Rl o e e WL e SL b g 7 Ea S sl o2 SR e 2l i It

Jouy 15, 1808 INSURANCE & FINANCE CHRONICLE. 857
Beforc Court of Revision the Company contend- | “over and above the exemptions specified in sub-
of that 4s only assessable in respect of income | “sections 23 and 24 and 24 (a) of section 7 (lf‘llli.\

w0 the amonnt of $34,000, and that all in excess of that ' " Act, and such last year’s income in excess of such

am should be struck off the assessment roll.  The | " exempted sums shall be held to be its net personal

Court of [ovision confirmed the assessment of §6y2,- |~ property.” )

w0, and the Company then appealed to a Board of | All deductions other than these specified in this sec-

diree Connty Judges, under the provisions of the | tion are excluded.  Nowhere in the Act is this sort

Assessiit \ct, 1892, as amended by 60 Vie,, ch, “ oi income declared exempt from assessment, and the
|

greatest amount of exempted income under sub-sects
1], consisting of the Senior Judge of the | 23 and 24 and 24 (a) of section 7 is $700 i
Comty of Wentworth and the Judges of the Coun- | by the very terms, therefore, of section 31, thes:
ties of Halton and Drant, heard evidence and argu- | carnings form income liable to assessment. ' )
ment, andaiter consideration confirmed the assess- | But for the explicit language of section 31, I would
ment and Jismissed the appeal, and the Company ap- | lmvc_ lgl't'll inclined to agree with the view ‘
pealed to this Court. by ‘.\nulcr, Co. J.

Mr. Bruce for the appellants contended that the But Mr. Bruce conceded that the application of that
income asscssable under the Act is the amount which """It" of assessment would afford but slight relief to
ihe sharcholders of the Company become entitled to the Company.
receive for themselves as being their own. This he l agree that the decision of the Board of Judges
Cimed arounted to no more than $29,735.82, bui has not been snfn-fsfully impeached, and that the
he submitted to it being placed at $34,000, that amount appeal must be dismissed.
having been fixed by the late County Judge Sinclair,

w suggested

and adhered to in subsequent years though in excess
of the amount properly assessable.  As to the re- BOOK NOTICES.

mainder of the $602,000, he contended that it was not
income within the meaning of the Assessment Act. WE have received the reports of the Ins =

The sum seems to have been fixed by the assessor Commissioner of the State of :il:lh:mm Mr. “{“"I‘\,‘
45 the amount shown to have been received in former | Jackson; of the State of New Jersey '\l;- William
vears for interest, and dividends derived from the in- | Bettle; and of the State of New l'im;lpﬂ‘hi;'c Mr |||a|m
testments i which the Company has placed the sur- | C. Lineham. " Bt
plus funds, which have been accumulated and form o :
part of the assets of the Company. It is not disputed [uE special number of the Insurance Monitor for
that so much of these carnings as are allocated to the | July is an excellent production, and fully deserves the
dhareholders should be treated and assessed as in- | praise bestowed upon it by those who I);wac;\- a (:u nvL
come. Dut it is argued that the portion which may o ks Py

be allocated amongst the participating policy-holders ———————

by virtue of the Act of the Parliament of the Domin-

ion, 42 \ictoria, ch, 71, is a lability of the Company— PERSONALS.

is monev of the policy-holders and not of the Com- Mr A G s

pany—and <o not income of the Company in respect of Mg. A. GILLEAN, District Inspector of the Stand-

which it 1= assessable.  But it is money received by ard Life for London district, was in Montreal during

the Company through its transactions. It is earnings the week.

of the Company’s moneys under investment. The

fact that the Company does not propose to apply all
f its carnings for corporate purposes or for division .

amongst 1< shareholders cannot alter the nature of d v

the receipts. It is due only to the constitution of the @Otc’ an g t'myo

Company and the relations between it and its parti- o

cipating policv-holders that a portion only and not all N

of these receipts is divisible amongst the sharehold The Metropolitan Plate Glass Insurance C

ers. The participating policy-holders occupy a posi- | pany of New York will charge the cost of gmom‘.

tion somew hat analogous to that of partners in profits | upon all new policies issued to general exp ; lmps

only, and <o entitled to share in the profit income S—

carned Ly the business, The city fataers of Dénver, Col.. propose  to
The procecdings now in appeal having been taken | inflict a specific tax of $200 upon every persuﬁ firm

under the Assessment Act, 1892, we must resort to it, corporation or agency doing an insurance hu;incss
The persomal property of this Company [included | or writing a policy. - &

n \\llu.’ < income, sec. 2 (10)], is to be assessed

against it in the same manner as if it were an unin The Nor.hern Pazifi: will try the experiment of
arporate] partnership [sec. 34 (1) ] “carrying its own fire risk.” As fast as policies now
Section 11, seems to define the extent to which in in force expire, they will be cancelled, and the amount
ome 15 assessable and to virtually exclude all me- | usually paid in premiums will be set aside as a fire

thods of reducing the amount of income below what | fund.

may be vroduced by applving the rules there laid

down. eading that section as applicable to this Anather lamp explosion  An officc man em-

Compan it enacts that: “No Company deriving an | ployed by a fire insurance company in New York
mcome from any trade, or other source what- | lost his all last week by a fire in his apartments,

“'N'r\l' not declared exemnt by this Act, shall be | caused by a lamp exploding. His loss was $200,
“assesscd for a less sum as the amount of its net per- | without a cent of insurance. e has one consolation
"snnal carnings or income during the vear then last | in his loss. He cannot be fairly charged with incen-
past thun the excess of such earnings or income | diarism. 3




