (if with the USA) and country

(if not within the USA where I lived if different from statement 1, above."

I



ST 47.

In this way, the affidavit form promulgated by the Tax Commissioner requires the same

verified affirmations as the statute.

Dr. Cunningham filled out the affidavit form and swore that that Ohio was not his

domicile and that Tennessee was his state of domicile. ST 47. Both of those statements are

false. Before the Tax Commissioner and at hearing before BTA, Dr. Cunningham admitted that

Tennessee was not his state of domicile. And, in fact, his relationship with Ohio is identical to

his wife's.

These facts should have been enough to allow the Tax Coinmissioner to disregard the

affidavit of non-domicile, and to find Dr. Cumiinghain an Ohio resident subject to income tax

during 2008. Because the affidavit was false, Dr. Cunningham bore the burden of proving

domicile outside Ohio under the ordinary common law definition of domicile-which lie cannot

do. R.C. 5747.24(C).

Under Ohio's long-settled common law definition, "the domicile of a person [is] where

he has his true, fixed, permanent home and principal establishment, and to which, whenever he is

absent, he has the intention of returning." Sturgeon v. Korte, 34 Ohio St. 525, 535 (1878)

(quoting Story's Conflict of Laws, § 39); In re Paich's Estate, 90 Ohio L. Abs. 470 (8" Dist.

1962). As early as 1878, this Court regarded domicile principles as "well settled rules *^*[that

were in existence] when the constitution was adopted." Sturgeon, 34 Ohio St. at 535.

Under any objective measure, the Cunninghams were domiciled in Ohio before, during,

and after 2008 under the common law standard. The Cunninghams were born and raised in

Ohio. BTA Hearing Transcript (Tr.) at 63-64; 136-137. They raised their own children here, in

Ohio homes. Hr. Tr. at 63-65; 86, 102; Ex F, G; Statutory Transcript ("ST") at 7, 18-37. The
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Cunninghams were licensed professionals in Ohio, who pursued their careers in the state and

retired here. Tr. at 69-72; 72-74; 137-139. The Cunninghams paid Ohio taxes until 2007, prior

to this assessment, and concede that they were domiciled in Ohio for all previous tax years. Tr.

at 74.

The Cunninghams have continually reaffirmed under penalty of law that Ohio is their

domicile in order to vote, drive, register vehicles, and receive real property tax reductions

(through the Homestead Exemption and the Owner-Occupied Reductions provided in R.C

323.152 and R.C. 323.153). Tr. at 58, 140; Hearing Ex. C•, 58, 83, 84, 141-142, 143; Hearing

Ex. D; 88, 91, 144; Hearing Ex. B, ST at 13-15. Even the Cunningham's dogs were registered in

Hamilton County. Tr. at 66, 125. By their own actions, their intentions are clear-the

Cunninghams have regarded Ohio as home, and intend to return here whenever they leave.

At the Tax Commissioner's administrative hearing and the BTA evidentiary hearing, the

Cunninghams disavowed a Tennessee domicile. It is advantageously convenient that the

Cunninghams no longer assert that Tennessee was their state of domicile for 2008. Tr. at 97, 98,

99, 100, 101. Under the Tennessee income tax law, individuals domiciled in that state must pay

tax on all interest and dividend income earned or received in a tax year. Tr. at 56, 57, 101, 143;

Exs. A, H, I; Joint Hearing Ex. 1. Had the Cunninghams been domiciled in Tennessee in 2008,

they would have been required to have paid Tennessee taxes on such income. They have never

made such a payment to Tennessee.

Moreover, according to the Cumlinghams' own testimony at the BTA hearing, they

irnproperly benefitted-by avoiding Ohio and federal income taxation--by listing their

Tennessee property as a qualifying "vacation home" on their federal tax returns. Tr. at 42, 112;

Joint Hearing Ex. 1. Specifically, in their federal income tax returns for several years, including
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for 2008, the Cunninghams claimed substantial reductions to their federal adjusted gross income

(and therefore their reported Ohio income) on the basis that that they spent less than two weeks

in the Tennessee vacation home-a statement that supports the Tax Commissioner's finding that

the claim of Tennessee domicile was false. Id.

Despite these repeated representations under penalty of perjury in their federal income

tax returns for 2008 and for several other tax years, the Cunninghams testified at the BTA that

their federal income tax returns were incorrect-they actually spent far more time than two

weeks in the Tennessee home in 2008 (albeit not enough time to establish domicile there). Tr. at

109. Yet despite admitting that they were not entitled to reduee their federal adjusted gross

income as they did in their 2008 return, the Cunninghams have not filed an amended return since

then. Tr. At 45.

This vacation-home example perfectly demonstrates that, for the Cunninghams, the

questions of where they lived and for how long depend upon the tax consequences of the answer.

When it helps the Cunninghams to avoid Ohio income tax, they swear that they are domiciled in

Tennessee. ST at 47. But quite the contrary is true when Ohio-domicile status helps the

Cunninghams to avoid other taxes. To avoid Tennessee income tax, they claim that they are not

domiciled in Tennessee. Tr. at 97, 98, 99, 100, 101. And, to reduce their taxable income for

their federal income tax returns (which, in turn reduces their taxable Ohio income), the

Cunninghams swore to have a primary address in Ohio and to have spent less than 14 days in

their Tennessee vacation home. Tr. at 42, 112; Joint Hearing Ex. 1-7. Similarly, for Ohio real

property taxation, the Cunninghams are happy to attest that they are domiciled in their

Cincinnati-area family home so as to obtain Ohio property tax reductions based on Ohio
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domicile status, while still filing statements of non-domicile for income tax purposes in the same

years. Tr. at 88, 91, 144; Hearing Ex. B, ST at 13-15.

The Tax Commissioner determined that Mrs. Cunningham was domiciled in Ohio and

therefore was an Ohio "resident" for income tax purposes under R.C. 5747.01(I) and 5747.24.

The BTA affirmed this determination.

With regard to Dr. Cunningham, the Tax Commissioner properly determined that Dr.

Cunningham's affidavit of non-domicile was false. Not only was the statement that Ohio was

not the Cunninghams' domicile state false, but also the assertion that his place of domicile was

Tennessee. Because Dr. Cunningham's affidavit contained false statements, it was disregarded

by the Tax Commissioner.

In light of the false statements, the Tax Commissioner applied the same standard of proof

of residency to Dr. Cunningham as to his wife, according to the operation of R.C. 5747.24(B)

and (C). This is natural, because the Cunninghams shared exactly the same set of facts regarding

Ohio domicile. Also naturally, the Tax Commissioner concluded that, as a person with an Ohio

domicile, Dr. Cunningham was responsible for Ohio income tax.

The BTA reversed the Tax Commissioner's detertnination that the affidavit was false. In

doing so, the BTA completely ignored the false statement in the affidavit that Dr. Cunningham

was domiciled in Tennessee. This false statement alone was enough to set aside the affidavit.

Moreover, the BTA erred in it's understanding of the meaning of "domicile" under R.C.

5724. According to the BTA, the Tax Commissioner is "overreading" R.C. 5747.24 by requiring

a sworn statement regarding non-Ohio domicile under that term's well-settled and long

established plain meaning. BTA Decision at 4. Far from it, the Tax Commissioner merely read

the statute as written, and took seriously the plain language of the statutory command that the
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individual file a verified statement which states that "[d]uring the entire taxable year, the

individual was not domiciled in this state." R.C. 5747.24(B)(1)(a).

It is the BTA that "reads more into the statute" than exists in its plain language. In the

BTA's view, the term "domicile" has different meanings under each division of R.C. 5747.24,

even though the term is not separately defined and is used in an undifferentiated way throughout

the statute. Respectfully, it is the BTA that is "overreading," the statute by crafting, sua sponte,

different definitions for the same word in the same statute.

For the BTA, the term "domicile" in R.C. 5747.24(B) means merely the number of

contact periods in Ohio plus an out of state abode, while under R.C. 5747.24(C) and (D),

"domicile" has the same meaning as under common law. Thus, according to the BTA, when Dr.

Cunningham filed his statement of non-domicile, he was merely and properly attesting to his

number of contact periods and that he owned an out-of-state abode. Therefore, according to the

BTA, he is entitled to presumptively non-resident status.

In other words, for the BTA, only two facts are relevant under R.C. 5747.24(B): whether

the individual spent more than half the year outside Ohio (measured by "contact periods") and

whether the individual owns an out of state abode. But for R.C. 5747.24(C) and (D), according

to the BTA, the term domicile bears its ordinary common law meaning. 'I'he BTA's chamelcon-

like interpretation of the meaning of the term "domicile" in R.C. 5747.24 means that the term's

meaning changes depending on what division of that statute the term appears.

Accordingly, the BTA decision brushes aside the facts of Dr. Cunningham's Ohio

domicile as irrelevant. The statutes-according to the BTA's twisted reading--contain a

loophole that can be exploited by certain Ohio domiciliaries to avoid Ohio income taxation

altogether. Indeed, the BTA's holding means that Dr. Cunningham can be an Ohio resident for
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every purpose but income tax-thereby avoiding income tax not just in Ohio, but in any other

state as well. The law does not contemplate such a result. Nor can the statutes bear the strain of

the BTA's interpretation. This artificial reading of the statute fails on multiple grounds.

First and foremost, the plain language of the statute requires a statement regarding

"domicile" under R.C. 5747.24(B)(1)(a). The word "domicile" is used in the statute, and it is an

individual taxpayer's "domicile" outside of Ohio that m-ust be verified by the individual-not

through some other measure like contact periods. R.C. 5747.24(B)(1)(a).

The term "domicile" is not separately defined for R.C. 5747.24 or any of the various

divisions within that statute. 4Vhen no separate definition is provided, this Court presumes that

the General Assembly uses the ordinary meaning of words like "domicile" when it enacts a

statute, including the term's evolved, technical legal meaning. See R.C. 1.42; Hoffman v. State

Med. Bd., 113 Ohio St.3d 376, 2007-Ohio-2201, ¶ 26. And, the General Assembly is presumed

to know the existing common law (including the well-settled precedent on domicile) when

passing a law. See Walden v. State, 47 Ohio St.3d 47, 56 (1989). Accordingly, statutes must be

read with the existing common law definitions in mind. Id.

Further, if the General Assembly intended to ascribe a different meaning to "domicile,"

such meaning would be in derogation of the well-settled common law, and a plain and

unambiguous statement that the General Assembly intended to vary from the settled meaning is

required. Mandelbaum v. Mandelbaum, 121 Ohio St.3d 433, 2009-Ohio-1222, ¶ 29; Carrel v.

Allied Prods. Corp., 78 Ohio St.3d 284, 287 (1997). Such a statement is not present in R.C.

5747.24.

Furthermore, a reading of the whole statute shows that the General Assembly used the

undifferentiated term "domicile" throughout the divisions. The phrase cannot have a different
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meaning under a particular division of the same statute where no separate definition is provided.

State ex rel. Asti, 107 Ohio St.3d 262, 2005-Ohio-6432, at ¶ 28; Schuholz, 111 Ohio St. at 325

(1924). Because each division of R.C.5747.24 uses the same term "domicile" in an

undifferentiated manner, each division shares the same plain meaning. See State ex rel. Asti v.

Ohio Dept. of Youth Servs., 107 Ohio St.3d 262, 2005-Ohio-6432, ¶ 28; Schuholz v. Walker, 111

Ohio St. 308, 325 (1924) ("a word repeatedly used in the statute will be presumed to bear the

same meaning throughout the statute."); Henry v. Trs,, 48 Ohio St. 671, 676 (1891).

Thus, by the plain language of R.C. 5747.24(B), in order to be entitled to file a statement

of non-domicile, one rnust actually not have an Ohio domicile.

Even stranger, the BTA's reading of the statute would allow Dr. Cunningham to claim

that he has no domicile anywhere for purposes of income taxation. That cannot be right. First, it

upends the long-established principle that everyone must be domiciled somewhere and that the

law presumes each person has a domicile. Sturgeon, 34 Ohio St. at 534 ("The law ascribes a

domicile to every person, and no person can be without one."); Saalfield, 86 Ohio App. at 226

("Every person must be domiciled somewhere.").

Second, even if there was any ambiguity in the statute (and there is not), the ordinary

rules of construction require that "domicile" means common-law domicile.

Essentially, the BT'A's reading would defeat the intended operation of the statute. R.C.

5747.24 is the Ohio income tax residency statute and its purpose is to provide the various

burdens of proof under which domicile is to be measured. Pursuant to R.C. 5747.24, the amount

of time one spends outside Ohio corresponds with the burden of proof required to show out of

state domicile-the more time out of state, the easier it is to prove non-Ohio domicile: (1) Under

R.C. R.C. 5747.24(B)(1)(a), a person domiciled outside Ohio, who spends more than half the
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year outside the state, and owns an out of state abode, may attest to non-domicile by affidavit

and obtain a "presumption" of non-domicile. The burden is then shifted to the Tax

Commissioner to demonstrate that the affidavit is "false." (2) Under R.C. 5747.24(C), if a

person spends more than half the year outside Ohio, but does not, file an affidavit, the person is

presumed to have an Ohio domicile, and must rebut the presumption with "a preponderance of

the evidence to the contrary." (3) Finally, under R.C. 5747.24(D), a person who spends more

than half the year inside Ohio is presumed to have an Ohio domicile, and must rebut the

presumption with "clear and convincing evidence to the contrary." Under any division of R.C.

5747.24, the relevant inquiry is "domicile."

The BTA's reading of R.C. 5747.24 would upend the General Asseinbly's stah2tory

scheme by changing the fundamental purpose of the statute. Under the BTA's view, R.C.

5747.24 is not about burdens of proof, but, rather, creates a different standard of domicile for a

certain group of Ohio domiciliaries who-unlike everyone else-maybe domiciled in Ohio

under the common law, but not for income tax purposes. This is a fundamental overexpansion of

the legislative will, as expressed in the plain language of R.C. 5747.24.

More fundamentally, such an understanding would threaten to create constitutional

problems with R.C. 5747.24, and this Court interprets statutes in a manner that avoids

constitutional conflicts. McFee v. 1lrursing Care Mgint. ®f Am., Inc., 126 Ohio St.3d 183, 2010-

Ohio-2744, ¶ 27; State v. Sinito, 43 Ohio St.2d 98, 101 ( 1975). Essentially, the BTA's holding

means that Ohio is a "no income tax state," but only for a certain category of Ohio domiciliary.

Namely, those persons (like Dr. Cunningham) who spend less than half the year here, have an

out-of-state abode, and file a statement of non-domicile, would be entitled to be domiciled here
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for all other purposes, but need not pay income tax. Yet everyone else is subjeet to income tax

under the common law domicile standard.

Thus, under the BTA's view, among similarly situated Ohio domiciliaries, the difference

between filing a form or not creates differences in the legal standard for taxability and the

presumption that applies. This difference plays out in this very case-Dr. Cunningham filed a

statement of non-domicile and claims that a different standard of domicile applies to him. His

wife, on the other hand, shares the same facts and circumstances save for the non-domicile

statement-and therefore bears the burden of proving a change in domicile under common law, a

burden that she could not carry. Because of the filing of a single form, Dr. Cunningham has a

"nowhere domicile" and pays no Ohio income tax. In contrast, because Mrs. Cunningham didn't

file the form, she is an Ohio domiciliary and subject to Ohio income tax. But these disparate

results under the law, with the exception of the filing of the statement, arise from under the

otherwise identical set offacts. This set of circumstances could cause problems of constitutional

dimensions, and the statute cannot be interpreted in such a manner.

Finally, when the BTA concluded its review of this matter, it failed to order a remand of

the matter to the Tax Commissioner for consideration of the allocation and calculation of the

Cunninghams' income that is subject to Ohio taxation. In not doing so, the BTA essentially left

the matter of the income tax liability, as it pertained to Mrs. Cunningham, unresolved.

For the reasons set forth in this brief, the Tax Commissioner respectfully requests that this Court

reverse the BTA's decision that Dr. Cunningham did not have an Ohio domicile for the 2008 tax

year. Alternately, if the disposition is that only Mrs. Cunningham has an Ohio domicile, the Tax

Commissioner respectfully requests this Court to remand the cause to the BTA, with an order to
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remand the matter to the Tax Commissioner for further consideration of the allocation and

calculation of Mrs. Cunningham's income that is subject to Ohio taxation.

II. STATEMENT OF FACTS AND STATEMENT OF THE CASE

A. Statement of the Facts

The Cunninghams were domiciled in Ohio long before and after the years at issue in this

case, as they admit and repeatedly affrmed under penalty of law. Tr. at 58, 74, 140; Hearing Ex.

C; 58, 83, 84, 141-142, 143; Hearing Ex. D; 88, 91, 144; Hearing Ex. B, ST at 13-15. The facts

of the Cunninghams' domicile are set forth in greater detail in the Argument Section below, and

will not be reproduced here, for the sake of brevity.

But, suffice it to say, the Cunninghams purposefully availed themselves of benefits

available only to Ohio domiciliaries, including among other things, taking the Homestead

Exemption and Owner-Occupied Reduction on their Cincinnati-area home, filing federal income

tax returns as Ohio residents, voting in Ohio, and obtaining drivers' licenses in Ohio. Tr. at 58,

63-65, 69-74, 88, 91, 136-140, 144; Hearing Ex. C; 58, 83, 84, 141-142, 143; Hearing Ex. D; 88,

91, 144; Hearing Ex. B, ST at 12, 13-15. The Cunninghams obtained profcssional licenses in

Ohio, and are retired here. Tr. at 69-72; 72-74; 137-139.

For every year prior to this assessment, the Cunninghams paid Ohio income taxes and

concede that they were domiciled in Ohio for all previous tax years. Tr. at 74.

In the year at issue (and since 1992), the Cunninghams owned a large family home in the

Cincinnati, Ohio, area where they raised their children and used as their mailing address. Tr. at

63-64; 84, 86, 91-92, 102; Hearing Ex. F, Hearing Ex. G; ST at 7, 15, 18-37. At the same time,

they filed a federal income tax return for 2008 identifying their primary address as in Ohio. Joint

Hearing Ex. 1 at 7. In this same return, they claimed their other house (in Tennessee) as a
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"vacation home," where they resided for fewer than 14 days of the year, in order to obtain a

reduction on income tax. Joint Hearing Ex. 1 at 7. By their own admissions and actions, the

Cunninghams have never abandoned their Ohio domicile or established a new domicile

elsewhere.

Still, on March 13, 2009, Dr. Cunningham filed with the Ohio Department of Taxation a

statement of non-Ohio domicile for the 2008 tax year. ST at 47. On this form, Dr. Cunningham

declared that his domicile was Tennessee and that he was not domiciled in Ohio. ST at 47;

Hearing Ex. A. Mrs. Cunningham did not file such a statemeilt for the 2008 tax year. See ST,

Tr. at 132, 143; BTA Decision at 5. Moreover, the Cunninghams did not file a 2008 individual

income tax return, or make any payments on their 2008 income tax liability.

B. Statement of the Case

The Tax Commissioner issued an assessment to the Cunninghams. ST at 45. The

Cunninghams filed a petition for reassessment, in which they contended they were not residents

of Ohio and were not required to file an Ohio income tax return. ST at 44.

The Tax Commissioner began his review of their argumcnt by considering the statutory

definition of "resident," at R.C. 5747.01(I), which provides that as relevant to this appeal, a

resident is "[a]n individual who is domiciled in this state, subject to 5747.24 of the Revised

Code." R.C 5747.24 is a burden-shifting statute, which provides a different burden of proof for

demonstrating domicile depending on the amount of time that one spends in the state and

whether one owns an abode outside Ohio. Generally, under R.C. 5747.24, the more time one

spends outside Ohio, the lower the standard of proof of domicile. And, if one combines a high

amount of time outside the state, with an out-of-state abode, and a sworn statement of non-

domicile, then non-Ohio domicile is "presumed." The non-Ohio domicile presumption is
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disregarded if the Tax Commissioner finds that the sworn statement of non-domicile is "false."

And under any division of R.C. 5747.24, the relevant inquiry is "domicile."

The Tax Commissioner's review of this case reached the conclusion that Cunninghams

were domiciled in Ohio and that Dr. Cunningham's affidavit was false. ST at 3. The statements

were false, because Dr. Cunningham was domiciled in Ohio, and was not domiciled in

Tennessee. ST at 3. In light of the false statements, the Tax Commissioner determined that the

presumption of non-Ohio domicile in R.C. 5747.24(B) did not apply to Dr. Cunningham.

Accordingly, the burden was upon Dr. Cunningham to demonstrate non-Ohio domicile by the

"preponderance of evidence" under R.C. 5747.24(C). ST at 3. The Tax Commissioner

determiried that the Cunninghams failed to meet this burden to rebut the statutory presumption of

Ohio domicile. ST at 3.

Ultimately, the Tax Commissioner determined that the Cunninghams remained

domiciliaries of Ohio and were "subject to both the Ohio individual income tax and its

concomitant filing requirement." ST at 3.

The Cunninghams appealed to the BTA. Notice of Appeal, dated December 19, 2011. In

their Notice of Appeal, the Cunninghains contended that they met the requirements of R.C.

5747.24(B) and were entitled to the irrebutable presumption of non-domicile in Ohio. The

Cunningliams also presented evidence to support their claim that they had fewer than 182 contact

periods in Ohio for 2008. The BTA reviewed the Cunningham's domicile status separately,

because only Dr. Cunningham filed the statement, and each taxpayer is required to file their own

statement of non-Ohio domicile. See R.C. 5747.24 (referring to "an" or "the individual").

With respect to Dr. Cunningham, the BTA concluded that the "false statement" referred

to in R.C. 5747.24(B) referred only to the number of contact periods in Ohio and whether the
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affiant owned an abode outside of Ohio. Although the statute plainly requires that the taxpayer

file a statement that "[d]uring the entire taxable year, the individual was not domiciled in this

state," the BTA incorrectly concluded that the Tax Commissioner was not entitled to inquire into

the truthfulness of that attestation. Thus, the BTA incorrectly concluded that the Tax

Commissioner could not consider whether Dr. Cunningham truthfully attested to non-Ohio

domicile. Id. Thereafter, the BTA concluded that Dr. Cunningham complied with all of the

requirements of R.C. 5747.24(B) and was entitled to the irrebuttable presumption of non-

domicile in Ohio for 2008. The BTA declined to find a conflict between the statement of non-

domicile, declarcd under pcnalties of perjury, and Dr. Cunningham's admitted Ohio domicile

status. Nor did the BTA did mention in its decision, Dr. Cunningham's false statement that

Tennessee was his domicile.

In contrast to the BTA's findings applicable to Dr. Cunningham, the BTA concluded that

Mrs. Cunningham retained her domicile in Ohio, because she filed no affidavit and had not

presented sufficient evidence to show a change in domicile from Ohio.

Although the BTA found only one spouse subject to Ohio tax, the BTA did not make any

attempt to apportion the spouses' relative income on their joint return in order to determine the

amount of tax owed by Mrs. Cunningham to Ohio. That issue was not properly presented to the

BTA for its review. But neither did the BTA remand the case to the Tax Commissioner to make

that determination. As a result, Mrs. Cunningham's outstanding income tax liability remains

unresolved.

The Tax Commissioner now seeks review before this Court. Notice of Appeal to

Supreme Court (April 7, 2014).
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IIL LAW ANI? ARGUMENT

When the Supreme Court reviews decisions of the BTA, the Court determines whether the

BTA's decision is reasonable and lawful. Gallenstein v. Testa, 138 Ohio St.3d 240, 2014-Ohio-

98, T 14. BTA decision is unreasonable and unlawful if it is based on incorrect legal

conclusions, and a decision of this nature is reversed by a reviewing court. Id.

In this case, the BTA unreasonably and unlawfully failed to consider traditional notions of

common law domicile in conjunction with its review of the R.C. 5747.24(B) statement that Dr.

Cunningham filed in lieu of his Ohio 2008 income tax return. Of secondary concern is the

BTA's failure to remand its conclusion with respect to Mrs. Cunningham to the Tax

Commissioner for allocation and calculation of her outstanding income tax liability. The failure

to remand leaves Mrs. Cunninghain's tax liability unresolved. In both instances, the BTA

reached incorrect legal conclusions and those decisions were unreasonable and unlawful. Thus,

this Court should reverse the BTA's decision that Dr. Cunningham did not have an Ohio

domicile for the 2008 tax year. Alternately, if the disposition is that only Mrs. Cunningham has

an Ohio domicile, the Tax Commissioner respectfully requests this Court to remand the cause to

the BTA, with an order to remand the matter to the Tax Commissioner for further consideration

of the allocation and calculation of Mrs. Cunningham's income that is subject to Ohio taxation.

Proposition of Law No. 1:

Under the widely-held and long-settled common law, a person's domicile is
the place where a person has a true, fixed, permanent home. Once
established, domicile continues until the person abandons it and intends to
abandon it. Every person must have a domicile somewhere and no person
may have more than one domicile at the same time.

A. The well-settled and widely-held legal principles of domicile

The legal concept of domicile is well-established in Ohio. As a general principle, the

domicile of a person is the place where the person has a true, fixed, permanent home and
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principal establishment. In re Paich's Estate, 90 Ohio Law Abs. at 473. It is the place to which

a person intends to return whenever the person is absent and from which the person has no

present intent to move. Sturgeon, 34 Ohio St. at 535; In re Paich's Estate, at 473. Thus,

domicile has two components: an actual residence in a par-ticular jurisdiction and an intention to

make a permanent home in the jurisdiction. In re Estate of Hutson, 165 Ohio St. at 119; In re

Protest of Brooks, 155 Ohio App.3d 384, 2003-Ohio-6525, T 22.

It is a fundamental principle of law that every person must have a domicile somewhere,

that that no person may have more than one domicile at the same time. City of Springfielcl v.

Betts, 114 Ohio App.3d 70, 73 (2nd Dist. 1996); Board of' Ecl. of City School Dist, of City of

Oakwood v. Dille, 109 Ohio App. 344, 348 (2"d Dist. 1959). Similarly, a domicile is not lost

until a new one is acquired, and an original domicile is presumed to continue until a person has

acquired another domicile by actual residence, with the intention of abandoning the original

domicile. SaaNld, 86 Ohio App. at 226; Spires v. Spires, 7 Ohio Misc. 197, 200-201 (C.P.

1966). A person with no permanent abode retains the last permanent domicile. In re Estate of

Hutson, 165 Ohio St. at 119; Grant v. Jones, 39 Ohio St. 506 (1883).

The burden of proving a change in domicile is on the party who claims the change. In re

Sayle's Estate, 51 Ohio Law Abs. 46, 47-48 (8th Dist. 1948). In this regard, a person would

need to show by a preponderance of the evidence that he or she (1) intended to change domicile,

(2) intended to select a new domicile, and (3) accompanied such intention with acts indicating a

bona fide selection of a new domicile. Saalfield, at 226. Evidence of where a person lives, or

the residence, is usually considered to be the abode and domicile of the person. In re Faich's

Estate, at 473. Whether a person intended to change that domicile is dependent upon the

manifestations of that persons intention, such as: the person's own acts and declarations, and
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consideration of the person's surrounding circumstances, such as family relations, business

pursuit and vocation in life, mode of life, means, fortune, earning capacity, conduct, habits,

disposition, age, prospects, residence, lapse of time, voting, and payment of taxes. Smerda v.

Smerda, 35 O.®. 472, 475 (C.P. 1947).

These foregoing principles of domicile are not unique to Ohio. These concepts of

domicile as contained within Ohio's common law are the same throughout the United States.

See, e.g., 25 Am.Jur. 2d Domicil, Sections 1-70 (2004) (citing to cases from throughout the

country). In fact, the federal standard for domicile is also that "place where a person has a true,

fixed, and permanent home and principal establishment and to which he has the intention of

returning whenever he is absent therefrom." Law of Federal Courts (6th Ed. 2002), Section 26,

The Meaning of Citizenship (for federal purposes, domicile is pertinent to determinations of

diversity jurisdiction). Decisions from other jurisdictions provide further clarification and

elucidation on the subject. For instance:

-Although one spouse's domicile is not determinative of the other spouse's domicile and
each may establish a domicile as each chooses, a husband and wife are presumed to have
the same domicile. McClendon v. Bel, 797 So.2d 700, 704 (La. Ct. App. 2000); Blount v.
Boston, 718 A.2d I111, 1123-1124 (Md. 1998).

-If person claims to have changed domicile, but the evidence of whether a change
occurred is conflicting, the original, or former, domicile is favored over the claimed
newer domicile. Ex parte bl'eissinger, 22 So.2d 510, 514 (Ala. 1945); Elwert v. Elwert,
248 P.2d 847, 853 (Or. 1952).

-A person's statements of his or her intent as to domicile are admissible and should be
considered in determining the person's domicile. Blount, at 1115. But additional
evidence should also be considered, such as where the person votes, obtains a driver's
license and registers vehicles, pays property taxes, and carries on a business or
occupation. 25 Am.Jur. 2d Domicil, Sections 62-68.

-If there is a conflict between the person's stated intent of domicile and the person's
actions, the actions have greater evidentiary value because the actions of a person speak
louder than his or her words. District of Columbia v. Mizrphy, 314 U.S. 441, 454-455, 62
S.Ct. 303, 86 L.Ed.2d 329 (1941); Bay State Wholesale Drug Co. v. Whitrnan, 182 N.E.

17



361, 363 (Ma. 1932); Oglesby v. Williams, 812 A.2d 1061, 1071-1072 (Md. 2002);
Petition of Pippy, 711 A.2d 1048, 1058-1059 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 1998).

B. Ohio has been the domicile of the Cunninghams before, during, and after 2008

The BTA determined that Mrs. Cunningham was domiciled in Ohio and the

Cunninghams have not challenged that determination. Because Dr. Cunningham shares essential

the same facts regarding domicile as his wife, the BTA would presumably have found him an

Ohio domiciliary, were it not for the BTA's twisted reading of R.C. 5747.24.

In spite of the BTA's decision, the indicia of domicile that are shared by the

Cunninghams are manifestly correct and the Cunninghams do not contest these facts. Further,

the indicia of domicile in this case clearly evidence that not only have the Cunninghams

established domicile in Ohio, as detailed below, but that the statements made by Dr.

Cunningham on his affidavit of non-Ohio domicile-that he was not domiciled in Ohio and was

domiciled in Tennessee-was patently false. ST at 47.

1. The Cunninghams have spent their lives in Ohio and paid Ohio income taxes in every
prior year.

The Cunninghams were born and raised in Ohio. Tr. at 63-64; 136-137. They raised their

children here and the children attended Ohio schools. Tr. at 64-65. The Cunninghams

maintained and inhabited a large family home in Ohio, which they used as their mailing address.

Tr. at 63-64; 86, 102; Hearing Ex. F, Hearing Ex. G; ST at 7, 18-37. Dr. Cunningham is an

endodontist. He practiced in this state and obtained and maintained his professional licensure

here for his entire professional career. Tr. at 69-72. He incorporated his businesses in Ohio and

established his practice near his family home. Tr. at 72-74. Mrs. Cunningham was a teacher.

She received her teaching license in Ohio, spent her whole teaching career here, and draws a

pension from the State Teachers' Retirement System. Tr. 137-139.
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The Cunninghams paid Ohio taxes until 2007, prior to this assessment, and concede that

they were domiciled in Ohio for previous tax years. Tr. at 74. The Cunninghams filed a joint

federal income tax return for 2008 and identified Ohio as the primary address. Joint Hearing Ex.

1.

Thcse foregoing general facts about the Cunninghams indicate that they have clearly

intended to make Ohio their home and is the place to which they intend to return when absent.

Sturgeon, 34 Ohio St. at 535; In re Protest ofBrooks, 155 Ohio App.3d at ¶ 22.

2. The Cunninghams have maintained a large homestead in the Cincinnati area for
twenty-two years.

The Cunninghams own a large family dwelling in Hamilton County. St. 15. They have

owned it and lived in it for twenty-two years- since 1992. Tr. at 84. They raised their children in

this house. Hr. Tr. at 91-92. The house sits on nearly five acres, has 6 bedrooms, four full and

two half baths, and is over 4,000 square feet. St. 15. The Auditor valued the house at over one

million dollars. Id. The electric bills for the property show consistent, year-round power usage.

See Hearing Ex. F. Thus, the Cunninghams clearly have an actual residence in Ohio. In re

Protest ofBrooks, 155 Ohio App.3d at 1 21-23.

3. The Cunninghams have applied for, and taken, the real property tax reduction benefits
of the Homestead Exemption and Owner-Occupied Reduction and both require
affirmative representations of Ohio domicile status.

The Cunninghams applied for, and received, both the Homestead Exemption and the

Owner-Occupied Reduction for their Cincinnati-area homestead. Tr. at 88, 91, 144; Hearing Ex.

B; ST at 12.

By definition, the property tax reductions are only available for "A dwelling * * * owned

and occupied as a home by an individual whose domicile is in this state * * * ." R.C. 323.151

(emphasis added). Accordingly, the Homestead Exemption and the Owner-Occupied Reduction
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are available only for property that is occupied by persons whose domicile is in Ohio. On the

applications for both of these reductions, the Cunninghams provided a sworn statement that they

qualified for the exemption. See Hearing Ex. B-1. When the Cunninghams applied for, and

received, the two real property tax exemptions, they affirmatively represented that their domicile

was Ohio. See R.C. 323.153(A) (Homestead Exemption); R.C. 323.152(B) (Owner-Occupied

Reduction); R.C. 323.151 (definition of "homestead" for both reductions).

Moreover, the instructions for the Homestead Exemption application explain that the tax

reduction is only available for the home that you "own and occupy as your principal place of

residence." Id. And the instruetions continue: "A person has only one principal place of

residence; your principal place of residence determines, among other things, where you are

registered to vote and where you declare residence for income tax purposes." Hearing Ex. B-3

(emphasis added).

The definition of "principle place of residence" used in these two real property tax

exemptions is synonymous with the definition of common-law domicile: that a person can have

only one domicile at a given time and that domicile represents the place where the person has a

true, fixed, permanent home and principal establishment. Dille, 109 Ohio App. at 348; In re

Paich's Estate, 90 Ohio Law Abs. at 473; Spires, 7 Ohio Misc. at 200-201.

4. The Cunninghams have voted in Ohio for the last 20 years and they voted in Ohio in
2008.

The Cunninghams have consistently voted as Ohio resident citizens over, at least, the last

twenty years. In 2008, they requested absentee ballots for the primary and general elections and

affirmatively represented that their residence in Ohio was fixed and the place to which they

intended to return when absent. R.C. 3503.02; Tr. at 58, 140. The ballots the Cunninghams
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voted on contained national and loeal issues and eandidates, and the Cunninghams swore that

they were qualified to vote on these matters. Tr. at 58, 140; Hearing Ex. C.

Ohio only permits voting in Ohio in the district in which a citizen has his residence. R.C.

3503.01. A person's residence is determined in accordance with R.C. 3503.02, which provides:

"(A) That place shall be considered the residence of a person in which the
person's habitation is fixed and to which, whenever the person is absent, the
person has the intention of returning.

"(B) A person shall not be considered to have lost the person's residence who
leaves the person's home and goes into aiiother state or county of this state, for
temporary purposes only, with the intention of returning.

"(E) If a person removes to another state with the intention of making such state
the person's residence, the person shall be considered to have lost the person's
residence in this state. "

R.C. 3503.02 (emphasis added). Pursuant to R.C. 3509.03(G), a voter seeking to utilize an

absentee ballot must affirm that he is a qualified elector in the absentee ballot request. In other

words, the statutory qualifications that determine voting eligibility use the same terminology as

that used to determine common law domicile. Under R.C. 3599.11 false voter registration is

punishable as a fifth degree felony.

5. 7he Cunninghams have possessed Ohio driver's licenses and Ohio vehicle registrations
for at least the past twenty years, including in 2008.

Before, during, and after 2008, the Cunninghams possessed and obtained driver's licenses

issued by Ohio. Tr. at 58, 83, 84, 141-142, 143; Hearing Ex. D. Mrs. Cunningham obtained a

renewal of her Ohio driver's license in 2008, and Dr. Cunningham renewed his license in 2009.

See Hearing Ex. D 6-7. See also Tr. at 58, 84, 142. The Cunninghams have also registered,

licensed, and titled their motor vehicles in Ohio for the past twenty years. See Hearing Ex. D;
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Tr. at 80-83, 141, 142. And in 2008, Dr. Cunningham purchased a 2002 Wiiulebago and

registered it to his Cincinnati-area address. See Hearing Ex. D-23; Tr. at 81.

In Ohio, only Ohio residents, or persons who "reside[] in this state on a permanent basis,"

are entitled to driver's licenses. R.C. 4507.01. See also Prozcse, Dash & Crouch, LLP v.

Dimarco, 116 Ohio St.3d 167, 2007-Ohio-5753, ¶ 7. The Bureau of Motor Vehicles requires

proof of residency for issuance of a driver's license. See Ohio Adm.Code 4501:1-1-35, Ohio

Adm.Code 4501:1-1-21. Accordingly, the Cunninghams represented to the Ohio Bureau of

Motor Vehicles that they were residents of Ohio and that they were residing in this state on a

perrnanent basis. These representations are equivalent to declaring a domicile, because the

Cunninghams are indicating that they have a residence in the state and that they intend to make

that residence permanent. In re Protest ofBr?ooks, 155 Ohio App.3d at ¶ 22.

C. The Cunninghams have not abandoned their Ohio domicile or established a new
domicile outside of Ohio

As is also evident from the factual record in this case, the Cunningliams have not

established a domicile somewhere other than Ohio. Thus, as concluded by the Tax

Commissioner and disregarded by the BTA, the statement made by Dr. Cunningllam on his

statement of non-Ohio domicile - that he was domiciled in Tennessee - was patently false. ST

47. This lack of domicile in Tennessee is demonstrated in a number of the Cunninghams'

actions, as detailed below.

First, the Cunningham's admission of Ohio domiciliary status, by paying Ohio income

taxes for the tax years prior to 2008, gives rise to a strong presumption of Ohio domicile status

for the 2008 tax year: to overcome the presumption, the Cunninghams must demonstrate by

clear, objective, and probative evidence that they liad abandoned their Ohio domicile and

replaced it with a new one outside Ohio. In re Estate of Hutson, 165 Ohio St. 115, 119 (1956);
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Sturgeon, 34 Ohio St. at 534-535; Saalfield v. Saalfield, 86 Ohio App. 225, 226 (12th Dist 1949);

City of E. Cleveland v. Landingham, 97 Ohio App.3d 385, 390 (81h Dist 1994). The applicable

Ohio income tax statutes have the same requirement. See R.C. 5747.24(B)(1)(b) and (C)

(imposing an affirmative evidentiary burden of proof on taxpayers to show that they are not

Ohio-domiciled, in the absence of verified, true statements of non-domicile status). At the BTA

hearing, the Cunninghams could not, and did not, prove a change in domicile because their

domicile never changed.

In the hearing of this matter, before the BTA Hearing Examiner, the Cunninghams

acknowledged that they were not domiciled in Tennessee for the 2008 tax year. Tr. at 97. The

Cunninghams also asserted that under any scenario, they did not live in Tennessee long enough

in 2008 so as to be required to file personal income tax returns, and they in fact did not file any

Tennessee income tax returns, even though they would have had qualifying taxable income (as

in, dividends and interest) if they had been Tennessee residents. Tr. at 97-101, 143; Hearing Ex.

H, Hearing Ex. I, and Joint Hearing Ex. 1.

The Cunninghams provided inconsistency and self-serving testimony regarding how they

used the Tennessee house in 2008. In the testimony to the BTA, the Cunninghams stated that

their use of the Tennessee house in 2008 was for more than 14 days. But on their jointly filed

2008 federal income tax return, the Cunninghams declared under oath that the Tennessee house

was a vacation honie and that their use of the Tennessee house in 2008 was for less than 14 days.

By making this declaration, the Cunninghams were able to take certain deductions applicable to

vacation homes, to reduce their federal taxable income, and to correspondingly reduce their

income tax liability for federal and state income tax purposes.
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The difference is significant and works a substantial inequity against Ohio-if the

Cunninghams spent more than 14 days in Tennessee in 2008, as they claimed at hearing-then

they improperly reduced their federal taxable income on their federal return for 2008 (and for

several other tax years), and thereby improperly reduced their Ohio income tax liability for 2008

(as well as for several other tax years). Plainly put, the Cunninghams underreported their income

and would owe more in tax. But, Ohio does not unilaterally adjust a taxpayer's federal adjusted

gross income to account for improper reductions, because Ohio's income tax starts with the

federal adjusted gross income amount. Instead, there should be an adjustment to the federal

return first. Yet despite admitting that they were not entitled to reduce their federal adjusted

gross income as they did in their 2008 return, the Cunninghams have not filed an amended return

since then. Tr. At 45. Thus, whatever amount of income tax Ohio receives from the

Cunninghams will be incorrectly understated.

Thus, the Cunninghams have either falsely attested to the IRS that they have vacation

property in Tennessee or they have falsely testified to the BTA and Tax Commissioner: either

they spent fewer than 14 days at the house in Tennessee (as they represented in their federal

income tax return), or spent more than 14 days-several months in fact-at the Tennessee house

(as they currcntly claim for Ohio taxation purposes).

Either way, it means that Dr. Cunningham's sworn statement that he was domiciled in

Tennessee was false. It appears that the Cunninghams' perspective on the payment of income

tax is to avoid the payment as they deem advisable, using whatever means is most to their

advantage.
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Moreover, the Cunninghams had the utility bills from the Tennessee house sent to their

address in Ohio. Tr. at 101; ST 18-37. And, the property record card for the Tennessee house

reflects that the owner's address is that of the Cunninghams' house in Ohio. ST at 7.

Consistent with the principles that every person must have a domicile somewhere, that a

person can have only one domicile at a time, and that a domicile is not lost until a new domicile

is acquired, the presumption that the Cunninghams retained the Ohio domicile applies. In re

Estate of'Hutson, 165 Ohio St. at 119; Betts, 114 Ohio App.3d at 73; Dille, 109 Ohio App.3d at

348; Saalfeld, 86 Ohio App. at 226; Spires, 7 Ohio Misc. at 201. Further, because of their

admission that they have not acquired a new domicile, the evidence fully supports the conclusion

that the Cunninghams did not intend to change their domicile from Ohio and took no actions to

effect any change in their Ohio domicile. Saalfeld, 86 Ohio App. at 227, In re Paich's Estate,

90 Ohio Law Abs. at 473; Smerda, 35 O.O. at 475; Tr. at 97.

D. The Cunninghams claim they have no domicile

For the purposes of this appeal, the Cunninghams essentially claim that they have no

domicile. But this is an impossible legal position. it is well-settled in the law that everyone has

a domicile somewhere and a person's existing domicile is presumed to continue until the party

claiming a change proves that a new domicile has been acquired. Sturgeon, 34 Ohio St. at 534

("The law ascribes a domicile to every person, and no person can be without one."); Betts, 114

Ohio App. 3d at 73 ("Every person must be domiciled somewhere). Thus, the Cunninghams'

claim that they are domiciled nowhere is legally untenable, because by operation of law, the

Cunninghams' domicile is Ohio until a new one is established. Saalfeld, 86 Ohio App. at 226;

Spires, 7 Ohio Misc. at 201.
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E. Summary

As a matter of common law, the Cunninghams have a domicile and it is Ohio. Ohio is

the location to which the Cunninghams have a true, fixed, permanent home, it is their principal

establishment, and there is no other location, in Tennessee or otherwise, which the Cunninghams

have established as their new domicile. It is these concepts of domicile that form the foundation

for the interpretation of R.C. 5747.24, which is the next issue to be addressed. And even though

this appeal pertains only to Dr. Cunningham's domicile status, it is these same concepts and

indicia of domicile, possessed by both Dr. and Mrs. Cunningham, that provide the reasoning as

to why the statements made by Dr. Cunningham on his statement of non-Ohio domicile are false:

(1) because he was domiciled in Ohio, and (2) because he was not domiciled in Tennessee, all in

an attempt to avoid payment of any income tax to any jurisdiction.

Proposition of Law No. 2:

The residency statute, R.C. 5747.24, expressly incorporates the substantive
requirements of common-law domicile in each division and establishes which
evidentiary burden applies to a determination of a taxpayer's residency in Ohio.

A. R.C. 5747.24 is a statute that sets the burden of proof for domicile at diff'erent
degrees of difficulty corresponding with the amount of time that an individual
spends in Ohio in a given tax year.

In Ohio, a "resident" must pay income tax. See R.C. Chapter 5747. A resident is defined

as "[a]n individual who is domiciled in this state, subject to section 5747.24 of the Revised

Code." R.C. 5747.01(I)(1). R.C. 5747.24 sets forth burdens of proof applicable to residency

determinations based on the amount of time one spends in Ohio and whether one attests to out-

of-state residence and non-Ohio domicile, as further explained below.

Pursuant to R.C. 5747.24, the more time a person spends in Ohio, the harder it becomes

for that person to prove that he or she is does not have a domicile in this state. For instance, if a
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person has 183 or more contact periodsl with Ohio, that person is "presumed" to be domiciled in

Ohio, and that presumption may be rebutted by the individual only with "clear and convincing

evidence." R.C. 5747.24(D). Similarly, if an individual has fewer than 183 contact periods in

the state, that person is again "presumed" to be domiciled in the state, but that presumption may

be rebutted with a lesser evidentiary standard: a "preponderance of the evidence." R.C.

5747.24(C).

However, if an individual has 182 or fewer contact periods with the state, has an out-of-

state abode, and files "a statement .,. verifying that the individual was not domiciled in this

state," then the presumption shifts. In this instance, an individual is "presumed to be not

domiciled in the state." R.C. 5747.24(B). The individual loses the presumption of non-domicile

and is subject to the higher burden of proof in division (C) if the Tax Commissioner finds that

that statement contains a "false statement." Id. If such a showing is made, the individual would

then be considered to be presumed to have an Ohio domicile, subject to rebuttal with a

preponderance of the evidence. Id.

Thus, the statute, viewed as a whole, is all about evidentiary burdens: as the number of an

individual's contact periods in Ohio increases, there is a corresponding inerease on the burden of

proof that that person must carry to prove non-residency within the state. Again, the plain

wording of the statute supports this conclusion: presumptions are in the nature of evidence and

are entitled to the same weight and force in law as any other proven fact, in the absence of

' R.C. 5747,24(A)(1) defines "contact period" as follows: "An individual `has one contact
period in this state' if the individual is away overnight from the individual's abode located
outside this state and while away overnight from that abode spends at least some portion,
however minimal, of each of two consecutive days in this state."

It should be noted that while the "contact period" concept focuses on contact a taxpayer
has with Ohio, the domicile concept focuses on contact a taxpayer has with another state.
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evidence to rebut the presumption. Wilson v. Moore, 96 Ohio App. 110, 114 (3rd Dist. 1951);

Dalrymple v. State, 16 Ohio C.D. 562, 565-566 (Ohio Cir. Ct. 1904); 42 Ohio Jur.3d Evidence

and Witnesses, Section 108, Operation and effect of presumptions; presumptions as evidence

(2014).

The following table illustrates the varying evidentiary burdens set forth by the three

relevant divisions of R.C. 5747.24:

Division If the taxpayer has ... ... then the ... and the burden
taxpayer is ... of proof is:

R.C. 5747.24(B) 182 or fewer contact periods in presumed to be irrebuttable unless
Ohio not domiciled the Tax
* an out-of-state abode in Ohio Commissioner finds
* a verified statement that: (1) the statement of
the taxpayer is not domiciled in non-domicile is false
Ohio and (2) has an abode
outside of Ohio

R.C. 5747.24(C) fewer than 183 contact periods presumed to be upon the taxpayer to
in Ohio domiciled in rebut with a

Ohio preponderance of
the evidence

R.C. 5747.24(D) at least 183 contact periods in presumed to be upon the taxpayer to
Ohio domiciled in rebut with clear and

Ohio convincing evidence

As the table illustrates, the number of "contact periods" one has in Ohio determines the

burden of proof required to show non-domicile. Indeed, that is the only import of the "contact

periods." The fewer the contact periods with Ohio, the easier it becomes to prove non-domicile.

In R.C. 5747.24(B)(1), the General Assembly provided that, for those with an out of state

abode and who spend more than 183 contact periods outside Ohio, they may attain a presumption

of non-domicile simply by filing a verified statement attesting that they are, in fact not domiciled

in Ohio and own an out of state abode. The contact periods and out of state abode elements of
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R.C. 5747.24(B) are preconditions-additional to the fact of non-domicile-for qualifications to

file a statement verifying non-Ohio domicile.

Thus, in order to file a statement at all, one must have (1) 183 contact periods outside

Ohio; and (2) and out-of-state abode. These facts are preconditions for the filing of a statement

of non-domicile. Once an individual has met those preconditions, he may file a statement,

provided that he is not actually domiciled in Ohio. And, in that statement, the General Assembly

expressly requires that the individual verify that he has no Ohio domicile.

The critical blunder of the BTA in this case was to confuse the preconditions for filing a

statement with the required content of the statement. In other words, "domicile" under R.C.

5747.24(B)(1) is not reduced to contact periods and an out of state abode (the "preconditions" to

filing a statement), as the BTA held. Rather, the cointact periods and out of state abode are

separate preconditions-along with non-domicile-to the ability to file a statement under R.C.

5747.24(B). If one meets those preconditions, then one may-provided that he is not domiciled

in Ohio-file a statement of non-domicile expressly attesting as much. Stated another way, if a

person actually is domiciled in Ohio (as is Dr. Cunningham), then he cannot file a statement of

non-domicile, even if he has had fewer than 182 contact periods in Ohio and owns an out-of-

state abode. Thus, by the plain language of R.C. 5747.24(B), in order to be entitled to file a

statement of non-domicile, one must actually not have an Ohio domicile.

Regardless, a determination of "domicile" is necessary under any division of R.C.

5747.24. For R.C. 5747.24(B), the taxpayer must attest, under oath, that he is "not domiciled" in

Ohio, and that may be found to be false, as the Tax Commissioner did here. For R.C.

5747.24(C) and (D), domicile is the burden of the taxpayer, with varying degrees of proof based

upon the time he has spent in Ohio.
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R. The R.C. 5747,24 presumptions, as applied to the Cunninghams

Mrs. Cunningham did not file a statement of non-Ohio domicile for 2008. BTA Decision

at 5. Thus, the BTA properly determined that with respect to Mrs. Cunningham, the provisions

of R.C. 5747.24(C) determine her Ohio residency status, and accordingly, Mrs. Cunningham is

presumed to be domiciled in Ohio. Moreover, the BTA properly applied R.C. 5747.24(C) to

conclude that Mrs. Cunningham could not rebut the presumption of Ohio domicile status with a

preponderance of the evidence to the contrary. Id. at 7. In reaching this conclusion, the BTA

appropriately considered the evidence with respect to Mrs. Cunningharn's domicile, including

the facts that she possessed the home in Ohio, claimed real property tax exemptions in

connection with that Ohio home, used the Ohio address for mail pertaining to the Tenttessee

house, and voted, registered vehicles, and obtained her driver's license in Ohio.

In contrast to Mrs. Cunningham, Dr. Cunningham did file a statement of non-domicile for

2008. Hearing Ex. A. Thus, for him, the provisions of R.C. 5747.24(B) apply. In this regard,

the plain language of the statute requires the individual to make two affirmations: (1) that

"[d]uring the entire taxable year," the taxpayer is "not domiciled" in Ohio; and (2) that the

taxpayer maintains an abode outside Ohio. R.C. 5747.24(B)(1)(a), (b). But the Tax

Commissioner concluded that Dr. Cunningham's statement of non-domicile was false, because

Dr. Cunningham was actually domiciled in Ohio and Dr. Cunningham's statement of alternative

domicile in Tennessee was false. ST at 3. Therefore, by operation of R.C. 5747.24(B), any

"presumption" of non-Ohio domicile was invalidated and the provisions of R.C. 5747.24(C)

should have applied to determine Dr. Cunningham's Ohio residency status. ST at 3.

The BTA declined to find that Dr. Cunningham's statement of non-Ohio domicile was

false. BTA Decision at 5. The BTA did not consider domicile as an element to be considered in
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conjunction with the additional statutory elements of contact periods and possession of an out of

state abode to determine the evidentiary burden which applies to a determination of a taxpayer's

residency in Ohio.

By reducing the meaning of domicile to only contact periods and possession of an out-of-

state abode, the BTA held that taxpayers need not comport with the statutorily incorporated

principles of common law domicile, and therefore, can claim "non-domicile" status for income

tax purposes regardless of their actual domicile. But this is an incorrect reading of R.C. 5747.24

because the plain language of the statute incorporates the ordinary meaning of domicile and

establishes which evidentiary burden applies to a determination of a taxpayer's residency in

Ohio.

C. The plain language of R.C. 5747.24 incorporates the long-settled common-law
meaning of domicile in each division in an undifferentiated manner.

1. The plain language of R.C. 5747.24 employs the ordinary, universal, and well-
established meaning of "domacile. "

The Supreme Court of Ohio has instructed that clear and unambiguous words in a statute

are to be given their plain, ordinary meaning. State v. Elam, 68 Ohio St.3d 585, 587 (1994)

("The polestar of statutory interpretation is legislative intent, which a court best gleans from the

words the General Assembly used and the purpose it sought to accomplish. Where the wording

of a statute is clear and unambiguous, this court's only task is to give effect to the words used.")

Further, the General Assembly is presumed to use the ordinary meaning of words in an enacted

statute. See R.C. 1.42 ("Words and phrases shall be read in context and construed according to

the rules of grammar and cornmon usage. Words and phrases that have acquired a technical or

particular meaning, whether by legislative definition or otherwise, shall be construed

accordingly."); Hofftnan, 113 Ohio St.3d 376, 2007-Ohio-2201, at ¶ 26 ("An axiom of statutory
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construction is that `[w]ords * * * that have acquired a technical or particular meaning, whether

by legislative definition or otherwise, shall be construed accordingly.' ") (citing R.C. 1.42).

The plain language of the division at issue-R.C. 5747.24(B)-requires a statement

regarding "domicile." The statute expressly requires that if a person wishes to file a statement of

non-domicile, the person must attest that: "During the entire taxable year, the individual was not

domiciled in this state." R.C. 5747.24(B)(1)(a). This requirement plainly sets forth that, in

order to qualify for the "irrebuttable presumption" of non-residency, an individual must attest

that he is not "domiciled" in Ohio under the settled, plain, and ordinary meaning of that word.

The term "domicile" has an ordinary and settled meaning. Black's Law Dictionary

defines it as: "The place at which a person has been physically present and that the person

regards as home; a person's true, fixed, and permanent home, to which that person intends to

return and remain even tliough currently residing elsewhere." Black's Law Dictionary Abridged,

8th Ed., (2005) 413. This mirrors Ohio's long-settled common law definition: "the domicile of a

person [is] where he has his true, fixed, permanent home and principal establishment, and to

which, whenever he is absent, he has the intention of returning." Sturgeon, 34 Ohio St. at 535

(quoting Story's Conflict of Laws, § 41); In re Paich's Estate, 90 Ohio Law Abs at 473. As

early as 1878, the Court regarded domicile principles as "well settled r-ules ***[that were in

existence] when the constitution was adopted." Sturgeon, 34 Ohio St. at 535.

Thus, because the word domicile has an ordinary and commonly understood meaning,

under plain language rules, this commonly understood meaning of domicile was the meaning

used by the General Assembly in R.C. 5747.24(B).
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2 Under tlae plain meaning rules, statutes are read as a whole and words or phrases
used more than once are given the same meaning, unless a different interpretation is
sot forth.

This Court has instructed that courts should look at an entire statute when evaluating a

particular word or phrase. Commerce & Indus. Ins. Co. v. City of Toledo, 45 Ohio St.3d 96, 102

(1989) ("[W]ords and phrases in a statute must be read in context of the whole statute.") When

the General Assembly uses the same phrase repeatedly in the same statute, courts give it the

same plain meaning and do not ascribe a different meaning on the basis of a supposed legislative

intent. See Schuholz, 111 Ohio St. at 325 (1924); Henry, 48 Ohio St. at 676 (when the same term

is used repeatedly in a statute, it is presumed to have the same meaning, and courts must not

ascribe a different meaning on the ground of a supposed intention of the legislature).

That the General Assembly used the plain meaning of "domicile" in R.C. 5747.24,

without any further description of how that term is different from its common law usage, is

demonstrated by the fact that each division of R.C.5747.24 uses the term "domicile" in an

undifferentiated manner. The term "domicile" is not separately defined in R.C. 5747.24(B), or

any other division of the statute. The phrase cannot have a different meaning under a particular

division where no different meaning is provided, and to not give a word uniform interpretation,

when such deviation is not indicated by the legislation, renders the three divisions of R.C.

5747.24 senseless and non-operational. State ex rel. Asti, 107 Ohio St.3d 262, 2005-Ohio-6432,

at ¶ 28; Schuholz, 111 Ohio St. at 325; Henry, 48 Ohio St. at 676. In other words, for the

division of R.C. 5747.24 to read harmoniously, the term domicile must have a uniform meaning.

Any other interpretation of R.C. 5747.24 creates unreasonable and absurd results. Medcorp, Inc.

v. Ohio Dept. Job & Family Servs., 121 Ohio St.3d 622, 2009-Ohio-2058, 1[ 13.
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Further, the General Assembly could have written R.C. 5747.24 to say that domicile

means contact periods and possession of an out of state abode. But it didn't. The General

Assembly did not write R.C. 5747.24 to provide a different definition of domicile and the

General Assembly is presumed to have used words and language that advisedly and intelligently

expressed its intent of the legislation. Watson v. Doolittle, 10 Ohio App.2d 149, 143, 147 (6ffi

Dist. 1967).

Instead, the General Assembly expressly required that an individual verify, under oath,

that he is not domiciled in Ohio. R.C. 5747.24(B)(1)(a). If, and when, an individual has done

so, that person qualifies for the statute's highest proteetion-an irrebuttable presumption of non-

domicile, provided the attestation is not "false." R.C. 5747.24(B). This requirement that the

statement not be "false" is consistent with, and amplifies, the general statute of R.C. 5703.26,

which prohibits false or fraudulent "statements."

Logically, the provisions of R.C. 5747.24(B) that pertain to contact periods and

possessing an out of state abode are merely preconditions-qualifications that must be met to file

a statement verifying non-Ohio domicile, as explained above. Contrary to the BTA's decision,

domicile under R.C. 5747.24(B)(1) does not merely equate to one's contact periods and

possession of an out of state abode, but rather those are separate preconditions-along with non-

domicile-to the ability to file a statement under R.C. 5747.24(B). Once the preconditions are

met, one may then file a statement verifying that one does not have an Ohio domieile, under the

plain meaning of that term.

3 Common law principles are incorporated into statutes as plain language, unless the
statute expressly provides otherwise.

When the General Assembly enacts a statute that pertains to a matter also addressed by

common law, the statute is to be read with a presumption of favoring the retention of long-
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established and familiar principles, except when statutory purposes to the contrary are evident.

Pasquantino v. U:S., 544 U.S. 349, 359, 125 S.Ct. 1766, 161 L.Ed.2d 619 (2005); State ex Y°el.

Morris v. Sullivan, 81 Ohio St. 79, 95-96 (1909). To abrogate a common law principle, a statute

must "speak directly" to the question addressed by the common law. U.S. v. Texas, 507 U.S.

529, 534 113 S. Ct. 1631, 123 L.Ed2d 245 (1993); Mandelbaum, 121 Ohio St.3d 433, 2009-

Ohio-1.222, at T 29; Carrel, 78 Ohio St.3d at 287. Similarly, the absence of language does not

demonstrate that the General Assembly intended to abrogate common law. Mandelbaum, at ¶

29. This is because it is presumed that when the General Assembly enacted a statute, it was

mindful of the applicable common law. Estate of Graves v. Circlevzlle, 179 Ohio App.3d 479,

2008-Ohio-6052, T 23, affirined and remanded on other grounds, 124 Ohio St.3d 339, 2010-

Ohio-168; Fuller v. Glander, 146 Ohio St. 283, 286 (1946); Walden, 47 Ohio St.3d at 56.

If R.C. 5747.24 were intended. to change the settled, common law meaning of the word

"domicile" in Ohio law, and by implication the definition of resident at R.C. 5747.01(1), the

General Assembly would have expressly so provided. But the definition of resident in R.C.

5747.01(I) does not state that R.C. 5747.24 supplants or alters the common law standards for

domicile. R.C. 5747.01(I) states that a resident is a person domiciled in Ohio "subject to section

5747.24 of the Revised Code." (Emphasis added). Nor does R.C. 5747.24 provide any alternate

meaning for the term "domicile." Thus, the well-settled and commonly understood meaning of

the word "domicile" is presumed to have been intended by the General Assembly, and a resident

is domiciled in Ohio as that standard has evolved in the common law, subject to the evidentiary

standards and requirements set forth in R.C. 5747.24.
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D. Even under the tools of statutory construction, ordinary, plain, and common law
meaning of "domicile" is ittcorporated into each division of R. C 5747.24

In spite of the plain language of R.C. 5747.24(B) and even if interpretation of the term

domicile as used in that provision is required, the rules of statutory construction require that the

well-established common law definition of domicile be read in conjunction with the additional

statutory elements of contact periods and possession of an out of state abode, in order to establish

which evidentiary burden applies to a determination of a taxpayer's residency in Ohio.

1. The Tax Conznaissioner's administrative application of the statute is entitled to
deference and is accorded weight in statutory interpretation.

The statutory requirement of a verification of non-domicile (as that terin is defined in

common law) is supported by the Tax Commissioner's contemporaneous application of the

statute. R.C. 1.49(F) calls upon a reviewing court to consider the "administrative construction of

a statute" and the Conunissioner's "administrative construction" is entitled to deference, without

risk of disruption unless that construction was unreasonable. See State ex rel. Clark v. Great

Leake:r Constr. Co., 99 Ohio St.3d 320, 2003-Ohio-3802, ¶ 10; LIBS Fin, Servs., Inc. v. Levin, 119

Ohio St.3d 286, 2008-Ohio-3821 ¶ 34-35.

The Commissioner is charged with enforcement of income tax and real property tax laws.

In this regard, the Tax Commissioner is charged with developing and promulgating tax farms,

and those forms, in turn, reflect the Tax Commissioner's interpretation and application of the

underlying laws. In income taxation, R.C. 5747.24(B) provides that the statement of non-

domicile shall be "on the form prescribed by the commissioner." Similarly, with regard to the

Homestead Exemption, the Tax Commissioner promulgates the application forms. See R.C.

323.153(A)(3). These grants of form-making authority are consistent with the Tax

Commissioner's general authority to: "Prescrib[e] all blank forms which the department is
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authorized to prescribe, and to provide such farms and distribute the same as required by law and

the rules of the department." R.C. 5703.05. See also R.C. 5747.18(A) (authorizing the Tax

Commissioner to prescribe income tax fonns). In fact, the parties do not dispute that the Tax

Commissioner has the authority to review the statements and to determine if any false statements

were made by the taxpayer.

The Tax Commissioner's forms demonstrate his understanding that domicile under R.C.

5747.24(B) means common law domicile. The Tax Commissioner's income tax non-domicile

form-developed after the amendment of R.C. 5747.24-requires that a person affirm that he is

not domiciled in Ohio and provide the state in which he is domiciled. See Hearing Ex. A. And

the Homestead Exeinption application similarly explains that a person's homestead is the same

place that he or she considers to be his or her residence for other purposes, such as income tax

and voting. See Hearing Ex. B.

Additionally, the non-domicile form created by the Tax Commissioner is completely

consistent with the above principles of domicile. If a person creates new domicile by

establishing a new abode, or place to live, the question on the non-domicile form requesting that

the person declare that new domicile is an embodiment of the common law requirements

pertaining to domicile. And if a person cannot declare a new domicile, perhaps because one has

not yet been established, the default rule then applies: the old domicile remains. In re E'state of

Hutson, 165 Ohio St. at 119. As a consequence, the form's requirement that the taxpayer list his

alternate domicile is a question that is perfectly reasonable, and within the Tax Commissioner's

purview.

In this regard, any contention that the domicile declaration on the Tax Commissioner's

non-domicile form is invalid because the form requests information is in excess of the statutory
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terminology should be disregarded. This type of argument miscomprehends the basic principles

of domicile that are incorporated in the Tax Commissioner's form: that every person must have a

domicile and that a domicile is not lost or changed until a new one is acquired. Sturgeon, 34

Ohio St. at 534 ("The law ascribes a domicile to every person, and no person can be without

one."); Betts, 114 Ohio App.3d at 73 ("Every person must be domiciled somewhere"); City of E.

Cleveland, 97 Ohio App.3d at 390; Saa,^ield, 86 Ohio App. at 226. In other words, a domicile

continues until a new one is affirmatively chosen, and the old one is abandoned, which is when a

person establishes an actual residence in the place chosen and intends that the residence be

primary and permanent. Id.

Thus, the statutory requirement of an attestation of non-domicile (as that term is defined in

common law) is supported by the Tax Commissioner's contemporaneous construction of the

statute. That construction is reasonable, as is the Tax Conunissioner's requirement that the

taxpayer identify any new domicile. Moreover, the requirement that a taxpayer identify a new

domicile is within the Tax Commissioner's purview, and there is no dispute that the Tax

Commissioner possesses the ability to review attestations of non-domicile for truthfulness.

Therefore, the Tax Commissioner's construction in this regard is entitled to deference. UBS Fin.

Servs., 119 Ohio St.3d 286, 2008-Ohio-3821, ¶ 34-35; State ex rel. Clark, 99 Ohio St.3d 320,

2003-Ohio-3802, at ¶ 10; In re Packard's Estate, 174 Ohio St. 349, 356 (1963). And in this

case, the Cunninghams were required to identify a domicile, and answered that question falsely.

2. The legislative history of R. C. 5747.24 does not advance the Cunninghams' case.

Legislative intent is only relevant if a statute is ambiguous. See R.C. 1.49. Bot when, as

here, the language is plain, the statute must be applied as written. Sheet Metal Workers'

Internatl. Assn., Local Union No. 33 v. Gene's Refrigeration, Heating & Air Conditioning, Inc.,

38



122 Ohio St.3d 248, 2009-Ohio-2747, T 29. Consequently, the BTA improperly relied on

principles of legislative history to support its incorrect interpretation of R.C. 5747.24.

But even if the BTA were to have correctly relied on the legislative history of R.C.

5747,24, the BTA still reached incorrect conclusions. The legislative history of R.C. 5747.24-

as seen through the revisions to the statute-support the Tax Commissioner's view that common

law domicile is incorporated into the statute.

Under the prior version of R.C. 5747.24, the Tax Commissioner had to request a

statement of non-domicile from someone with fewer than 120 contact periods in the state. See

Hearing Ex. 9. However, under the current version of the law, a person could have significantly

more contact periods with Ohio (182), and still qualify as a non-resident, but only if that person

filed a statement of non-domicile.

The "presumption" that followed the statement of non-domicile under the old version had

a different purpose-under the old law, the Tax Commissioner had a deadline under which to

issue an assessment or request a statement. The "presumption" language remains in the current

version of the statute but with a different purpose. Now, the preslunption follows the taxpayer's

filing of a statement-and the Tax Commissioner has no need to request a statement. Thus, the

taxpayer is "presumed" to be a non-resident. But, the General Assembly also added to the

current version of the statute a proviso that the statement would not suffice if it was "false." Id.

If the statement is "false," that taxpayer loses the presumption of non-residency, and actually

gains a presumption of residency, along with the burden to prove otherwise. R.C. 5747.24(B)

and (C).

The current version of R.C. 5747.24 actually represents a shift from the old "bright line,"

under which the Tax Commissioner had to timely request a statement of non-domicile, to a
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revised standard under which the taxpayer must verify the fact of domicile and-if done so

falsely-risks the loss of the presumption of non-residency. It appears to have been the intent of

the General Assembly to allow more taxpayers to claim non-residency (increasing the

availability of a statement of non-domicile to those with more time inside Ohio), and to do so

affirmatively. If the taxpayer asserts non-domicile, the new law shifts the burden onto the Tax

Commissioner to find that the verified statement was "false." But the ability to claim non-

domicile is conditioned on non-Ohio domicile. That requirement has never changed.

Moreover, it appears to have been the intent of the General Assembly to require a person

to verify his domicile. For instance, the Legislate Service Commission summary expressly refers

to the filing of the "statement" as a requirement for establishing non-domicile. See

Cunninghams Post-Hearing Brief to the BTA at p. 23. And, of course, that statement expressly

requires an affirmation that the individual was "not domiciled" in Ohio. R.C. 5747.24(B)(1)(a).

Thus, the Tax Commissioner's view of the plain language of the statute is not impacted by the

legislative history-the requirement that a person verify his "domicile" in his statement has

always been a part of this statute.

The legislative history does not support the BTA's decision. While the General

Assembly may have intended to change things, the statute is clear that the General Assembly

intended domicile to be a consideration under each division of the statute. Further, the

legislative history argument may explain the evolution of the statute, but it does not explain why

the term domicile should be interpreted with different definitions, depending upon the division of

R.C. 5747.24 at issue in any given matter.
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3. The 13T.4 's interpretation of R. C. 5747.24(B) yields absurd results.

"[W]hen interpreting a statute, courts must `avoid an illogical or absurd result."' AT&T

Communications of Ohio, Inc. v. Lynch, 2012-Ohio-1975, 132 Ohio St.3d 9218 (quoting State

ex rel. Shisler v. Ohio Pub. Emps. Retirement Sys., 122 Ohio St.3d 148, 2009-Ohio-2522, T 34

(Pfeifer, J., dissenting), citing In re TR., 120 Ohio St.3d 136, 2008-Ohio-5219 ^ 16); see, also,

R.C. 1.47 ("In enacting a statute, it is presumed that: ^**(C) A just and reasonable result is

intended; (D) A result feasible of execution is intended.")

The BTA's reading of R.C. 5747.24 creates unreasonable and absurd results. If

"domicile" means to have "more than 182 contact periods during the tax year and no out-of-state

abode," R.C. 5747.24(C) and (D) are rendered meaningless, which is unreasonable and absurd.

For instance, R.C. 5747.24(C) would read:

An individual who during a taxable year has fewer than one hundred eighty-three
contact periods in this state, which need not be consecutive, [and who has not
filed a statement of non-domicile] is presumed to [have more than 182 contact
periods during the tax year and no out-of-state abode] in this state for the entire
taxable year * * * . An individual can rebut this presumption for any portion of
the taxable year only with a preponderance of the evidence to the contrary. An
individual who rebuts the presumption under this division for any portion of the
taxable year is presumed to [have more than 182 contact periods and no out-of-
state abode] in this state for the remainder of the taxable year for which the
individual does not provide a preponderance of the evidence to the contrary.

But the language used by the General Assembly in R.C. 5747.24(C) and (D), presumes an

individual is domiciled in Ohio if no statement of non-domicile has been filed, and an individual

may only overcome this presumption with proof to the contrary. This begs the question-proof

of what? Certainly not proof of contact periods, because R.C. 5747.24(C) allows a person to be

outside the state for most or all of the tax year, but still be presumed domiciled in Ohio. In other

words, under the version of "domicile" espoused by the BTA, R.C 5747.24(C) would read that
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persons with fewer than 183 contact periods in Ohio during the tax year will be presumed to

have more than 182 contact periods in Ohio during the tax year.

Even less intelligible would be the last sentence of (C) and (D), under which one would

be able to rebut the presumption of having more than 182 contact periods during the tax year

and no out-of-state abode for part of the year and still be presumed to have more than 182

contact periods during the tax _vear and no out-of-state abode of the remainder of the year. In

essence, one would prove f'ewer than 182 contact periods durin tghe tax year for part of the year,

but still be presumed to have more than 182 contact periods during the tax year for the remainder

of the year.

Bizarrely, under (D), a person with "at least 183 contact periods" would be presumed to

have more than 182 contact periods during the tax year. There would be nothing for a person to

rebut under (D), and such a person would face an "irrebuttable presumption" of Ohio domicile.

This makes no sense.

In view of the foregoing, the only reasonable reading of the statute is that "domicile"

means more than just contact periods.

4. This Court will construe R. C. 5747.24(B) in a manner that avoids constitutional
problems.

As a general rule, all legislative enactments must be afforded a strong presumption of

constitutionality and statutes must be construed in conformity with the Ohio and United States

Constitutions. State v. Anderson, 57 Ohio St.3d 168, 171 (1991); State v. Tanner, 15 Ohio St.3d

1, 2 (1984); R.C. 1.47 ("In enacting a statute, it is presumed that * * * Compliance with the

constitutions of the state and of the United States is intended."). Where there is more than one

possible interpretation of a statute, the court must construe the statute to save it from

constitutional infirmities. McFee, 126 Ohio St.3d 183, 2010-Ohio-2744, at ¶ 27 ("Under the
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rules of statutory construction, if an ambiguous statute is susceptible of two interpretations and

one of the interpretations comports with the Constitution, then that reading of the statute will

prevail and the court will avoid striking the statute."); Sinito, 43 Ohio St.2d at 101.

In this case, the BTA's construction of R.C. 5747.24(B) treats similarly situated

individuals who are domiciled in Ohio differently, based on whether the individual filed a

statement of non-domicile. As a result of the BTA's decision, individuals who are domiciled in

Ohio, but who spend less than half the year here, have an out of state abode, and file the

statement, need not pay income tax, even though they are entitled to be domiciled here for all

other purposes. In contrast, individuals who are domiciled in Ohio, but who spend less than half

the year here, have an out of state abode, but do not file the statement, are presumed to be

domiciled here for all purposes. See R.C. 5747.24(C). This difference played out in this very

case. Under otherwise identical facts, Mrs. Cunningham is domiciled in Ohio because she did

not file an affidavit, but Dr. Cunningham is not domiciled in Ohio because he did file an

affidavit.

This disparity based on whether an individual files a form, or not, creates a privileged

class of individuals domiciled in Ohio: a category of Ohio domiciliaries who are not subject to

income tax on the basis of common law domicile, unlike other individuals who are domiciled in

Ohio.

In any event, the BTA's interpretation and the Cunningham's assertion, that principles of

common-law domicile are not incorporated into R.C. 5747.24 are inconsistent with the doctrine

that constitutional infirmities should be avoided. McFee, 126 Ohio St.3d 183, 2010-Ohio-2744,

atJ( 27; Sinito, 43 Ohio St.2d at 1.01.
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E. Summary.

As stated above, the crucial issue in R.C. 5747.24 is domicile. In spite of the plain

language of R.C. 5747.24(B) and even if interpretation of the term domicile as used in that

provision is required, the rules of statutory construction require that the well-established

common law definition of domicile be read in conjunction with the additional statutory elements

of contact periods and possession of an out of state abode, in order to establish which evidentiary

burden applies to a determination of a taxpayer's residency in Ohio.

Proposition of Law No. 3:

The BTA must remand a decision in which an income tax liability is imposed on a
taxpayer, but the Tax Commissioner has not first calculated or allocated the amount
of that liability in a f°mal determination.

Even if the BTA's decision was correct with respect to Dr. Cunningham's domicile and

how that status is interpreted under R.C. 5747.24(B), an error nevertheless remains in the

decision.

In its decision, the BTA concluded that Mrs. Cunningham failed to rebut her presumption

of Ohio domicile status with a preponderance of the evidence. BTA Decision at 7. As a

consequence, Mrs. Cunningham will have some amount of income tax liability to the state. The

amount of that income tax liability, however, is undetermined. Both the petition for

reassessment and the notice of appeal filed by the Cunninghams in this matter challenged the

Tax Commissioner's imposition of any income tax on them. The Cunningham's asserted that

"[n]o tax is due for 2008." ST at 44. Therefore, the issue of the actual amount of tax liability, in

the event either of the Cunninghams were found to be domiciled in Ohio, was not properly raised

before the Tax Commissioner or the BTA, and the BTA correctly declined to address the issue.

BTA Decision at 3, fn. 2.
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But when the BTA reached its conclusion with respect to Mrs. Cunningham, the BTA did

not remand the matter to the Tax Commissioner for further proceedings in connection with the

outstanding income tax liability. The BTA simply made no conclusion in this regard. The BTA

most assuredly possessed the authority to order a remand, and the BTA's failure to impose the

remand caused the matter to remain unresolved. See R.C. 5717.03(F) ("The orders of the board

may affirm, reverse, vacate, modify or remaild the * * * determinations[.]")

As a consequence, the Tax Commissioner requests this Court remand the proceedings to

the BTA, with an order that the BTA remand this matter to the Tax Commissioner, so that the

necessary additional proceedings with respect to Mrs. Cunningham's income tax liability may

occur. See R.C. 2503.44 ("The supreme court may remand its final decrees, judgment, or orders

in cases brought before it[.]") It was error for the BTA to not order a remand to the Tax

Commissioner for consideration of the allocation and calculation of the Cunningham's income

that is subject to Ohio taxation, so that this matter could be fully resolved and completed.

IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Tax Commissioner respectfully requests that this Court

reverse the BTA's decision that Dr. Cunningham did not have an Ohio domicile for the 2008 tax

year. Alternately, if the disposition is that only Mrs. Cunningham has an Ohio domicile, the Tax

Commissioner respectfully requests this Court to remand the cause to the BTA, with an order to

remand the matter to the Tax Commissioner for further consideration of the allocation and

calculation of Mrs. Cunningham's income that is subject to Ohio taxation.
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Mr. Wiiiiamsor., Mr. Johr° ndt, and Mr. Harbarger concur.

Appellants appeal from a final determination of the Tax Commissioner

in which he affirmed an individtial income tax assessment against them for failure to

file an Ohio tax return or pay their Ohio income tax liability for tax year 2008. We
I

proceed to consider the matter upon the notice of appeal, the statutory transcript

("S.T.") certified by the commissioner, the record of the hearin.g.. before this board

("H.R."), and the parties' pre- and post-hearing briefs.

In the final determination, the Tax Commissioner explained that

appellants claimed not to have been Ohio residents for 2008, based on their having

fewer th.an 183 contact periods' in Ohio, owning a home in "rennessee, and Dr. Kenz

A`:contact period" is defined in R.C 5747,24(A) as follows:
jAn individual `has one contact period ir^ this state' if the

individual is away ovemight from the iiidividual's abode located
outside this state and while overnight from that abode spends at
?east some portion, however minimal, of each of two consecutive
days in this state.



CGi'=_asizi9haF hA^,'`itig filed an Affild,'-r' of f ^'^on-^}^'II^i .^^o.^Scil°, ^tsSu^.^'3€ to R,C.

°.''-(^,2=^ri'a 3.. ^^L.:, 57,17 141-s , .;3^^^^ ^ in pertinent part:

4"s^.i.le^i3 ^ila who '^.i3a1Ei^tg a "t:htitt&71'l ;l'3,+^e`d̀1 ^ia,^ more

t1a^.3'n eigfit; -t^^^o coa^tac1 periods ._ ,:.. . iatti,
a ^ ., ho durtri^ the entire taxable year has at least

^nt, <, ,,<_)de outside this state, is presi.imed not to be
d0miciled ^^ this ,.".ate &uring the taxable r^ear if, on or
before the fift°^..^ ^- of th` fourth month ^^^^owi^^^ the
close of the ta ; ab year, ^^^ individual files -,vx^^ the tax
cor:-,,-:assioner, (Dn the ^^^ prescribed by the

a statement from the individual verifying
^h;a7^ Jie individual was not domiciled ir this state under
this division during the taxable yeaz. In the statement, the
individual S^`'ia^i v^rify both of taAi folxo-,ving.

°`ta; During the entire taxable year, the individual was not
domlciIed i^14# is statL.

sa(b) During t^^ ^^^^^^ taxable year, ^1he individual had at
least one abode outside this ^tate: The individual shall
specsA- in fne stattement the location of each such abode
outside this ^tffte,

.sThe presumption that the individual was not domiciled
in ^^^^ state is irrebuttable unless the individual fails to
timely file the statement as required or makes a false
statement. If the individual fai?s to file the statement as
required or makes a false state^°^eWt-, the individual as
presumed under d^^^^^^^ (C) of fn>s section to have been
domiciled in this state the entire taxable yean"

Although he acknowledged that Dr. CUn^ningharn had filed the requisite sta¢^^eni

pursuant to R.C. 5747.24(B)(I)q he found that the stat^^^^^ therein that Dr.

Cunningham was not domiLiled in Ohio coiaflic-ted with ap^^^lants' filling a Homestead

Exemption Application in Hamiltor Coutity, Oh;o, a^ January 2008, declarii-ig that

they occupied an abode in CincannaVt, Ohio as their principal place of residence. He

therefore found Dr. ^^^^^^harn's affidavit contained a fials€; ^ta^em^^i- and aid not

Fodm,ote contd.

"(2) A^ individual is considered to be `away ovemight from the
in :Uua<jJ ab(^Jde iiutside this state' if the I<"tYlvtd'u``d.. ;3 alvay Yio i£d

inda Yidua1's abode located oiat.sidP this state for a conttnueus
period of time, however minimal, beginning at any tiffi^ oriL day and
ending at any fime on the next da;y.
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crea*e an irrebuttable presumption of nc.^n-resideney. Proceeding under R.C.

574724(C)_ he then concluded that appellants fai-Ied to prove by a preponderance of

evidence that they were not Ohio residents for 2008, a-nd affirmed the assessment.

Appellants thereafter appealed to this board, arguing that the^' satisfied

the requirements of R.C. 5747.24(B)t;? p, or, in the altemative, were at best part-year

residents of Ohio and should o^1y be liable for p^.^rn^ent of taxes on a po^^c^n t^^ their

incOM°.` However, they aeImowledged ^^ia^ only Dr. Ca.r^ing^.an, not ^^^s, Sue

Cunningham. filed an AffdaNrit of iNon-Ohio Domicile, ior tax year 2008. Appellants

presented evidence at this board's hearing regarding their contacts wit-h Ohio and with

Tennessee, including a calendar detailing each ol"the`sr locations throughout the year,

and copies of plane tickets, hotel reservations, and numerous rec:.ipts, and asserted that

such evidence estab3ishes that neither had more than 182 contact periods with flhfo in

2008.

In our review of this matter, we are mindful that the findings ^^the Tax

Co.missior^er are presl.irtiDiivelv val;d. Alcan A luminum Corp, v. Lirnbach (1989), Tz

Ohio St Ad 121. Consequently, it is ^incurnbent up^.̂ p, a taxpa^-e^ challenging a

determination of the cam, missioner to rebut the presumption and to establish a clear

right to the requested relief. ^^igrade Gardens v. !^^^ydar (1974), 38 Ohio St.2d 135;

^^id^>es^t Transfer Co. v. ..^'ort^^^eZc^ ^ 1968), 1^ Ohio St.2d 138, In this regard, the

taxpayer is assigned the burden of sho^ring in what manner and to what extend ttie

c^mmissiot$er's determination is in error, Federated Dept. Stores, lic. v. Lindley,

(1983), 5 Ohio St.3d 2 13.

The first issue raised by the parties in this matter is the proper

interpretation of the requirements of R.C. 5747 .24{B}(I), and what "false statements"

can destrov the €rrebuttable preswmptzon created by filing the Affidavit of Non-Ohio

Domicile. Appellants argue that only a false statement pertainirig to the two

prereq4aisites of R.C. 5747,24(B)(1) - (1) no more than 182 cortact periods with Ohio

'T:le :orrunissioner argues that appellants are precluded from arg€zaiig about the actual arnoun^ of tax
in 11-he event either or both of themn are ^ound to be domiciled ^ri Ohio, as such issue was siot

previously raised before the comm?ssior^er. We agree. The underlying petitio-n for reassessment
merely stated that "[n]o iax is diie for 2008" because oi' the filing of an Afridavit of Noil-Ohio
Domicile. S.T. at 44.
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and an abode oiitside Ohio - can nulii^ tha ^^eb^.^,*a:^^Q ^resamption created by the

affi^avit. The coi^^^^^ioner, on the other hand, argues, because the stattite requires a

S#r:1emt.^.1,(l- F S'..{.t t^.i_e t^42pL:;'!9¢,.t i.i) is not domiciled in Ohio and 2) has an abode i,.lilsi.de

^,.,..
.

i'.i. a ....__ ., 'Ji^v^^.`+.°.^ +.'vstatemen t ^.'^^^^ gti°^^~tâ . =rh .^.^'ithe- destroys the I^eb^.tta_.i^ pres^.-ptio^d

created b d^ ^'^^. f s^^^^g o^ an affidavit.

We find appblla^^s" argument more pessuasiv°. T'^ie ; omi-nissi^^er

a requirement ^hat does not exist. R.C. 574 ^ 4:B`I)^^^ to byad ix^Io the statute

L_._:1 ii3' v '3sts t:^^^i`°° requirements ior ^^^.g irrebdAttabld' p3eSi.In3ed not to be d`v`m?;I1R'd €^

Ohit "io more t aix oi:e .1?^ndr-.d ei ^,^" ^ont ^it p T16" .. 1::= this state, ^.i3d^.

tt I°ast o ^?^ abode t ^ ^f^'^is state *** if *** the lnd' .^ila'< ^'^l°^^ **` a St^.t.^me^a^

***:' As the court stated zn, Columbia Ga.,^ Trans. Co;°p. v. Levin, 1 1"17 Ohio St,3d 122,

200890hio-5o he first-. rule of statutoa^^^ construction is -t>:; look at the statute's

language to det®rmi^^ ^^^ ^eariing, if the statute cor^veys a ciear; unequiv^cal l, and

definite mear-fng, r^terpr°ta?^^^^ comes to ar-, end, and the siavate must be applied

ac.,ord^ner to its ivrms.s" Id. at'^19. See, also, V^ugaht lrd¢!Stries, 1ne, v. Tracy {''^^ay

^ ..

2=^, 199,
5.y

+ 3 '7 :, Ohio
.--^

^t,
.-„

^ d 261. 2 65=266g Wlardro^7 . , Traf Re;¢-,

Bd., Butler App. No. CA2007-09a235, 2008m0hioA5,298, et. '74a G v zHeaTh V.

`^ ^, ^ ^°̂
.

^
7
;^

TheLicking Ci:%.
^̂
a'P^T^'^s..^ìK A^;^,':}^,̀{'^'z <'-%,^^^i``.^',^ty ^e 1

-^̂
'^ <), 16 i^'^ s>. iS, 7: 8° 7

^̂
a i

addi#^onal requirement advanced by ^^^ commissioner taxpayers v^^^^^ that they

were not domicized i-P. Ohio - seems to be ar ovvrr,,^^ada^~^g of tt^^ statute. The statute

explains >^veha.^ ^he, affidmvit form ^haii in^lUd^^ but does not create additional barriers to

t ^3e i^eb ^.'^I° pres^^^E^atlon, To require taxpayers to veri^ t^saL they v^,%e ^°e not

viled in Ohio on a ^^^^ ^nt-ended to create a presumption regarding tb-eir domicile

in Ohio ^-)r Lidivid-aa^ income ta^ purposes, is absurd and distorts the pu^^se, ;Ji th^

statute.

Further, as appe1Yartits argued, s-Lach a requi.v^^en't essentially renders the

'obrightsl;^-_" nonaresidency status established bv R.C. 57/47.24(B) moot, as the

^ommassi,'-;-I-.s could a1wa^ ^ challenge the veracity of the statement ^^at. the taxpayer

was no$, &;rniciled in Ohio. Doing so -,7zould render R.C. -5?47.24(^) tneaningless, and

4
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essential1v cause tax-oayers with fewer than 182 contact periods to vxciusiv^ly ? aIl

under R.C. 5 747.24(CY

It seems more reasonable that th:, reference in R.C. 574".24(B)(l)(a )

refers to contact periods, as `°domicile" is a legal concept defmed for individual

income tax p-urposcs bv R.C. 57147.24. We therefore -find that a taxpa-vrr rna,t° lose the

irrebuttable presumption of non-Ohio domicile only if rnaking a false statement

4regarding (1) contact periods, or (2) having an abode outside C3hi<.^. The record

indicates than Kent Cunningham complied with the requarerncnts of R.C.

^7=^7.2^-^^B)(.I)b^^ ^iling ar Aff daN-it ^;^''°13^?^.-C3hio Dc^micile for tax year 2^30 8 in ^4^arch

2009- S.T. at 4e. H.R., Ex. A. He is therefore irrebuttably pr-'sumed to be not

domiciled in Ohio for Ohio irrdivic€ual income tax purposes,' )Ve therefore reverse the

Tay, Commissioner's finax dctern, inatiort with regard to Dr. Cunnirrgftarn,

Sue Cunn<ngharrt, on the other hand, did not file sttch an affidavit, H.R.,

Ex. N, and therefore is ra-ot subject to ar3 irrebuttablc presumption of non-Ohio

domicfle, We ^^^d nothing in R.C. 574 7.24 that would allow Dr. Cunningham's filirtg

ol an Affidaldt of Non-Ohio Domicile to be sufficient to establish an irrebuttable

As explained further herein, R.C. 5747. %4(Q generally provides that a taxpayer wit1h fewer than 183
contact periods in 0iaio is presurneci to be domiciled in Ohic^, and tb-at such presumption can be
rebutted with a preponderan-ce of evidenc;, to the contrary.
'We find appellants' explanation of the legislative history of R.C. 5747,24 aids and cQnfirms c€ir
reading of the statute. As explained in their post-hearing brief, prior to the enactment of H.B. 73 in
2006; R.C. 5747.24 essentia€iy set forth three tiers of "domiciie..." (1) An individual witi'i 120 or fewer
contact periods in Ohio with at least one abode outside Ohio during the taxable year was presumed to
be not domiciled in Ohio. Such presumption was conclusive unless the commissioner requested a
statement frem the individual verif^ing the number of contact periods and the non-Ohic, abode, and the
individual failed to provide such statement; (2) An individual with beuveen 121 and 11$2 contact
periods was presumed to be domiciled in flhic;. Such presumption ceuld i3e rebutted with a
preponderance of evidence; and (3 )} An individuai with 183 contact periods -^r m-ore was presumed to
be domiciled in Ohio. Such presumption could be rebutted with clear and convincing evidence.
Appellants' Post-Hearing Brief at 18-19.
5 Even :g we wvere to read R.C. 5747.24(B)(l) as requiring a true statement that the taxpaver was not
detniciied in Ohio, we do not find ttie homestead exemption application that appellars_ts' fiied for tl:eir
home in Hamilton County to be sufficient to prove a "false staternent" was made on the statement
required by R.C. 5747.24(B)(1). As Dr. Cunningham credibly explained in his twstimorsy before tb-is
board, appellants spent approximately three months traveling cutside Ohir, and Tennessee during
2008, and, overall, spent more time at their Ohio home thaia at their Tennessee home. H.R. at 59-60.
Therefore, their statement on the hornestead exemption appiicatien that their CijLicinnati home was
their principal place of residence does not conflict with their assertion that they were not domiciled ir
Ohio pursuant to R.C. 5747.24 for 2008. The concepts are separate and, under the facts presented
herein, do not conflict. Moreover, appellants both testified that neither have been the subject of legal
proceedings for perjury relating to statements or documentation filed with any Ohio agency or ea.aciai.
H.R. at i 11 8, 13 S,
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pr^suiriptior for -Mrs. Cw 4- ^°-;gha^-=. as wtilI. F he statute is cLear Lha# each taxpayer

must file a statement to ^^^ ^^^buttabiy pr^swned not to be domiciled in Ohio. slie

m!ist therefore meet the ^tlandards :^ '-fthe: R.C. 57 4 ; ,24(C) or (D) to be deemed rot to

be ^o.m_: i^edin Ohio for IL-ax ye--. ... ` S. R.C 3'47.24(C) provides than ar^ indzlv°Fdual

with f^^^^^^^^ than 183 contayi per^ociz in this state is presumed to be domiciled in Ohio,

rebuttable by, a preponde . ^i ^^^zdence to the co^ktra.z v. R.C. v7 4^.24^ D^ provides

a p<esu^^^^ort oll"domic€l:^ ^^^ Ohio for ai^. indi^^dual ", ith 183 or more contact periods

in t-ha^ state rebuttable bv clear and convincii^^ evidence to the contrary. Appellants

ass^:^ that ^^^s. C^.n^°^i^^gh^.;^.'rz^.d 169 cont^.c^. periods ^^.^t^ Ohio in 2^^^+, as evidenced

bx the documents Dresenz^d at ` his board's ^^ear^nQr,, and is therefore subject to R.C.

57,' ff.--,/Q-

_^s we recently ^^^^^ in ^^amma; v. Testa (Dec. 18, 21 013), BIA No,

2013-1379, ^^^^orted, "°[v,s-]h^^e R.C. 5747,24 has set forth certain pn°^uniptions and
Ibu£dens with rLspe;^tc to domicile, it has ^^^^ altered the basic concept of ^ihat

constitutes a do^zici1e. ° in _V^^^e ^.%. Tracy (Sept. 3, 1999;, BTYk NNI os, i998-T-268e

3112S 't:irnre'3.̀^orted, we explained _. s., C^ o ct}ua`ts have recognized ^^at "residence" and

.s^omiciie" -ar^ d-istirict4 albeit rela^.^.d concepts:.

"Domicile is generally defined as a legal relationship
^^twe¢ti a person and a particular place that ^onte mplates
s_-^^^ factors: (1) residence, -a^ ^east ior some period of
time, and (2;^ the intent to reside in -ffiat. ^lac° permanently
or Lndefinitely, Hill v. ^^^^enbarg (1924). 19 Ohio App.
404, 409, citing Pickering v. UTinc'n ( 1906)9 48 Ore. 500;
CoZumbus v. Firebough (1983). 8 Ohio App.3d 366.
Residence, -,Nrha&,- denotes the place in -,xhie^°^ c^^^
^hy^^ca^ly lives for a period of time, is einbodied -in- t^^^
definition of domicile. The primary distinction between
the two is that, while a person can hav-e only one domicile
at any given time; he or she may have more than orie
residence. ^,̂ 'aaf'^^d v.. Sca;^'̂ eld, (1949), 86 Ohio App. 225.
^^ ^otnote oini tted,^ Moreover, once a domicile has been
established, _'_ t is prestimed to continue until it is shown by
a preponderance of the evidence that it has '^^e-ti
a.bandonea' in favor of a riew ore. C leveland v. Su^^^lo,
(1989), 61 ^^^^o -App.3d 302; Saa6celdg supra, 22,4` Id. at
5n6,

6
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^^e., aiso- Tyson v. Zaino (Oc-1. 3, 2,003), BTA No. 2001-B=1327, unrepor*ed; In rv

Anderson, ^w^onroe App. 05 MO i41p 200f-Ohiom11. 07, 'r!121 Q 1::Rdsidency is not the same

a, 'ti5i^„d°^. perm 1^ ..^.^ez^t home to >^°hi a.̂°h or^^ --,+-nds toas domicile. "* Dom iclie

rettirn and from ch. one has no present pui-pose to departsy In i•e oi

-' 993 0 i 0hioApp.3)d 212, 3L i ^^ interz;^.^ ^.itati^ns ^^itted

The record in this ma-tt-er indicates that Nl,rs. Cunn_^zzliam was domiciled

in Ohio before and d-arin^ i^.x ;1e^.1' 2008. Her voting recaDrdsA vehicle r^,^is raa.ions;

driver's licen^ses, dog's license, a-nd teaching license all indicate a consistent fi^ to

Ohio. and no 3:,in^e -was Preae:alved that L'ri° 1n= to abando;'^ their

.-:-r Ter^^nessee.' H.R. at 66, i3g3 i__Lxs. C, D. Mort_. Wra appellants hadOhlo domicile

the bills for their ^ enness°e resideiti;e s^n't to Ohio addr°ss, Mrs.

ma}^^ ^^^^ a residence in Ohio, for which she claimed a :.luccson in real property

taxation as her -.bprincipal place of ,.vidence" f^g 2008,5' H.R., Ex. 2. Dr. Cunningham

testified tb-at appellants s^^nt, s;,oproximat^l-v ^oiir months in T^ruiess-e, as

compared ^o- more than five r^^nahs in Ob-io. We find t1h^ ev;^^nc° presented

estab?is'f'ies that Mrs. Cuni'"is`.ngham had no intent a.C^ ^^p-ndor? her In a

iav,:° oi'a new one, and, therefore,. ^was donnicii°d in Ohio for tax year 200$.

Based upon the foxegoin^; vie hereby reverse the fi;^a;deter^fir°^a^.iU- of

the Tax ^omm:ss^on°r as to Dr. Kent Cux^^^^ham. a n - d a f E r m- his & as to

Mis. Sue a u^'i:r^gharna

I hereby certify the foregoingto be a true and
co ^°spltitv copy oa tb-e acci-o^^ taken by the
Board of Tax Appeabs of the Sta"€e of Ohio
ap-d e^tered upor: its ipurha= this dav. -widh
respect to the captioned matter.

} n,

A.J. Groeber; Board Secretary

6 Mv?'Po^er, we agree with the comrnisslErneY?s :,o?1teT?tPOn t;'^^ Sue C11na i2"zgh'cl.T^'1 cannot be "ovi`hGz[f`. LTYZv

domicile. See Srur,^^cn v. Korte (I 878), 34 Ohio St. 525, 534; S^a4feZd v. ,.^̂ 'a,-o^fe_1d (1949ju 86) Ohio

App. 225, 226.
7
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^^^ iW)6n,

^ DDT q)^oi 0 M 105A
Rev. to1o;

Homestead Exemption Application for Senior Citizens,
Disabled Persons and Surviving Spouses

File with the county auditor after the first Monday in January and on or before the first Monday in Jene.

Please read the instructions on the back of this
form before you complete it. Disabled applicants
must complete form DTE 105E, Cerfifi'cai`e pff3is-
abi{it}r #'orthe Nomestead Exemption, and attach it
or a separate certification of disability status from
an eligible state or federal agency to this appiica-
tion. See the instructions for a Late Application on
the back o€this form.

AiJ®[TtflR'S USE ONLY

1^0 46Taxing district and parcel or registration nur^{}er„^ .

First year for homestead exemption

Audifor's application numbe^

q Granted El Denied

,i Current application,Late application for prloryear

Type of application: q Senior cifizen (age 65 and older)40̂5,t3isabled person ' Surviving spouse

i yps of home: ^Single family dweiiing q Unit in a multi-unit dwelling q Condominium

^Jnit in ElNianufactured oi- mobile home 0 Land under a manufactured or mobile home
CiJt,r\Yi ltJ^ ^ ^^^ Ytr^pplicant`s ^tan^e.^ AppiECant's date of L,ii4^,

Name of spouse {U44 4 ^,^ / r; Spoase's date of hirl rr

^,Home address c., Z`(- - •
County in which home is located

Taxing district and parcei-w registration number06^^^_h di ^2_17 - va:^ 0 - 0 0 1 s"-0 i^)
from tax bill oravaliable from county auditor

In orderto be eligible forthe homestead exemption, one of the following statements must applyto the appiicant`s interest inths
property. Property that is owned by a corporation, partnership, limited liability company or other legai entity does not qualify fo
the exemption. Check the box that applies to this property. The applicant is:

L-1 an individual named on the deed [^(the settior under a revocable, inter vivos trust, where th(
applicant has complete control of the assets in the trust,F a purchaser under a land installment contract

f'i a life tenant under a life estate

,nj a mortgagor (borrower) for an outstanding mortgage

if the applicant or the

/ .,^ 1 -1)0-'?-
Address

E.] a stockholder in a qualified housing cooperative. See DTE
105A/Supplemental for additional information,

nt's spouse owns aseacnd or vacation home, please provide the address and aunty z;p low.

-rpj

City State ZJP code Countv

I declare underpenalty of perjury that (1) 1 occupied this property as my principal place of residence on Jan. 1 ofthe year(s) fo
which I am requesting the homestead exemption, (2) 1 currently occupy this property as my principal place of residence, 3)
did not acquire this homestead from a relative or in-law, otherthan my spouse, forthe purpose of qualifying for the homestea,
exemptiora, and (4) 1 - have examined this appiication, and.to tz3 best of my knowledge and bellef, this application is true
ccct and cotr,plet^.

_ .s.s x-,^^ - j ',^,•{^ . ^--.•^^ -^.3t^ ,^.--'..^

Sk na^^.e o f VppRcAp i /"
7 Date

-

3 f ..... ..^,..^,.;,-F, u^ v. ..t Q "? L. ?^,'•r.y1SC[9 V^/^ °.+6^lVIkf1:1847.i1.S:k _ .. . ...-. . .. .

ing
00014
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I Ds^srterasr^t <^ IT^
owo Taxad" f3sxl. 7AII

Affidavit of Non-Ohio Domicile for Taxab1e Year 2008 - Nonmilitary
This form Is for use only by each nonmilitary Individual who Is claiming to be

a full-year nondomict6#ary under Ohio Revised Code section 5747.24.

Due date: June 1, 2009 (Ohio law does not provide for any additionat time to file), See Ohio Rsvisad Code sec#orx,s .^'s?47,24,
5703.35 and 1.14.

file: Please see irsstruaons.

F4ir►g ffi^s agidavit rrt,ay impact the ability for you anciidr your family members to obtain In-state tuitlon at an Ohio urtiversity, to
ycte in Ohio, and to obtain or keep an Ohio dri+eees license, etc. Filing this affidavit does U21 exempt you from timely filing your
tkw income tax retaarra (mr 2008 and paying any tax due.

k-!fs? na^

^^^ ^(:, d y,

Czcy. , Z9P cocia

.^.^'s Y3 cs i.

La5'arre

i i-x ^ A- VI^

Lfs' 21Y3
t3rsder persatt+es of perjury, I declare all the following to be true:

1. twas not domiciled in Ohio at any time during taxable year 2003. !was domiciled :n r;<
(name of state(s) where domiciled). °

2. 1 had at least one abode (place vihere I lived) outside of Ohio for the entire taxable yesr, Name of city (or cities), state(s)
{if within the USA) and country (if not within the USA) where t lived if different from statement 1, above,

3. i had fewer than 183 contact perfods' in Ohio during the taxable year.

4. 1 0 shaJlRs,taal9 not be filing a year 2008 Ohio individual income tax retsarn.

U ridW pe`la^* .3 of; rf i are that to the best of my knowledge and belEef the statements on this affidavit are true, convu
d .,

Yo^r at^r^ f^ D,ats

'Otwo Revabod Ccsde &actian 5747.24(A)(1) atsates that an ind6viduai 'has earta contact period 6n thBs atate° i( the 3rrdivWusi Ls away tavemiqht ftm tais3hw abode socaaad sxjtsiGe this Seace ana9, whi7e away overnight from that abode, epends at least some parifort. tsowev®r minimal, of aacla at twoconsooArvia days in Om stata.

Fgderal Privacy Act Notice
Because we require you to provide us with a Social Security rsumber the Federal PrrvacyAct of 1974 requires us to inform
you ttaat providing us with your Social Security number is mandatory. Ohio Revised Code sections 5703.05, 5703.057 and
5747.03 auttzoaize us to request this information. We need your Social Security number ir? order to administer this tax. Your
failure to supply any information requested on this affidavit will result in our inability to process this docurnerrt,

P3e,ass do not attach to, or enclose varlth, your Ohio isscorrsa tax retsorn.

Mail to:
Ohio Department of Taxation

Attn: Tax Technical
4485 NorthHand Ridge t3dard.
Columbus, OH 43229-5404.

Qu®s8iorts? Call us totS-fdee at 1-800-282-1780,

010047
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HST§574724

^ - -

R.C. § 5747.24

5747.24 Domicile

Effective: April 4, 2007
r,. . ..,,^. , .

This section is to be applied solely for the purposes of Chapters 5747, and 5748_ of the Revised Cade_

(A) As used in this section:

(1) An individuai "has one contact period in this state" if the individual is away overnight from the individual's abode located

outside this state and while away overnight from that abode spends at least some portion, however minimal, of each of two

consecutive days in this state.

(2) An individual is considered to be "away overnight froin the individual's abode located outside this state" if the individual

is away from the individual's abode located outside this state for a continuous period of time, however minimal, beginning at

any time on one day and ending at any time on the next day.

(13)(1) Except as provided in division (B)(2) of this section, an individual who during a taxable year has no more than one

hundred eighty-two contact periods in this state, which need not be consecutive, and who during the entire taxable year has

at least one abode outside this state, is prestmled to be not domiciled in this state during the taxable year if, on or before the

fifteenth day of the fourth month following the close of the taxable year, the individual files with the tax commissioner, on the

form prescribed by the commissioner, a statement from the individual verifying that the individual was not domiciled in this

state under this division during the taxable year. In the statement, the individual shall verify both of the following:

(a) During the entire taxable year, the individual was not domiciled in this state;

(b) During the entire taxable year, the individual had at least one abode outside this state. The individual shall specify in the
statement the location of each such abode outside this state.

The presumption that the individual was not domiciled in this state is irrebuttable unless the individual fails to timely file the

statement as required or makes a false statement. If the individual fails to file the statement as required or makes a false statement,

the individual is presumed under division (C) of this section to have been domiciled in this state the entire taxable year.

In the case of an individual who dies before the statement would otherwise be due, the personal representative of the estate
of the deceased individual may comply with this division by making to the best of the representative's knowledge and belief

the statement under division (B)(1) of this section with respect to the deceased individual, and filing the statement with the

^.;^
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comtr.issioner within the later of the date the statement would otherwise be due or sixty days after the date of the individual's
death.

An individual or personal represewative of an estate who knowingly mahes a false statement under division (B)(I) of this
section is guilty of perjury under ? ; ;...

(2) Division (B) of this section does not apply to an individual changing domicile from or to this state during the taxable year.

Such an individual is domiciled in this state for that portion of the taxable year before or after the change, as apphcable.

(C) An individual who during a taxable year has fewer than one hundred eighty-three contact periods in this state, which need
not be consecutive, and who is riot irrebuttably presumed under division (B) of this section to be not domiciled in this state with

respect to that taxable year, is presumed to be domiciled in this state for the entire taxable year, except as provided in division

(B)(2) of this section. An individual can rebut this presumption for any portion of the taxable vear only with a preponderance

of the evidence to the contrary. An individual who rebuts the presumption under this division for any portion of the taxable

year is presumed to be domiciled in this state for the remainder of the taxable year for which the individual does not provide

a preponderance of the evidence to the contrary.

(D) An individual who during a taxable year has at least one hundred eighty-three contact periods in this state, which need

not be consecutive, is presumed to be domiciled in this state for the entire taxable year, except as provided in division (B)(2)

of this section. An individual can rebut this presumption for any portion of the taxable year only with clear and convincing

evidence to the contrary. An individual who rebuts the presumption under this division for any portion of the taxable year is

presumed to be domiciled in thss state for the remainder of the taxable year for which the individual does not provide clear
and convincing evidence to the contrary.

(E) If the tax commissioner challenges the number of contact periods an individual claims to have in this state during a taxable

year, the individual bears the burden of proof to verify such number, by a preponderance of the evidence. An individual

challenged by the commissioner is presumed to have a contact period in this state for any period for which the individual does

not prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the individual had no such contact period.

CREDIT(S)

R.C. § 5747247 OH ST § 5747.24

Current through Files 1 to 113, 117, 119, 121, 122, 124, 125, 128, 129, 131 to 134, 136 to 138 and Statewide Issue 1 of the
130th GA (2013-2014)_

r:e^_
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