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BEFORE THE STATEBOARD O EQUALIZATION

OF THE STATE OF CALIFOXNIA

“n the Vatter of the Appeal of %

PACIFZC COMPANY )
Arpearances:
Tor Rppellarz: Garret W. McEnerney, Attorney

For Respondent: Reynold E. Blight, Franchise Tax Commis-
sioner

This 1s an appeal under Secticn 25 of the Banxz and Cecrpe-
razion Franchise Tax Act (Chap. .3, Stats.1929l_from the acti:
of the Franchise Tax Commissicnéer In overruling the protest of

Pacific Company against a proposec assessment of an additional
tax of $329.20.

Trhe sole point invo_vec irn this appea’ 1s the cuestion of
the constituticrality of the requiremeat of the Bank and Cozpo-
razion Franchise Taz act (Chap. 13, Stats, 1929) that incore |

. from all sources (including that derived from tax esxempt feder:
state and municipzal bonds and securities) be used in the calcu-
laticn of the ta-. Counsel for Zppellant have arcgued earnestl
aad persuasively that this provision 1s unconstitutiocnzl and
have citec convincing authorities to this effect, However,
for the reascons set ferth in our opinicn in the case ¢f Jexrbex
Manufactuzing Company (filed Rugust &, 1930), we do nct feel
Warran-ed in holcirg zhe law unconstitutional. ©On authority
of our decision in that appeal, we belleve that we must sustair
tke acticn of the Commissioner.

— v ey e

Pursaars <0 the views ervressed in the opiniocr of the
Board on file in this prcceeding, and good cause appearing
“herefor,

IT IS HEREBY CORPERED, ADJULGED AND DECREZELD, that the actic
of Reynold E. Blight, Franchise Ta: Commissicner, 1in overruling
the protest of Pacific Company, a corporation, against a pro-
fosed assessment of an additionzl ta: of $329.20, urder Chapter

3, Statutes c¢Z 1929, be and the same is hereby sustained.

~Dene at Sacramento, California, this 4th day of August,
® 1930, oy the State 3oarc of B uaé%ﬁg’_mmtﬁha'rman
e
r .
oo g. gse egt: ember
LTTEST: Dimwell L. FPlerce, Secretary
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