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ANTONIO E. CUERCL,

Petitioner,
* YOXsSUg = CeTohs CASE HO, 320
COLLECTCGR OF INTERNAL
REVENUE, Wﬂ;‘7 /59
Aespondent., /
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PECGIS ION

The petiitoner filed his lucome tax returns for

the ealender years 1947, 1948, 1949 and 1970 on Feb=

vary 28, 1948, February 28, 1949, Februaspy 24, 19%C
and Febzuery 77, 1989, respectively (Exhibits "a* &
*1", BIR pec., p. (22) 21; Exhibits "B" & "2, BIR rec,
pe (18) 1%; Exhibits "C* & *3%, BIR rec, p. (B8) 9; Exe
hibits "D*" & "4", SIK ze¢, p. (2) &), claining as dee
dustions, ancny othexs, items representing expenses
for repairs of hwuses, depreciaticns, bad Jebts, and
sundry expenses,

Sometime In I9VL]l, the Bureau of Internal Revenue
fesued Income Tax Assessment hotlice o, Mei=JE=51/47,
Impesing “"an Income tax for the amount of expenses
(#9,008,34)" the petiticnexr incurred in the repair of
his house (Exhibits “U" & "1l-iA", BIR rec, ps, (22) M),
In a letter dated December 14, 1991 and addressed to the
respondent, thru the Deputy Frovineial ITzessuzer of -an
Fernando, La lil!;n. the petiticier requested for @ zo=
consideration of the sssessment (Exhibits "U" & "llea"),
ot receiving a reply thereto, the petitioner, on May
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2By 1983, wrote ti the Municipal Treassurer of van Fer-
nando, La Union, reiterating his request for reconsiderse
tion (Exhibits *"P" & "1ll1*, p. (26) &),

Upon investigetion (Exhibit "llied=l", dii rec. pe
(27) 26; see alse BIR rec., p. (29) 28), 5id examiner
Elpidio P, Rivere, on July 10, 1954, recommended to the
Provincial Revenue Agent of san Fernando, L& Union, the
denial of the petitioner's request fer reconsiceration
of the 1947 sssessment, and the assessuent of incous taxes
for 'th years 1947«1950 in the total amount of +2,298,16,
plus compronise penalty for vielation of Hev, Heg, He,
Vel In the smount of #» 0,00 (Exhibit 12", SIR reg, D,
(28) 27), ‘

Meanwhile, on July 7, 1904, ixaminer diver: sude
mitted his reporis of exsulnations oi the peticioner's
income tax returns for the years irom 1947 to 1980 (Ex=
hibit 12-A, SIR zec, p., (M) 28; see alsec pp. (16) 17,
(10) 11, (4) 5, B3TR rec,). These peports of exaanlnations
were later returned for further investigastion (Lxaibit
"Q", BIR rec, p. (33) 32), Upen reinvestigation, Examiner
Aivera submitted his reports of examinations, recormending
the following assessments against the petictiocner:

1347

Net Income perxr l"tﬂm ss0ssscvessesvscensontone M&'a
Add: Disallowances: ’ "

1. Repairs 30 be capitalizeds

Cost of repalrs ceeccecssccsnese #9,044,22
um IGe depreciatisen

allewance lllliliiiliito.l A4 8,139.30
2. Depreciation en old fuli
depreciated building -E.-t.o-ut.oﬁco-ooo . A0,
2179
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Net income per Invastigation ceceecesccccsccsncs
Less;: Personal examptions 00000:00:00:00:00:000

InG can @Gt 0 VAKX ceveesscvscenscscesecssee |
Amount of dUS secevecsccscecccssccassnsosne |

(Exhibit "8%, BIA rec. p.l (32) 31.)

i34
het Income pexr LELULN secsccencovscssasesscscoss
Adds Disallowances: '
le Depreciation of old building
fully depreciated cessceesevee ¥ 330,00
2, Repairs to be capitalized:
Cost of repalrs cesees #1,561.00
¢ o TR 156,10 1,404,90
an O ‘ ewoee® ]
3. Bad deots seec0css000000s00n0000e
Het income per Investigation cesecscccccscccssee
Less: Personal exemptions ,cececevesccescescose
Net fncome subject o taX ceevevencecesccssence
Amount of Income CaAX GU® cseecsssccssscssocscse

(Exhibit "9%, BIR vee. ». (19) 20.)

\
Net InCome per retulf cssececccsesscssssecccnce
hAdd: Disallowances:
1. Depreciation .:u old fully ' " -
;: !ﬂmﬁt‘ 800000 0s00000000800000 ..m
SXPENGEE 40000000000 0000
4, Undeclared incume on purchase
of car from the Reliance
Motors, INC. csseecessssscccsscncscnsesse
Net income per 1nvestigation ceececscssscessoe
Less; Fersonal SXGMPLIONS ceeeeevcsccvecncscsae
Net income subject t0 LAX cescevcscscccescssece
Amount of Income tax dUe seesssescscessccssssses
Adds 5% surcharge [mmmmumi sesssecee
Total tax and surcharge dUe escecosecsesssscses

(Exhibst *5*, BIR vec. p. (13) 14.)

A2 0 0

¥ 2,903.89

i 2dB0 28
# 5'115'“

¥ 1,282.,99

1,104.13

FIEAS.1S
AL

» ®
605,32

Net income per return s080ccscsssssvecessssecer L Mf?‘“

Adds Disallowances:
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1, General expenses, med7cn}l professaion

WiLIGUL VUL MY coene-tossesosnosesesnenes ¥ ‘uolo
2 Genciaa wawiibuby weulCas peoiess Ton _
WMl voucher Y T T ITxy Yy ﬂ-m

3, Gonusaul sxpenses, owiical profession
Wit VOUGHEE sesesssss-s00s0ssnssssns n&ﬁ
Net income per Investigation sececsescescccccss ® .
Lesss Personal e 10N8 ceeonsccstcvessvncsns
Net Income subjett TO LAX ccecescvevesvscseness
Amcunt of INCORS COX AUe ,..0c00000s0000srss0ns
LExhibTt vlo*, BIR rec. p. 7,)

On Februery 9, i90L, the respondent issued tax
assessment Aetices of tne petitienmer's income tex lide
bilities in the foliowing amounts:

m ameant cxnibis
e Year T

MeTatiajuymiand | T oeTe3.hl 1947 wyn

MaTe21l4 132044 07,14 1348 “TeA®
Moo 630=E4-47 207,9¢ 1949 i
MeTa2l 1A Tada=b( 49,47 195¢ " TG

@n Febpuary 15, 1910, the petitioner zeiluzned to the
zespondent the tax ssscssuent nobtices, and zequested ene
lightenment o8 te¢ hov e assgssments were arrived at (Exe
hEbis *F", CTIA vec., p. 1ll,. cithout answerling Lhe request,
the respondent, on Lopleuber 14, 1I00, issued & waxgant of
distratat and levy s closl che propexiies of Liwe petitioner
te satiafy the mmount ol . L,0viedby séprescnuling lLacone
tax foxr the yeaxs 1< /-l 00, plus the legal Lacrements
thezeof (Exhibit "6', li réCey pe L)e Iu puzrsuance of
this warrant of distiaint and levy, Ve muanicipal treasurer
of San Fexaande, La .ilui, wi sepleaver li, isve, alstrained
end levied the petiticuer's gesidenilal acuse (axhivit "HY,
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CTh zecs pe 16).

On September 22, 1956, the petitioner filed before
this Court a petition fer review, seeking, among other
things, to restrain the respendent from executing the
wazrant of distraint and levy and {rom selling his real
Mth partisularly, his yesidential house, (n the
ingidental questicn of whether or net the respendent should
be enjoined {rom exscutling the warrant of distraint and
leovy on the propsrties of the petitioner, this Courty in
its zesolution of Octeober 17, 1996, held that the xight
of the respondent to ¢ollect the 2lleged income tax liadie
lity fa quesiion thyough summary methods was barred Ly prese
eription, and therefore, declered null and void the warzent
of distraint and levy fssued by the mm wn Septenber
M, 1956 as having been issued in violation e¢r Section Si(d)
of the Revenue Ceude, Consequently, it ordered the respone
dont and/ex his representative to deeist irom taking iurther
proceedings thereunder and to return to the petiticner the
propazty sefized, the sale st public auciion of which was
set for Cctober 28, 1956 (CTA rec., pp. 2Be3l),

Gn March 17, 1959, the petitioner filed ¢ metion for
ioave to amend his petition for review te the end that the
resl aatter in aispute and all matters in the astlien in dise
pute may be completely determined in a single preceeding.
Finding the motion meritoriows, this Court, on March 18,
1999, admitted the amended petition for review. Un April
8, 1969, the respondent :iled his asnswer thereto,
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The issues In this case may be briefly summarized
as follows:

(1) Whether or net the right of the respondent to
assess the income taxes due from the m&ltxm Antonio
B, Querel for the calendar years 1947 and 1948 has pres-
cribed; ‘

{2) Whether o not the assessments made by the res-
pondent with respect to the income taxes of the petitioner
for the calendar years 1949 and 1950 are legal; and

(3) Whether or not the petftioner is liable for 5C%
surcharge on the alleged income tax for the calendar year
1949, ‘ ,

The petitioner contends that, Inasmuch as more than
five years have elapsed from the time he filed his income
tax returns for the calendar years 1947 and 1948 on Febe
ruary 98, 1948 and Febguary 28, 1949, respectively, up to
the time when the respondent assessed the correspending
income taxes, the right of the latter to assess safd taxes
hes already prescribed under Section 331 of the National
Internal Revenue Code. (n the other hand, the respondent
argues that the income tax returns filed by the taxpayer
were false, and therefore, under the provisions of Section
332 of the Tax Code, his right to assess the same has net
preseribed, |

The perxtinent provisions relied upon by the pagties
axe cquoted hereunders
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m taxes mu be assessed uthm ﬁ.ve
years aiter the return was filed, and
proceeding in court without assesssment tcx
the collection of such taxes shall be begun
after the expirsticn cof such pezicd. frop
the purpeses of this section 8 return ffled
defore the last day prescribed oy law for
the filing tm«f shall be considered as
filed on such last day: That this
1sagtation shall not apoly to €ases already
investigated prior to the approval of ihis

'H!C. 33,. c X

t return with I.ntent to evade tax ar
ot qiu.lun to file a return, Lle tax may

be assessed, or 2 preceeding in cwrt for

she-collection of such tax may be begun

without assessment, at any time within ten

s aftexr the mm of the falsity,
aud, or emissiong x x x'

The present issue of prescription turns upoa ihe
guestien of whethexr or not the petiticner’s reluxns icp
1947 and 1948 ware false or fraudulent with inteat to
evade the payuent ol taxes,

It is contended, on vehalf of the respondent, that
the 1947 net income of the petitioner iIn the sua of
P8, 746,89 was faloe Lecuwuse the sane was elidently undexe
doslaped, This centention is based upon Lhe zaticuale
that,  Septounber 9, 1947, the petiticner wae abls te
by & Ford gar for #2,000,00 while Lis son was still Laking
up medfcine; that considering his social standing (beling
ane of the prominent familiss) in the communlity, hLis aet
tncone of 52,746,807 could hardly meet his family's liviang
allewmance for ene yeary that the petiticner accumulated,

during the years prior to 1981, real estate holdings witn
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a total assessed value of #46,12,00; that the sum of
P200,00, clafmed In the 1947 return as bad debts, was
fictitious because the petitioner was on the "actual
receipts” basis and, therefore, he could not possibly
have “recaivables" in his books of accounts fxom which
Gaid bad debts could be deducted; and that the “sundries”
in the sum of #300,00 and the 19,004.,34, claimed as dee
ductions under Schedules "B" and “E* of the 1947 peturn,
point to the falsity of the said petumn,

As regards the 1948 return, it 1s squally contended
that the same wes falée with fntent to evade the payment
of taxes for the reason that the deductions claimed therelin,
except the ftems consistling of expense for the purchase of
seeds and taxes, were elipher fictitious or inflated with
the evident purpose of minimizing, if not altogether evade
inge the payment of legitimate Income tox.

He cannot agree teo the propoaition that the peti-
tionex's retuen for 1947 wes false or fraudulent with ine
tent to evade the payment of taxes, The fact that the
petitioner reported a net incomo of #2,746,89 in 1947,
and bought a car for #2000,00 while his son was still
Studying medicine does not sstablish the falsity or fraud
of the return, In the absence of 2 showing that the pur~
chase price of the car and the axpenses incurred in the
studies of the son came or could have come from the peti-
tionex's income In 1947,

The pretense that the petitionexr's net income in
1947 wes underdeclared and, therefore, falso vecsuse the
same could hapdly meet his family®s living allowance for

2893 _
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one year is without merit. Thexe is no showing as to
how much the petitioner spent for his family's living
in 1947, or that his family's living allowance was &0
big as to warrant the cmiutlm that his net income

in the said ysar was underdeclared. In default of such
showing, we cannot conclude that the petitioner's net
income in 1947 was underdeclared,

The accumulstion by the petitioner of real estate
holdings with s total assessed value of #46,125,00 18 not
indicative of the falsity or underdeclaration of the peti-
tionex®s reported Income In 1947, in the absence of a proof
that the real estate holdings were acquired or esould have
been acquired with money earned by the petitioner in 1947,

The mere fact that the 1947 return was made on the
basis of actual receipts and payments, and therefore, the
petitioner could not possibly have receivables from which
the bad debts may be deducted does not necessarily estae
blish the fictiticusness or non-existence of the bad debts.
The lack of receivables sexves only as a wm for tp-
disallowance of the claimed deduction for bad debts,

Similaxly, the mere fact that the petitioner claimed
as deductions sundries amounting to »300,00 and the cost
of the repair of a2 house In the sum of #9,004,.34 deoss not
warrant the conclusion that the 1947 return was false or
fraudulent with f{ntent to evade the payment of taxee, There
must be a ¢lear and convincing evidence that there was an
intent te evade the payment of taxes,

Relative te the respondent's imputation that the 1948
return was false with intent to evade the payment of taxes

286
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we find nc evideatiary besis thereiar.

Fraud is never presumed, (De Roda ve Lélk, et ale,
48 Fhil, 1045 De Santos v, Jank of the Phllippine Islands,
66 Phil, 38; La Cia, General de Tabacos v. Abad, 13 Phil.
31; Kenzi & Co, v, Jastida, 63 FPhil, 16; Arroye v. Uranada
& Gentero, 18 Phil, 484,) It is fundamental that the fact
of iraud smst be proved by the Commissicner by clear and
convincing evidence (Soyett v. Comuissionexr 204 [(2d) 2053
Griffiths v, Comafssioner S0 F(2d) 782), In the case at
bear, the respondent fzlled to prove clearly and convincingly
that the petiticuner's :r'ﬁturns for 1947 and 194E were folse
or fraudulent with intent to evade the payment ¢i taxes,

Finally, It 1s to bé observed that the Income tax
assessasnt notices for the calendar years 1947 and 1948
do not f{ndicate thet the fraud penalty qf Hax was impesed
on the petitioner, Lven Cxaminer iivera cid not recommend,
n ifs reporte of exautuations of the seturns for the szed
years, the lmpesition oi the fraud penalty. ihese observae
tions strongly belie the respondent's fuputation of fzeud
In the filing of the petitioner’s returne ifor 1947 and
1948, Moreover, the fact that the fraud penalty of S
I8 not sought to oe collected {rom the petitioner is an
adagtssion that the respondent himself does not oelieve
that the foraer is gullty of fraud (see Central Azucarera
de Tarlac v, vollector of Internal uLevenue, C.l./. Case
No. 75, Kovamber 6, 1956),

Having ruled that the returns for the years 1947 and
1948 were not false or fraudulent with intent to evade the
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payment of taxes, it follows that the provisions of Sece
tion 331 of the Tax Code should be applied for the purpose
of detexmining whethar or not the right of the respondent
to sssess the income tax liabilities of the petitioner for
the years has already prescribed.

The petitioner®s contention that the right of the .
réspondent to assess the 1947 income tax has prescribed :
1s without merit. It must be observed that the Initial
ascessment on safd tax was effected sawetime In 1951, or
m1mmﬁﬂmEMdMM?m4tt
due to the petitioner's request for reconsiderationg his
tax liability far 1947 was zeinvestigated, thus affording
mmum-mumm-m
of the assessment, Having persuaded the respondant to
make the re-investigation, which resulted in the final
assessment of Februapry 9, 1998, it would be unfair for
petitioner to claim that the zight of the respondent to
doternine setd tax Liabtlity 1s now bazwed by laws ) To
uphold the view of the petitioner would be lending ald
ummutgmnmmmmm
ground of prescription (see The Collector of Internal
Aevenue vs, Suyoc Consclidated Mining Company, et al.,

G Ae Moo Lel1527, November 25, 1988),

With pegard to the income taxes for 1948, we find
that the right of respondent to assess the sane has
alveady prescribed, the assessment notice therefor having
been fssued on February 9, 1955 or D years, 1l months and
10 days after the filing of the Income tax return,

We come now to the question of whether or not the
assessments made by the respondent with rasnect to the
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income taxes of the petitioner for 1949 and 1950 are legal.

It 1s wellesottled In this jurisdiction that an as~
sessment 1s presused to be corzect. The taxpayer has the
bugden of proving that the same is incoxpect or Lllegal
(Interprovincial Autcbus Coss InGs ves Gollector of Ine
ternal Revenus, Gelle Noe L6741, January 31, 1956). In
the Instant case, the petitioner limited himself to the
propositions that the right of the respondent to assess
the 1947 and 19458 income taxes has prescribed and that
the 1949 and 195C assessaents were incorrect or illagal,
mmmuwmmammm-
rectness or fllegality of the assessments for the years
1947 and 1948, Consequently, in default of evidence overe
mmmm\dmm-wﬁn
we take it that the sssessment for 1947 fs correct or legals

Let us now go Into the disputed ftems of the 1949 and
1950 assessaents.

4349 sE o

In the 1949 retusn, the petitioner claimed a depre-
ciation deduction of #180,00 on a house of strong materials
which was acquired by him iIn 1937, - This claim was totally
disallowed on the ground that the building was slpeady
fully depreciated in 1947,

It Is incontrovertible that the building In question
was aGquized by the petitioner in 1937, Tharefore, its
depreciable life lasted only 10U years, or until 1947, Cbe
vicusly, as cogrectly determined by the respondent, the
petitioner could no longer claim deprecistion deduction
for the building in 1949,
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The petitioner alse clalmed a deduction, consisting
of bad debts, in the total ancunt of ¥520,00, The rese
pondent totally diseallowed this claim for the reason that
there were no “pecords of accounts receivable nor letters

of "

:nmwmmmma.mm-
due to the taxpayer should be (1) sctually sscertained to
be worthless and (2) charged off within the same taxable
yeare (Sec, 30{e) (1), national Intezcal Hevenue Cotie;
Shangkuan v, Collector of Internal Hevenue, C.T.A, Case
Nos 19, March 23, 1950), The petitiocnex®s conclusion that
these debts were worthless or uncollectible because the
mmwmmmmmunm
not pay the same i1s not suff to establish their worthe-
lessness or uncollectibility.” A mere statement by the
debtor that he is unaole to pay, unaccompanied by the
creditor's investigation of such fnability, i1s not sufffe
cient to sustain a bad debt deduction, (Hutehison v, Come
missiones, 15 BIA 1187 T.T. Wesd Supply, 41 BTA 965,) [ In
the case at bar, the petitioner did not conduct an Inquiry
or investigstion to asgertain the inability of his debtors
to pay, Consequently, we are constrained to afffirm the
disallowance of the petitioner's clais for bad debt deduce
tions, |

The petitioner claiuwed as deductions sundry expenses
totalling #1,212,40, of which the sum of #404,13 was dis~
allowed on the ground that the expenses were not supported
by papers or vouchers.
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section 30(a) (1) of the Tex Code authorizes the
deduction from gross Income of all the opdinary and ne-
cossary expenses paid or incurred during the taxable year
in caprying on any trade or business. It Is Incumbent
upon the taxpayer to prove that the expenses claimed as
deduct are opdinary and necessary,

The petitioner did noet show that the sundry expenses
0f ¥1o212,40 were wholly cxdinary and necessary. And In
default of supporting papers or vouchers, we cannot ascere
mmm_-—-murmumj
$inilarly, we are constrafned to afffirm the prespondent?s
detepnination disallowing the deduction claim in the amount
of PA0A,L3 as presumptively correct or legal.

The zespondent added to the taxable income of the
petitioner the sum of #8,000,00, the purchase price of »
Buick car which the latter bought from the Reliance wotars,
Ince In 1949, He presused that the $8,000.C0 wes undeclezed
income in 1949, thereby Isposing a 508 surcharge on the
anount of income tax due,

As tostiffed by the petitionex, the ¥8,000.00 with
which he purchased the Buick car came from his pre=war
savings deposit In the Fostal Savings Sank (t.Sensy pe 11)3
proteads from his fnsurance policy with the Sun Life Ase
surence Co, of Canada which matured In 1942 and was settled
in 1946 (teSeney Pe 12 ; see also Exhibit “J%, CTA rec,
pe 106); vental recefpts from the U8, Apmy for the cccu=
pation of his land In Resario and Agooy La Union (teSene,
Pe 145 See also Exhibit "Jel", CTA pec, p. 107)y and his

291
250 _



DECIS I(H »
Celehs GAGE NC, 320

1% -

wife'’s preewar savings account with Homte de Pledad {t,s.n,,
Pe 19 se9 alse Exhibit "Xel", CTA rec, p. 104), This
mtmbx evidence {8 not contradicted. Having boen
shown, without centradictlion, that the ¥#8,000,00 was an
income eaxned prlor to 1949, the same could not be taxed
in 1945,

1200 QETURN

In the 1950 return, the petitionar claimed the fole
lowing deductions: sundry expenses In business or proiese
sfon = $1,949,9C (Scheduls B of Exhibits "D" & "4%); tetal
expensss in farming e F1,183.25 (Schedule C of Exhibits
D* & "4%); and votal expenses Incurred in rental propere
ties = #1,033,7C (Schedule E of Exhibits D" & "4%), Gn
the ground that thesa expenses were not supported by papers
s vouchers, the respondent disallowed then to the exieat
of #604,10, +305,00 and #172.60, respectively,

Again, it may be tiatﬂ that the petitioner did net
show that the claimed expense deductisns for 1980 wexe
wholly exdinary and necedsary, And in the absence of supe
pewting peapers or vouchers, we ¢cannot deteraine whether
sald expenses were crdinary and necessary or otharwise,

In view of this situation, we have ne other alternative,
but tec affirm the respondent®s éisallowance of the sxpenses
te the extent of the respective smocunts of #E654,10, ¥305,00
and #172,60 on the ground that the respondent?s deterninae
tion 1s presuned to be correct,

In connection with the third issue of whether o net
the petitfoner fs liable for 5Gh suzchazge, it is the
theary of the respondent that the money with which the
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Bufck caxr was purchased was undeclared income for 1949,
5 ince the purchese price of the car was satisfactorily
shown to have come frem earnings made prior to 1943, and
should not tharefore be declared in the 19490 retura, the
imposition of the fraud penalty of 5U¢ lacks legal basis,

IN VIEW OF ALL THE FUHEGUING, the decision appealed
from 1s hereby modiffed, 1[he petitioner is orvered to pay
to the respondent or his suthorized representative the
sum of ¥796,26, computed in Annex “A" hereci, pius 5
sursharge for lote paywent and interest aé the rate of
1% pexr month from Marth 16, 1958, Wwithout special pro-
nouncement as to costs,

50 GDERED, ~

Manila, October 7, 1959,

i

Fresiding Yudge

1 abstalms

A

Associate Judge

- 293

A7t



AMEX A"

i241

Het income per TOLURN seecencccsccccccncccsne ¥ 2,746,689
Add; Disallowancess
1. Cost of repairs te be
capitalized (19,004,.22)s
::‘m elm in .ﬁmﬁ" F9,004,24
m on owable,, __m
’ Amount disallowed ,cecesccceccccosscscas
2, Depreciation on old building
fully depreciated secscesvssccsccccses
Net Income per findINgS ceecececreesssnsssccs @
Less: Personal exemption ccecescccescocsnenece 2
Income subject £0 $AX cececsssssecescosssosce i
Anount of tax dUe cesessssecscasesscessssccse |

L2459

Net income per retuUrn .ceseesessevccccsnscses I 1,282,999
Add: Disallowances:
l. Depreciation of old fully
“m“m butlding seese ¥ 180,00
g: Bad 1 9 cesnccvcvcccsecsvee 520,00
Genexral OXPENSeS cesscsecens ___m.n
Net income per fwiﬂ“ Iy g%
Less: Persenal 0Xemptions ceeescsceoscessvoce -—W

Met income subject O taX cecescecssecsccocse —— )
Amount of Ineon® tax GUE cecesccsccssssescsns p——

L2320

Net Income POr TOLULN cececcscccsccccsscassee ¥ 2,857,865
Add; Disallowances:

s General OXPONSAS cecesccsncs ¥ E04,10

2. Expenses on farming cesescee 35, W0

3. Expenses on rental propezty. __ 172,60
Net income pexr findiIngs .sesessccsensecossesess
Less: Fersonal exemptions ceecceesccsccscccce —P T
Net Income subject 10 L&X cecscvvccscsssscesse iV
Amount of tax e0ses0eccesscesvasosresenes -

X R Y Y P

Income tax due for 1947 csevcecccsccsccssnncse ¥ 748,80
Incone tax due for 1950 .cecesevecsccsscsncss

Total tax due 0800000000008 000008000NOGERORSY m
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