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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
This matter came before the Utah State Tax Comamiger an Initial Hearing on January 20, 2011 in
accordance with Utah Code Ann. §59-1-502.5.

Petitioners (the “Taxpayers”) are appealing thesswment of Utah individual income tax and interest
for the 2006 tax year. On April 5, 2010, the AutitiDivision of the Utah State Tax Commission (the
“Division”) sent a Statutory Notice of Deficiencp@ Audit Change. The Statutory Notice indicated tha
Taxpayers owed additional tax and interest asviaio

Year Tax Penalties Interest *

2006 $$5$$ none $$5$$

APPLICABLE LAW

A tax is imposed on the state taxable income ofienesident individual for each taxable year. (Uta

Code Ann. 859-10-104) (2006).

! Interest continues to accrue on the unpaid balance
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Resident individual is defined in Utah Code Ann98®-103(1)(t) (2006) as follows:

() "Resident individual" means:
(A) an individual who is domiciled in this state fmy period of time during the taxable
year, but only for the duration of such period; or
(B) an individual who is not domiciled in this stdiut:
() maintains a permanent place of abode in this siat;
(I spends in the aggregate 183 or more days of tlableyear in this state.
(i) For purposes of Subsection (1)(t)(i)(B), a fractida calendar day shall be counted as a
whole day.

For purposes of determining whether an individsididmiciled in this state, Utah Administrative Rule
R865-91-2(A) (2006) provides as follows:

1. Domicile is the place where an individual has am@erent home and to which he intends
to return after being absent. It is the place laittvan individual has voluntarily fixed his
habitation, not for a special or temporary purpbsewith the intent of making a permanent
home.
2. For purposes of establishing a domicile, an indigits intent will not be determined by
the individual’s statement, or the occurrence gf@me fact or circumstance, but rather on the
totality of the facts and circumstances surroundimgsituation.

a) Tax Commission rule R884-24P-52, Criteria fotddining Primary Residence,

provides a non-exhaustive list of factors or oliyectvidence determinative of domicile.

b) Domicile applies equally to a permanent homaiwiand without the United States.
3. A domicile, once established, is not lost uhiiire is a concurrence of the following three
elements:

a) a specific intent to abandon the former domicile

b) the actual physical presence in a new domiaibet

c) aspecific intent to remain in the new domigi@manently.
4. An individual who has not severed all ties wiitle previous place of residence may
nonetheless satisfy the requirements of abandahmgrevious domicile if the facts and
circumstances surrounding the situation, includiregactions of the individual, demonstrate
that the individual no longer intends the previdosicile to be the individual's permanent
home, and place to which he intends to return aférg absent.

The Utah Legislature has provided that the taxpggeerally bears the burden of proof in proceedings
before the Tax Commission. Utah Code Ann. 859-171grovides that “[iln a proceeding before the
commission, the burden of proof is on the petitiane .”

DISCUSSION

The Division based its audit on the assertiontti@Taxpayer PETITIONER 2 was a full year resident
of Utah for tax purposes for 2006. The Taxpayded 2 Utah Individual Income Tax Return for 20@6jch
reported both PETITIONER 1 and PETITIONER 2s’ inegrand claimed an equitable adjustment of $$$$$
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on the basis of their understanding that PETITIONE#Ras a resident of STATE 1 for the 2006 tax yEae.
issue in this appeal is whether PETITIONER 2 wassadent individual in the state of Utah based on
maintaining a Utah domicile for purposes of Utald€&59-10-103 during 2006.

The question of whether one establishes or mamtaidomicile in Utah is a question of fact. The
Utah appellate courts have addressed the circuoegtamder which someone is a "resident individfeal"
state tax purposésAs discussed by the courts in considering tisisdsthe factfinder may accord the party’s
activities greater weight than his or her declaratf intent

Prior to the year at issue, the Taxpayers had Ewvebworked in Utah. The Taxpayers did not dispute
that they were domiciled in Utah prior to the 2@8% year. In February 2005, PETITIONER 1 joined th
military. The Taxpayers moved to STATE 1 in lat®@2@nd lived there until early 2007. PETITIONEREK
ajob at a credit union in STATE 1. She indicateldesring that she purchased, titled, and registezecar in
STATE 1. The only documentation of the registmatibowever, is a copy of a “NOTICE TO VEHICLE
CREDIT APPLICANT dated 17 Feb 2007. The Divisidd not dispute’ the Taxpayers statements regarding
STATE 1 vehicle registration. The Taxpayers live@ITATE 1 rental property and owned no real prgpert
Utah in 2006. PETITIONER 2 maintained a Utah bardoant, but opened another in STATE 1. She received
medical and dental care and had a baby while inT& A She transferred her church records to STAZRL
attended church and made contributions to her ththere. She joined a Family Readiness Group ity@IT
STATE 1. She kept her Utah driver license througiheun time in STATE 1. The Taxpayers filed a STATE
Resident Income Tax Return for 2006, which indideaeSTATE 1 address. In addition, their 2006 Utah
income tax return and PETITIONER 2's W-2 form batlkicated the same STATE 1 address. All of
PETITIONER 2’s income was STATE 1 source income.

At hearing, the parties discussed the Taxpayensaneing ties to Utah, including a bank account, a
Utah driver license, and an insurance agent basbBitbih. In addition to the issues discussed airggahe
Commission has carefully reviewed the Taxpayeritew responses to the Division’s domicile questaires
and notes additional Utah ties, including a Utadrads on PETITIONER 1's W-2 record and on the

2 The issue of domicile for Utah individual incotae purposes has been considered by the Utah i8apre
Court and the Court of Appeals in the followingesid_assche v. State Tax ComiB66 P.2d 618 (Utah Ct. App.
1993); Clements v. State Tax Comim@89 P.2d 1078 (Utah Ct. App. 1996)Rourke v. State Tax Comm'i830
P.2d 230 (Utah 1992), and Orton v. State Tax ComB86d P.2d 904 (Utah Ct. App. 1993).

3 See Clements v. Utah State Tax Com&98 P.2d 1078 (Ct. App. 1995); and Allen v. GrayimbLines,
Inc., 583 P.2d 613, 614 (Utah 1978).

-3-



Appeal No. 10-1257

Taxpayers’ form 1099-B records. PETITIONER 1 iradéd on his written petition that the Utah addiebss
parents’ home address. Additionally, the Commissioeview of the record indicates that PETITIONER
had a CAR 1 registered in Utah and that PETITIONERd a CAR 2 registered in STATE 1 and an CAR 3
that was registered in Utah and sold in STATE 1.

In late 2006, the Taxpayers described an unceitagmwhile PETITIONER 1 applied for graduate
schools including schools in STATE 1, STATE 2, dhdh. PETITIONER 1 received a transfer to CITY 2,
STATE 2. Inthe Taxpayers’ petition, PETITIONERviote: “[a]fter STATE 1 we moved to STATE 2 with
no knowledge of where we would move next.” PETINER 2 stayed in STATE 1 while her husband served
in STATE 2. She indicated that she would have stayeSTATE 1 had PETITIONER 1 been accepted for
school there. He was not, so in early 2007 she thtweCITY 3, Utah. She explained that she was seven
months pregnant and wanted to move where she kaliffport of her parents during the last two mooths
her pregnancy. The evidence does not indicate wherehild was delivered. PETITIONER 1 was ultieiat
accepted to a masters’ program at UNIVERSITY in\C#; Utah.

The parties disagree regarding whether PETITIOIRER intent to abandon her Utah domicile and
formed a specific intent to remain in STATE 1 peneratly. There is no doubt that PETITIONER 2 was a
resident of STATE 1 in 2006. The PETITIONERS maiméd a permanent place of abode in STATE 1,
military housing, for close to a year. Accordinglye PETITIONERS were residents of STATE 1. What
not clear is that they intended to abandon theinidite in Utah and that they intended to remaiSTATE 1
permanentl)?‘.

The firstissue to be considered is the Taxpayevs' statements of intent in response to a question
a domicile questionnaire, PETITIONER 2 indicatedttbhe maintained her Utah bank account “since we
knew we’d be moving back to Utah upon completiomditary posting.” She also answered “CITY 4, U®”

a question posed by the Division in its questioraasking, “Where did you consider your permanksaepof
abode to be in 2006 & 20077?” These statements wadldate intent to maintain a Utah domicile.

The Taxpayers’ original stated intent, and subsetjgmtements of intent are addressed in Tax
Commission Administrative Rules. While Rule R85 Rule 91-2") in subparagraph A.2. does stéuatt

an individual's intent will not be determined btimdividual's statement, that particular subpaapbrbegins

4 The distinction between “permanent place of abodder §59-10-103(1)(t)(i)(B)(I) and “permanentrhe’ under
Rule 91-2(A) 1. is critical; the former refers t@kace of residence for a temporary purpose, theraefers to an
actual domicile, where an individual intends to aampermanently.
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with the clause “[flor purposes of establishingdomicile.” (Emphasis added.) Contrast thishwi
subparagraph 4, which reads:

An individual who has not severed all ties witle threvious place of residence may
nonetheless satisfy the requirement of abandoiiagptevious domicile if the facts and
circumstances surrounding the situation, includiregactions of the individual, demonstrate
that the individual no longer intends the previdomicile to be the individual’'s permanent
home and place to which he intends to return aftendp@ibsent. (Emphasis added.)

Subparagraph 3.a) further requires “a specifiqitte abandon the former domicile,” and SubpardyBap)
requires a specific intent to remain in the new @idmpermanently.

In this case the Taxpayers had already establiskedomicile in Utah. The Taxpayers originallgha
stated their intent to return to Utah, which thegsidered, and stated, to be their home. PETITIONBROte
in the appeal that PETITIONER 2 ‘[intended] to staysTATE 1 for the foreseeabfature.” (Emphasis
added.) The term “the foreseeable future” couldlyna temporary, not permanent, stay.

From its review of the Taxpayers’ responses tdtivision’s written questions about domicile, the
Commission is concerned about inconsistent statesmnthe Taxpayers. The Division posed two sets of
guestions to one or both of the Taxpayers. lteratset of questions on March 4, 2010. Becaud@ithsion
did not supply a copy of the first page of its adegter for this set of questions, the Commisgiaa no basis
to determine whether the Division mailed the questito PETITIONER 1, PETITIONER 2, or both. The
Division supplied copies of pages two through fotithe March 4, 2010 letter. The header on tha¢det
indicated that the Division sent the letter to “RHDNER 1.” Question 17 of that letter asks, “Whdne you
consider your permanent place of abode to be ir6 2020077?” In response, the person answering the
question answered “CITY 4, UT.”

The Division sent a second letter with the samestjons on March 11, 2010. For this letter, the
Division supplied all four pages. The Division agsed the letter to “PETITIONER 1 and PETITIONER 2”
at an address in STATE 3. However, the header gegsavo through four of this letter indicates thatletter
went to “PETITIONER 1.” The responses to the Dimiss March 11, 2010 letter appear to be in a ciffer
handwriting than the responses to the March 4, 2€i€r. The response to question 17 of the Mai¢i2Q10
letter inquiring about permanent place of abodécatds, “CITY 1, STATE 1. Had no property in Utah.”

It is difficult to determine the Taxpayers’ intefnom review of these responses. Both Taxpayers
signed the March 4, 2010 letter; neither signeddidrl, 2010 letter. The Commission is without exatan

as to why the Division sent the same letter twkzem the copies that it has of the letters, the @@sion is
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able to determine that the Division asked in bettels, “Please provide the following informatiam both
spouses (if married) for 2006 & 2007.”

The parties did present and discuss at hearingugust 29, 2010 letter from PETITIONER 1
discussing differences between different submissidhat letter noted as follows:

| filled out the survey to the best of my knowledgel based on our intentions when filing the
2006 taxes. Based on what | understand, the isswbéther PETITIONER 2 should have
filed STATE 1 State taxes or not. With help of @onsultants and based on residency
guidelines from STATE 1 and Utah it made completess to file PETITIONER 2 under
STATE 1 State taxes. We had every intention toist®TATE 1 and further our careers and
education. Obviously we still had some ties in UEte few things that tied us to Utah were
because it took time to change them over to STADEthere was no benefit in changing to
STATE 1. For example PETITIONER 2’s driver licersd not yet expired and so we did
not change it. Our auto insurance kept us the sateén STATE 1 so we had no need to
change our agent. The reason for leaving STATEslbeaause | was reassigned to CITY 2,
STATE 2. PETITIONER 2 planned on staying in STATH [Lgot accepted to a Master’s
program there. | did not and was accepted to UNISHR and therefore returned to Utah in
the later part of 2007. Again, for the time in whi2006 taxes were filed, PETITIONER 2
intended to stay in STATE 1 and continue workingy¢h

I highlighted the questions that changed from tiigireal submission. The main reason to the

changes was because PETITIONER 2 filled out thma torthe best of her knowledge and did

not submit the 2006 taxes.

Utah law provides that the factfinder may acdbedparty’s activities greater weight than hisier
declaration of intentSee Clements v. Utah State Tax Com898 P.2d 1078 (Ct. App. 1995); aAten v.
Greyhound Lines, Inc583 P.2d 613, 614 (Utah 1978). Accordingly,dbeond issue to be considered is the
actions of the Taxpayers. Steps they took in sdppoestablishing a STATE 1 domicile - renting an
apartment, opening a second bank account, tramgfechurch records, etc. - are actions anyone would
reasonably take, whether intending to live themgaierarily for six months or permanently for six ggarhose
actions in and of themselves are not dispositigetiqularly in light of the PETITIONER’s originaitated
intent that they considered Utah to be their haane, that they intended to return there upon corigpletf
PETITIONER 1's military posting. The fact that hehanged doctors and dentists is based on nettthato
the Taxpayers intended to establish a domicile.

PETITIONER 2 moved to STATE 1 because of her hagisamilitary service. On that basis alone her
move (not just her husband’s assignment) was tesmpon its face. Military tours of duty are rargfyever,
indefinite, and certainly not permanent. Withigear of his assignment to STATE 1, PETITIONER 1 had
been transferred to STATE 2. At that point thefayer’s were also contemplating moves to STATE® an

-6-



Appeal No. 10-1257

Utah to attend school, as well as the possibilitgtaying STATE 1, even though PETITIONER 1 was no
longer living there. There is no indication tha¢ tPETITIONER’s were intending to remain in STATE 1
permanently.

In the face of actions that were at best neutrastablishing domicile, the Taxpayers failed to
demonstrate sufficient facts, circumstances, domstto show that they no longer intended Utahetoheir
permanent home. In fact they indisputably mairgdities to Utah that demonstrated intent to mairitiah
as their domicile. First, they had two vehiclegistered in Utah, at least one of which, and prbbhbth,
were owned for the entire year. It can only becheded that the PETITIONER's, unless they drove an
unregistered vehicle, registered at least onesafihicles while they were in STATE 1. The PEHONERS
also maintained a Utah bank account, which thagdthat they kept “since we knew we’'d be movingkia
UT upon completion of military posting.” This istto mention the fact that they actually movedkttadJtah
upon completion of PETITIONER 1’s military duty ust as they stated they intended to do in the Tax
Commission questionnaire. In addition, the PETINERS W-2 and 1099 forms all show their addresgto b
their parents’ home in CITY 3, Utah. The PETITIORE argued that they used this address “for aness$dr
with the military . . . for the sole purpose of s@tency and to avoid losing mail.” One does rset @ remote
address because of a concern that mail will bafleent to a permanent address. To the contitsis/action
clearly suggests the PETITIONER’s viewed the STAIT&ldress as temporary.

Furthermore Rule 91-2, under subparagraph 1.,igesvthat a domicile is “the place at which an

individual has voluntarily fixed his habitation, trfor a special or temporary purpogeit with the intenof

making a permanent home.” (Emphasis added.) I@l&ae Taxpayer's move to STATE 1 was for a
temporary purpose. This is evidenced by the Fadtthe PETITIONER's were contemplating the posigjbi
of a move to another state, or back to Utah, ditémg in STATE 1 for less than a year. Even the
contemplated move was for schooling and not nedbsaestablish another domicile. PETITIONERL,
her own account, considered Utah to be the plaeerstuld return and the place she considered taebe h
permanent home.

The Commission has previously addressed the guestdomicile associated with a military or other
job-related move. In Appe@B-1161 although finding the Taxpayer domiciled in anottate for one of two
years at issue, the Commission found that “thezdegyal presumptions that such a person does ootz
domiciled in the State in which he or she may bemted while in the military.” And in fact, cosgént with

the earlier point above, the Commission expresalnd that “[t]he mere intention to abandon a ddmimnce
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established is not of itself sufficient to createesv domicile . .” (Emphasis added.) In other words, intent

associated with establishing a new domicile, nointaming an existing one. In this case, ther@as
indication that the Taxpayers ever intended tdadistaa new domicile in STATE 1; they only reloahfer a
temporary purpose.

In Appeal02-079Q the Commission found that the Taxpayer's “preeencSTATE 4 was not
intended to be permanent, but only for a tempguarpose and only for that period of time that cgpended
to her husband’s non-permanent military assignnierthat state.” Although the circumstances were
somewhat different, the husband maintained his Wtahicile, the result for the spouse was to find he
domiciled in Utah, although she argued she was dtadiin another state.

More recently, the Commission again, in App@i0242 ruled against domicile on a military basis,
when subsequent actions were not consistent widhléshing a permanent place of abode:

The Commission is not persuaded that a Utah ddamgivho joins the military and claims
another state as his legal residence automatit@dlys his Utah domicile for state tax
purposes. Subsection E.1. of Rule 2 provides'[ijiais possible for an individual in active
military service to change his domicile by definiteent supported by actions.” Furthermore,
Title 50, Section 574 of the Soldier's and Saildr&ief Act provides that a service member
does not lose his or her domicile in one statestafdish it in another solely by reason of
being absent or present in a state because oamibirders.

The Commission further found that;

Although it appears that the Petitioner may hatenided for STATE 5 to be considered his

state of residence for tax purposes and may hgvedio move there upon retiring from the

military, the Commission does not find that theti®eter’'s actions support such a conclusion.

Not only did the Petitioner maintain ties to Utdiroughout the years he served in the

military, including the 1998, 1999, and 2000 taange he never established any ties with

STATE 5 after 1982 and did not return there updinimg from the military.

All of these decisions, considered collectivelg eonsistent with the position that PETITIONER 2
never established a permanent home in STATE 1.reTtseinsufficient evidence to conclude that the
Taxpayer’s ever intended to remain in STATE 1 peremdly in the first place. Even acknowledging tthat
PETITIONER’s may have given testimony and madetamitstatements that contradicted earlier written
admissions against interest regarding their irttergturn to Utah, the evidence is still insuffidiégo overcome

the burden of proof.
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The Taxpayers never provided sufficient evideheg their residence in STATE 1 was anything more
than temporary, with a definite end in sight. Amlingly, the PETITIONERS owe Utah individual income
tax, subject to a credit for taxes paid to STATE 1.

DECISION AND ORDER
Based upon the information presented at the heahiegCommission finds that PETITIONER 2 was

domiciled in Utah for the 2006 tax year and, ori basis, was a full-year resident of Utah for taxgmses in
2006. It is so ordered.

This decision does not limit a party's right tooaral Hearing. However, this Decision and Ordéir wi
become the Final Decision and Order of the Comuanissiless any party to this case files a writteuest
within thirty (30) days of the date of this decisito proceed to a Formal Hearing. Such a requnesit Ise

mailed to the address listed below and must incthddPetitioner's name, address, and appeal number:

Utah State Tax Commission
Appeals Division
210 North 1950 West
Salt Lake City, Utah 84134

Failure to request a Formal Hearing will precliad further appeal rights in this matter.

DATED this day of ,2011.
R. Bruce Johnson Marc B. Johnson
Commission Chair Commissioner

Michael J. Cragun
Commissioner

COMMISSIONER DIXON DISSENTS

| respectfully dissent from the majority. Spegafly, | write regarding the domicile of PETITIORE
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The Utah Supreme Court has held that “[d]Jomicilbdsed on residence and intent to remain for an
indefinite time. The intention need not be to remfar all time, it being sufficient if the intentids to remain
for an indefinite period.Allen v. Greyhound Lines, In&83 P.2d 613, 615 (Utah 1978). FurtheCliements
v. Utah State Tax Comm'893 P.2d 1078 (Ct. App. Utah 1995), the Courtitheined that a person’s actions
may be accorded greater weight in determining higeo domicile than a declaration of intent.

In the case before the Commission, the activitied actions of PETITIONER 2 demonstrate
PETITIONER 2 intended STATE 1 to be her domicildilusuch time she chose to establish a different
domicile. While PETITIONER 2’s answers may ind&at future intent, the Court has stated a person’s
actions may be accorded greater weight than statedt. The facts when taken as a whole show
PETITIONER 2 meets the Court’s standard of stayorcan “indefinite period” of time, and support tha
PETITIONER 2 was domiciled in STATE 1 for 2006.

The Commission’s task in this appeal is to deteentine domicile of PETITIONER 2, not her spouse.
She, of course, is a person independent from loersgpand is capable of having a different domtbie her
spouse. Her choices are therefore more impoittantthose of her spouse in determining her domigilet
her spouse chose to resister his truck in Utalilismded relevance when it is undisputed that stele the
choice to register her car in STATE 1. Similadyspouse can have different expectations thanrtigro
spouse. It is not unreasonable that two diffepauple completing the same questionnaire would have
different answers. Thus, | do not share the migjerconcern that two domicile questionnaires ccetegal in
different handwriting with differing views on therse issues are inconsistent and therefore selfriimating.

It must be noted that the Tax Commission is onigdpasked to look at 2006. In 2006, PETITIONER
2 did not move to Utah when she learned her spaumdd be transferred, but stayed in STATE 1.
PETITIONER 2 stayed in her home in STATE 1 withitlohild. PETITIONER 2 continued to work. Prior
to her spouse’s transfer from STATE 1 to STATE ZTHEONER 2 had taken steps to establish ties to
STATE 1. She had secured a job that providedittancial support she needed. She had established
relationships and a support network in a churcBhe had sought out and established relationshiths wi
medical providers. She had registered a car pedax a banking account.

The majority cites Appedl2-0790and Appeald5-0242as two cases that support the determination
that a serviceperson may, and often does, maidtairicile in one state when they move to anothee sta
country on military orders. Appef@R-0790dealt with a determination regarding the spousa ofilitary

member and is thus more relevant than Ap@EaD242 which deals only with the domicile of the

-10-



Appeal No. 10-1257

serviceperson. Both Appe@2-0790and AppeaD5-0242were decided under the Soldier's and Sailor'sdReli
Act, which has since been replaced by the Serviembkrs Civil Relief Act.

| cite a more recent Tax Commission decis@8+0499 which was issued in April 2010 and can be
found on the Tax Commission’s website as a Guid@iagisionhttp://tax.utah.gov/commission/decision/08-
0499.fofsangc.pdf Appeal08-0499involves tax years 2004 and 2005, and the appkdall for08-0499is

nearly equivalent to the applicable law for the @@&x year at issue in this appeal. In additianftcts in
Appeal08-0499are strikingly similar to the case now before @@mmission.

Appeal08-0499involves a military family, more specifically, alitary spouse. The military spouse
lived and worked outside Utah, but had made arseéthat she wanted to return to Utah when harsgis
military career allowed. Like the PETITIONER 2tive case now before the Commission, the Taxpa@&-in
0499kept a Utah banking account, but did most of lagrtd-day banking in the state in which she livglle
kept her Utah driver license until it expired. Sowfeher Utah connections were stronger than the
PETITIONER 2 now before the Commission. The Taxpayé&ppeal08-0499 owned Utah real property in
the form of a home. In addition to the car thatdmmuse drove being registered in Utah, the eastie drove
was registered in Utah. Still, #8-0499 the Commission looked at the totality of the ginstances and
determined that the Taxpayer had abandoned Utagratomicile, had a physical presence outside aif it
the other state, and had the intention to rematingrother state indefinitely. On these factsGbemission
found the spouse in Appea-0499was not domiciled in Utah, notwithstanding hensgms decision to keep
his Utah domicile as was his right under the Serlilembers Civil Relief Act.

For 2006, under the facts of the case now befer€bmmission, PETITIONER 2 has demonstrated
that she established a domicile in STATE 1, regagllof any future intent or remaining ties to Utah.
PETITIONER 2 had an established residence in STATPETITIONER 2 chose to stay in that residence in
STATE 1 with her child, to continue to work in STETL, and to remain in STATE 1 for an indefiniteipér
She stayed in STATE 1 after her spouse moved ®TET2. She stayed in STATE 1 after her spouse’s
special purpose for moving to STATE 1 on militargders ended and he moved to STATE 2. The factars o
STATE 1 job, STATE 1 church and social connecti®BATE 1 home, STATE 1 car registration, STATE 1
utilities, and STATE 1 medical advisors that kept im STATE 1 even after her spouse moved to STATE
are the same factors that show that she establesB3ATE 1 domicile upon her move there.

| would find PETITIONER 2 was domiciled in STATEfar 2006.

®Many taxpayers rent and still have a domicile.
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D’Arcy Dixon Pignanelli
Commissioner
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