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Case No. D21/22

Profits Tax — appellant purchasing and selling properties — whether the transactions were of
business nature or as family residence or permanent investment — whether expenses for
purchasing properties deductible — whether personal/married person and children allowance
deductible —sections 16(1), 17(1)(a), 68(4) and 70 of the Inland Revenue Ordinance (Chapter
112) (‘Ordinance’) [Decision in Chinese]

Panel: Loh Lai Ping Phillis (chairman), Ho Shuk Ying Sabrina and Lee Kwong Man.

Date of hearing: 9 August 2022.
Date of decision: 29 November 2022.

The appellant and her spouse (‘Mr A’) had three children. During the financial
years of 2007/08 and 2011/12, the appellant purchased and sold many properties. The
Assessor was of the view that the transactions were of business nature and assessable to
profits tax. The appellant objected to the assessment, stating that some of the properties were
purchased as family residence and should not be assessable to profits tax.

Upon considering all the evidence and information (eg electricity consumption,
mortgage interest and other expenses as well as provisional sale and purchase agreements
of some of the properties), the department issued a decision (‘Decision’) holding that the
transactions were all of business nature and the profits derived were assessable to profits
tax. The appellant lodged an appeal to the board (‘Board’), relying on the following
grounds: (1) five of the properties purchased (after changing from the original position that
all properties purchased) were for her family residence, and the profits derived from sale
should not be assessable to profits tax; (2) the department wrongfully failed to deduct
commission for estate agents, penal interest imposed by banks, fire insurance, renovation
costs and legal costs; (3) it was wrong for the department imposed an unfavourable
assessment against the appellant if it was because the appellant had objected to its previous
assessment against her sister; (4) the department refused to accept her request to pay the tax
by instalments despite her difficult financial situation; (5) the department had previously
collected $160,000 profits tax from her, and now requested another $730,000 of profits tax
from her again; (6) the income of Mr A during the financial years was insufficient to pay for
their family expenses. The department also did not allow deductions from her profits
personal/married person and children allowances.

Held:

Legal principles

1. The burden of disturbing the assessment rested upon the taxpayer. The
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‘onus of proving that the assessment appealed against is excessive or
incorrect’” under section 68(4) of the Ordinance could not be shifted (All
Best Wishes Limited v Commissioner of Inland Revenue (1992) 3 HKTC
750 and Real Estate Investments (NT) [Ltd v Commissioner of Inland
Revenue (2008) 11 HKCFAR 433 considered).

2. In considering the appeal, the primary factor was whether the appellant was
operating a business of purchasing and selling those properties during 5
years. In other words, whether the transactions were speculations of
business nature, or whether they were for family residence or as permanent
investment. In deciding whether the appellant was operating a business, the
key was whether her intention (at the time of acquisition of the properties)
was for disposing at profit or acquisition as permanent investment. A
permanent investment might be sold in order to acquire another investment
thought to be more satisfactory, and that did not involve an operation of
trade, whether the first investment was sold for profit or at a loss. What was
not possible was for an asset to be both trading stock and permanent
investment at the same time, nor for it to possess an indeterminate status —
neither trading stock nor permanent asset (Lionel Simmons Properties
Limited (in liquidation) and Others v Commissioners of Inland Revenue
[1980] 2 All ER798 considered).

3. The intention of the taxpayer at the time of acquisition and holding the asset
was a question of fact, and no single test could provide the answer. In
particular, the stated intention of the taxpayer could not be decisive and the
actual intention could only be judged by considering all the surrounding
circumstances, including things said and done, including things said and
done at the time, before and after (All Best Wishes Limited v Commissioner
of Inland Revenue (1992) 3 HKTC 750 considered).

4.  Whether a transaction amounted to a speculative activity of business nature
depended on all the facts and situations as well as the inter-reactions among
different factors. Matters generally regarded as badges of trade were: (1)
whether the transaction was one-off; (2) whether the transaction related to
the business operated by the taxpayer; (3) the nature of the subject; (4) mode
of the transaction; (5) source of finance; (6) whether the project was sold
‘as-is’ or after being processed; (7) whether the project was sold in one
batch; (8) intention at the time of acquisition; (9) whether the project
provided enjoyment or income to the taxpayer before sale. An individual or
one-off transaction could also amount to speculative activity of business
nature. The list was not exhaustive, and none of the factors was decisive
(Marson (H.M. Inspector of Taxes) v Morton and related appeals [1986] 1
WLR 1343 and Real Estate Investments (NT) [.td v Commissioner of
Inland Revenue (2008) 11 HKCFAR 433 considered).

Whether speculative activity
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5. The period during which the appellant held the properties was short, which
was a powerful and obvious indicator that they belonged to speculative
activity of business nature. Evidence showed that the appellant and Mr A
were unable to repay mortgage loan during the relevant tax years. The
appellant’s allegation that she and her family had resided in five of the
properties was totally illogical and unbelievable. In fact, the appellant did
not provide evidence to show that she and her family did reside in those
properties. Even if the appellant had resided in those properties for short
intervals, the intention of acquiring those properties was for profit-making
as if the properties were commodities, and not as long-term residence of her
and her family. Further, the appellant’s transactions were frequent; the
mode of transactions revealed persistent and repetitive trade operation; the
source of fund in acquiring and holding those properties came from loans,
and neither she nor Mr A had the financial means to repay mortgage loans
or hold the properties on a long-term basis (D52/03, IRBRD, vol 18, 577
considered).

Whether expenses deductible

6. In deciding whether certain part of an expense was deductible, an objective
measure must be used, and section 16(1) of the Ordinance authorized the
Commissioner to ascertain the amount incurred during the period in the
production of profits in respect of which the taxpayer was chargeable to tax
(So Kai Tong v Commissioners of Inland Revenue [2004] 2 HKLRD 416
considered).

7. Inassessing the profits tax of the relevant financial years, the Commissioner
had deducted the general expenses incurred in the transactions, including
legal costs, stamp duties, estate agents’ commissions, renovation costs and
interest expenses. For the bank penal interests, rents and repair costs of
certain properties, the appellant did not provide any documents to show that
she had inflicted (or inflicted through profits generated from sale of those
properties) the said expenses. For rental of certain properties, the Board did
not believe the appellant’s allegation that she rented the properties back
from the purchasers for a period of 6 months soon after she sold them to the
purchasers. In any event, the expenses were her family’s or her personal
expenses. For estate agents’ commissions, removal costs of unauthorized
building structure at the roof and renovation costs, the appellant did not
institute claim for those expenses. The appellant also did not provide any
payment record, documents or detailed information for those expenses. In
the premises, the appellant’s claimed expenses were not deductible.

Personal/Married person and children allowances

8. No personal/married person allowance was deductible from the profits
derived by the appellant from the properties’ transactions. The allowance
could only be claimed by electing personal assessment, but the appellant
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did not join Mr A to apply for personal assessment. The relevant point did
not constitute any ground(s) of appeal.

Appeal dismissed.
Cases referred to:

Lionel Simmons Properties Limited (in liquidation) and Others v Commissioners
of Inland Revenue [1980] 2 All ER798

All Best Wishes Limited v Commissioner of Inland Revenue (1992) 3 HKTC 750

Marson (H.M. Inspector of Taxes) v Morton and related appeals [1986] 1 WLR
1343

Real Estate Investments (NT) Ltd v Commissioner of Inland Revenue (2008) 11
HKCFAR 433

So Kai Tong v Commissioners of Inland Revenue [2004] 2 HKLRD 416

D52/03, IRBRD, vol 18, 577

Appellant in person.
Yun Rita and Chan Wai Lin, for the Commissioner of Inland Revenue.
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- %6 — — 220,800 — —
- %7 — — 43,425 — —
- P %8 — — 130,123 — —
- ¥ %9 — — 172,932 — —
- ¥ %10 — — — 24,812 —
- P ¥E11 — — — 729,722 —
- P E12 — — — 526,064 —
- %13 — — — 619,848 —
- P %14 — — — 523,273 —
- ¥ %15 — — — 211,096 —
- P %16 — — — 210,766 —
- P E17 — — — — 869,364
& 7% ) B 357,708 53,700 567,280 2.845.581 869,364
& B AR 32,233 8,055 85,092 426,837 118,404

Pl EAPEFE 1D 1T RERIEE S LB AT g ET
MRS - BB L L gRT T ek (A4
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FE1 F %2 $E3 pE4 P ES FEG6
Eh | 1,680,000 1,400,00 1,380,001,400,000 1,250,00 1,480,00
0 0 0 0
PAIRE S 1.450.00 1.,300.,00 1.,250.00 1.325.00 1.160.00 1.220.00
0 0 0 0 0 0
230,000 100,000 130,000 75,000 90,000 260,000
R mERY 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000
= Ty ) 200 200 200 200 200 200
P 14,500 13,000 12,500 13,250 11,600 12,200
PR 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000
PR n 4 16,800 14,000 13,800 14,000 12,50 14,800

0
ST 12.65 3.989 — — — —
3 ] ] ]

ek A L 173,847 56,811 91,500 35,550 53,700 220,800

FET FES FEO FEI0 FEIL FELD
i 1,690,0002,000,0002,430,0002,850,0003,080,0002,500,000
R~ 1.450.,0001.800,0002.080,0002,700,0002,100,0001.790.000
240,000 200,000 350,000 150,000 980,000 710,000
R R R 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000
= Ty 3 200 200 8,200 40,600 10,200 200
Pt 14,500 18,000 20,800 27,000 21,000 17,900
gl 100,000 — 100,000 — 100,000 100,000
iR 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,160 6,000
FAEa 4 16,900 20,000 24,300 28,500 30,800 25,000
ST 52,975 19,677 11,768 17.08 76,118 28.836

8

& 7% ) B 43,425 130,123 172,932 24,812 729,722 526,064

%13 $¥14 $F¥15 $F¥16 $ %17

U L L o U

EH 2,550,0003,050,0002,500,0002,800,0003,050,000
PRI P 1,720,0002,280.,0002,200,0002.,480.,0002.,000,000
830,000 770,000 300,000 320,0001,050,000

B ORMER R 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000
Er oL A 200 28,200 20,200 37,300 200

PrEa 17,200 22,800 22,000 24,800 20,000
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=iy 100,000 100,000 — — 100,000
FHRERFY 6,000 6,100 6,000 6,000 6,100
L AR AL 25,500 30,500 25,000 28,000 30,500

SUER 55,252 53.127 9.704 7,134
17,836
&7 f B 619,848 523,273 211,096 210,766 869.364

bR AR § b f—fm’am?%wwiwﬂ
?*f’t&g_,ﬁa;‘»\/\mﬁw,;,az)@,i}

1217+ 3 4 32

VB OM R TR AT R

Jeamfid Eeng g o R AR T R

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

(3)

(6)

(7)

(8)

P A A AL 4 g 4L o

=

FEABE R - B AR XE R (T T HEX
Bt e
P G R HRE P ESE Y
EFHE MR RB D g E e
Ly 766,350 o

P A BRA T BERALEZ AR B, FL1I 17N
A¥ag KRR H (F R A B e HofS s %‘ff—%i“
PET~8~9~ 11~ 12132 17% iF4s 88 RA e s 97 o
Bofs o P ARHER G ES L 122 17 S iF
BRA B oar s 3o w1 50,000~ ~300,000~ ~200,000

i\4

2% 300,000 %65 4 B P L
P RANF EIZ AL - & 0 d N Lk

BotoE ’&h—‘i’ﬁ‘a‘&%ﬁi U TR
%AﬁrﬁAEJ

&{%?vQ%ﬁE%%
ﬁ#* 7 4 B

FRORAETR

$ELIZT7~9~10~13216 (FiZF * iFF 37 4 &2 RA
Bowrchl ) g KRB L 4o
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%1 +£2 %3 %4 ¥ ES %6 PFE7
Pt 4 14,500 13,000 12,500 13,300° 12,000% 12,200 14,500
‘% kEn g 16,800 14,000 13,800 14,000 12,500 14,800 16,900
(E=4 %’j 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000
SU-NE R 50,000 50,000 — — — 50,000 50,000
D ?:'f — 8,000 — — — — 80,000
% — — 5,000 — — — —
s 8 _ _ _ _ _ 200,000
%9 X210 %13 %14 P E15 P %16
Pt 4 20,800 27,000 17,200 22,800 22,000 24,800
‘%: HEn 24,300 28,500 25,500 30,500 25,000 28,000
(=800 %’f 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000
A4 2 L 50,000 88,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
50,000
2y - — 70,000  — - -
§om g 5,000  — 10,000  — — —
% %'f 60,000 — 300,000 300,000 200,000 —
£ 1 20,000 — — — —
14. Bl W ARNMERE M PR B f BT R VA
Ve ? 7},'. :
(1) #£7-8-9-11-12~132 17 (T 3 4 § 5 8 fL
el B Fl B e £ ) g R
%7 %8 %9 %11 F£12 %513 $ ¥£17
Freh s A B3R A R A B R A et gt R4
N
HAR AR
AAL 4 AAL A

(2) T HIE > FET-8-9-112 17h% § £ ¢

r Hskp W * R R
g7 09-08-2008 208
11-09-2008 419

PP E A4 HAEN £ 5 13300~ 0 L BB 13250 ~ (R @®)EER ] 550~ -
YR E S  RAEM £ S 12,000 % 0 2 iER A T3 E 9 11,600 & (5 (8)%F F F )
% 400 ~ o

16

Verified Copy Last reviewed date: March 2024



(2022-23) VOLUME 37 INLAND REVENUE BOARD OF REVIEW DECISIONS

Eul S RN, LIS
11-10-2008 389
08-11-2008 241
10-12-2008 155
12-01-2009 177
11-02-2009 178
12-03-2009 170
14-04-2009 201
13-05-2009 209
11-06-2009 327
06-07-2009 376

%8 14-07-2009 124
14-08-2009 551
12-09-2009 526
14-10-2009 503
22-10-2009 79

P %9 10-12-2009 48
04-01-2010 60

P %11 10-09-2009 107
12-10-2009 55
10-11-2009 146

%17 13-05-2011 30
14-06-2011
29-06-2011 1

15. b A A H2007/083 2011/12%k 4 B B W A LI mE Y HF

~ 7 2. = 2
L ;l*ﬁ ENTIE RPN N

16. FfLL E e YD P2 ZAF B E222009/10 2 2010/118 7 5
M 9316l L2 B § % FT

& w
¥ B R 114 #BYV'E BH iy BIHE

4% 4] 4% 4]
1

%9 06-11-2009-05-01-2010 7,050 1,398 14,677 23,125

# %10 09-04-2010-15-06-2010 10,004 2,590 22,072 34,666
# %11 18-08-2009-01-09-2010 31,511 1,260 12,043 44,814
# %12 05-07-2010-21-12-2010 14,731 1,519 12,147 28,397
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# o
% B 7 114 #BV'E BH iy KIHE

# %13 30-03-2010-01-03-2011 29,949 1,255 13,735 44,939
# %14 09-07-2010-10-03-2011 23,303 1,596 16,311 41,210

$ #£15 30-11-2010-31-01-2011 4,151 — 5,000 9,151
¥ #$16 08-12-2010-10-01-2011 2,746 2,170 12,400 17,316
220,493

17. VO Ee d B B E32 100 RmE 4

HoF M EHET T T

(1) 134 M8 E3@id £ g RAZA £813,800%;

(2) FHFAMLFEIORL g amn £ 3142507
Ao 2£$28,500 % -

18. l;_—‘l,;[f»m,—»ﬁ—ﬁ;y% L*%&,ﬁzmg’f » fL AR B 2021 & 77
26 % 1 CE AR R A EIINTSARE 2R LR
;‘b\ﬁ& ﬁv ’ h‘T IE? /Fﬁ /F‘ ,%VR?]J ]5' fﬂ-‘ °

19. '_’)f,:&ﬁsfp_q}*ﬂ‘#—_ %t‘“r:}”km?“)‘[,v‘%aU(S) B
2R} EEAERRBAE TN TR E R B L e

20. 4 L6 R E P Y 520102X0 Xp [+ 2 5 82)(
A B rﬁéﬁj,ﬁﬁzzo 800~ H2010/11 3 A & B h = miliE - 3 & &
2009/103% fi & B 3+ & o

21. P RBRY AT 2R D B A E TR (2
Fl6/ ) REBTAD LS JHFEDTIL 2§ RAEZD & ek

22. FOBEINEE O N & & LN B IOV SR
32007/08 ~ 2009/10 % 2010/11 3% A & & ] 7 f i3 3740~
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£ # 3= e g B

dot P EONRTEHRANE
R ARCIELIRLIE
- ¥ ¥3

7

[T
e
p—
[w)

R R g
e
O

p—
o — O

p—
> RV I N

AR - 22l ok A L -
R ARCIE LU
- ¥ £3
- ¥+ %10
] A
- 759
- 3 %¥103x 16
&+ A 1

-l

T SR A

B TR A e T

(1) 2007/083 4t & A& f1 7 fi:

2007/08 2009/10 2010/11
357,708 567,280 2,845,581
— — 220,800
13,800 — —
— — 28,500
— 11,768 —
— — 17,088
— — 76,118
— — 28,836
— — 55,252
— — 53,127
— — 9,704
— — 7,134
371,508 579,048 3,342,140
— 220,800 —
— — 14,250
— 23,125 —
— — 220,493
371,508 335,123 3,107,397
34,441 50,268 466,109

Bos= 1B 357,708 % 2 i # AL 25 32,233 7 0 4 5 3T
A1 371,508~ 2 fi $ift 334,441 7 o

(2)  2008/093% f & B FI @ fu:

B i= 1 53,700~ 2 Ji 84 58,055~ » 3 i o

(3) 2009/103k & B 1 7 f =
7= A f1 B 567,280 % 2 i B 485,092 % 0 B 0 5 E
FfAl ¥ 335,123~ % i #f 050,268 % o

(4)  2010/113 4 & & f) @ f 3= fo:
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s 3= 41 i# 2,845,581 ~ 2 )T&éﬂqu;‘x426 8377 » Hf 4 i
3= A A1 3,107,397~ 2 fis M f 466,109 ~ o

(5) 2011/12%fm & B §1 & f#:
3 f1 i 869,364 % 2 Ji M 2 118,404~ s 5 A F o

24, RS R L RS R

E. AN FE peEL- R

25. 13RO B 2020540 280 (R T et REG R
%2022£4728p 2 kEd 4R g Ffc) n LA P E 20228705

P N 3B ALE B 3202287 120 hL R 2 A ﬁ‘?f%’ff’b A
PR e

(1) L’ﬁ;&{&v%%?_% Eﬁ-%’»f” L1217 Wiz (T &
TA IR AT e

(2) #OF HITRE jerEfa i S hE o B RS ET
89~ 11 ~12~13% 17% 14 88 R A é‘f’l%.b'“ri—,ﬂf’;?iﬁi
FF o ES8~11~122 178 5% ivd 82 R A eh B 97 [
* %13 (5)E )

(3) K AR MR b A 20227 50 h

2GR AR ET 811121315216

AT R DR T e g AR R R A R -

B ET L8 R A A I8 N8 p A &y

Eehfl B3 ERAA R -

(ﬂn Tﬁﬁlﬁ

(4) H@ P HAAEBRRITED T B ;: r
R B LT £T7-8-11~12% 15[

"ST“ =
-fl\
‘%# *31“ 2&
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/~}i_1_
S E ] EF T B R A S E AT BT R E TR S
R B RE AR

(5) rwAimmrkipgpide o BAEYEESE G
(4 £13 6 9\10\13\14\16£17) T ]
Fﬁcﬁé\'f f«?fft,"
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Lo F ARAE B Kﬂv%g* WE TR

(7)1
, g4 ’}s [+ (éf'lih ) ‘fl])m‘f fj{, I‘?f)?_,m’—’- ) 4 .%T g

(8) FaF A Fd R AGAFFIFIR > LRI R e
s P »\Eifmm.t F o _Q]L\ = i 4 ﬁ'ﬂ,}.$

(9) @ Afgarh L ED S B B 1 160,000~ 1] F
froo @ I PEX w2 B2730,000 % 1 7 L o 4 B R H 2
fAfE s PR HMAE X1,000,0007 chfi oo

F=t

(10) 3% A dp s ¥ BT § 4 13 1740 ) DR 2 de

-

() PR A et rd ik d Y ik AR
W BFEITITOERE > &2 Joip s 2 R
Wﬁ\ﬁﬁﬁé‘”%iﬁﬁﬁo

(b) Pg%&%?ékﬁé‘éﬂﬁ‘?‘?—r;dﬁj@i

e S HEF FL1 2782 17HBE HF
#e s B E R4 HRF ) L50,0005 0
& % 250,000~ -

(i) w8 L12E  #rirLiferd L p
nf%;@L;J»ﬂﬁw,4nig$m5mm’
P £ £ 63,000 -

(i) % o4 £74 4 7 88,0005 % Faig i -

P

(¢) P #H AN BEMmEEF P Y 2T M

(1) M8 E£IELdas g mn 427500~

11 E- SR WE il I%L ¥ 2 %% 300,000~ -
P

(I1) F 3 A dqd chfe i AAL 2 0§ M sk B & 0 i
e » © 4 11,900~ » £ 3 L2 X @ Pt EE L
ikl AP BB ORI ERFRG LEEB AR

Sﬁ%iyg% Fed o PR A gt 2010 & X p X P ETIRFENNESE NI -HE > AF § B
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VLR 2 B ARE PR 0 M Ls

2 o

26. ¥ @%F%ﬂ’ﬁ£¢iﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁiﬁ‘*iﬁﬁ ¢
L RBFPE((FFEUIW: 2 5213 17) pEF-EA L TEE
B FALERLA AT AR PER, m*% %ﬁ’%%%;Jiﬂ_
]Féﬁ&ﬁﬂﬂéﬁ%)%‘\;{,\]ﬁ’ﬁ‘o

27. # Lionel Simmons Properties Limited (in liquidation) and

Others v Commissioners of Inland Revenue [1980] 2 All ER798- % ¢ >
Lord Wilberforce# 7 £ ¥ 2 L 27 S ¥ 2 L DAL B - AT p AR ¢
TARELTASEY A2 O MELLEREFTAFOLR - f R DR
A EFARMABEFLAARFT20RA TR BT - (TS
I 4

a?ﬁ:%mpmﬂfﬁfﬁﬁ’lﬁﬁﬁ e %&i%&?ﬁﬂi
B &4 >+ 2 2 4 3 eh Elro—xﬁfﬁé_%?é‘b}’ﬁfﬁa $F A%
FAFA "3 FREFAREDRE TREALFEFASFTAFTA

WM PR e
¢ Trading requires an intention to trade: normally the
question to be asked is whether this intention existed at the
time of the acquisition of the asset.  Was it acquired with the
intention of disposing of it at a profit, or was it acquired as a
permanent investment? Often it is necessary to ask further
questions: a permanent investment may be sold in order to
acquire another investment thought to be more satisfactory;
that does not involve an operation of trade, whether the first
investment is sold at a profit or at a loss ... What I think is not
possible is for an asset to be both trading stock and permanent
investment at the same time, nor for it to possess an
indeterminate status — neither trading stock nor permanent
asset. It must be one or the other ... ( % 800F % e¢X hf )

EEF BRI ERER AL

28. 7+ All Best Wishes Limited v Commissioner of Inland Revenue
(1992) 3 HKTC 750- % ¢ B X AT F Jfﬁ DA RRREE 2 F ’?‘é_ﬂf
L RALAI A EE *:E—«‘L— BMTEFORIE > L3 - PRETHREE
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oA o pRATEREAIREELTE > FHIBCEILSEEIRT
FIondkE £ F ) BHpOAH] ’%?'FJEZ LB Em-
FREEZFRRD . R E TR uﬁ%ﬂ&%frﬁ‘ﬁmi\i%},ﬁ’é#’é%{
PFs 2w 2 2 TR R M E 0 AT P BT

iR 2R e 4o T
‘... The intention of the taxpayer, at the time of acquisition,
and at the time when he is holding the asset is undoubtedly of
very great weight. And if the intention is on the evidence,
genuinely held, realistic and realisable, and if all the
circumstances show that at the time of the acquisition of the
asset, the taxpayer was investing in it, then I agree. But as
it is a question of fact, no single test can produce the answer.
In particular, the stated intention of the taxpayer cannot be
decisive and the actual intention can only be determined upon
the whole of the evidence. Indeed, decisions upon a person’s
intention are commonplace in the law. Itis probably the most
litigated issue of all. It is trite to say that intention can only
be judged by considering the whole of the surrounding
circumstances, including things said and things done. Things
said at the time, before and after, and things done at the time,
before and after. Often it is rightly said that actions speak
louder than words...” ( % 771§ )

29, FOFERIEFLAATEF 2L LR A Z LW L
Ak a LE R G

30. FRABENFTAFF]AFTAFDALRAL 2 £ & 500 2
WA A DT RE- BEF AR DR o

31 3R A %L’rﬁ»ﬁ;:’v’v’ﬁ‘uilﬁlﬁ‘ﬂé‘é Ti’ﬁ"‘\"‘/‘@gi}ﬁ%ﬁi?f“

FrmhB%w TR a3 FHERODAAEY BN ZEFLIRLE T
BB T U R b o

33. # Marson (H.M. Inspector of Taxes) v Morton and related
appeals [1986] 1 WLR 1343- % ¢ » & %% i % % % | {5 » Sir Nicolas
Browne-Wilkinson VCEP’?‘ ;T A RO C:

23

Verified Copy Last reviewed date: March 2024



(2022-23) VOLUME 37 INLAND REVENUE BOARD OF REVIEW DECISIONS

(1) H- - xfema b moEs s L FaRhs (s
1347F % HE) o

(2) - AP AFHLABFTORPES > AR R
FEt G R AR 2 3 R G 2B a3 R F(
1348F % BE) o

(3) - AR L F ¥ ik e (badges of trade) i ¥ 7 4o 7
() %2 h LF - S
(b) #=2 A LT oMM GEFHLRTG M
(c) H %o
(d) #Zm2EiFd?E
(e) F &k
(f) #Z3p R mS e 88
(g) #A P & - il
(h) BE§ @i B
(i) #APALFTLFERFIPRAEET ZI X PR

BT~ o

FHRA LA B 2G F o § ¢ g H - P Ak

F*m’lwwbi&m#ﬁﬁlumb%wa;@@m;g@,o;;ngﬂ;

= *a‘?mii‘*’ﬂ:% FEITRIEFA T FRTERE

b o

ﬁl#{p%*% LFh A L eniR 6 (%1348 D-H
£ $1349F A-BE) -

34. #+ Real Estate Investments (NT) Ltd v Commissioner of Inland
Revenue (2008) 11 HKCFAR 433- % ¢ » % % ;2 )ie_;fg] AT R - B R
LR Y EFFBLTATAMR  LFRH BB EPH T2 gy
}E,s o

‘The question of whether property is trading stock or a capital
asset is always to be answered upon a holistic consideration of
the circumstances of each particular case...” ( % 452F % 55§ )

35. - ?}t/‘ffu % ¥ 1% 35 (badges of trade) =1 ¥ 3 it & i 4 5
MR s - IE P EFE #Pﬁ Y- F,ﬁﬂ\?\é‘,fggggﬁgﬁi;g_ > >
@miﬁ’éﬂﬁuﬁﬁ—ﬁB{AiL_ R R E BB R RIT 2
Fehy g o
B AR FL 718 P
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36. # So Kai Tong v CIR
Bk BEE FER L GeR

2004] 2 HKLRD 416- % # - 3 f 4 3
4 w - R AR

BN
=

=

e EpEY g d o B
| %

AR %rfﬁ’%ﬁ*%ﬁm @ AR B % 16(1) 5 AR A &
EVETIHBELY o4 5P LA A2 BEATIE 2R HE HE
Ro= e

‘...The two English cases of Copeman v William Food &
Sons ... and Earlspring Properties Ltd v Guest ... held that
where the Revenue had concluded that the expense was not
wholly and exclusively incurred for the purpose of the
taxpayer’s business, it was for the Revenue to determine as a
fact how much, if any, of the expense could be treated as so
incurred...’

REF T LR RA

37. % All Best Wishes Limited - % ¥ » & % &gz § 4y I 45 f33=

e E AT R4 e

MR e Ao

‘It must be remembered that the burden of disturbing the
assessment, rests upon the taxpayer.’

38. # Real Estate Investments (NT) Ltd - ¢ » ¢ R & % =
FACR AR @i F A7 5 68(4)iE TP 1 w7 A e ‘%ﬁ@ 5 &7
TREDREFTE R AR P T BEFTEE T HEB D

MM R Y AT
‘ It is natural and appropriate to strive to decide on
something more satisfying than the onus of proof. And it
should generally be possible to do so. But tax appeals do
begin on the basis that, as s. 68(4) of the Inland Revenue
Ordinance provides, ‘[t]he onus of proving that the assessment
appealed against is excessive or incorrect shall be on the

appellant.” And it is possible although rare for such an
appeal to end — and be disposed of — on that basis.” ( % 445F
% 32F)

‘As for the notion of a shifting onus, such a notion is seldom
if ever helpful. Certainly it cannot shift the onus of proof
from where s.a68(4) of the Inland Revenue Ordinance places
it, namely on a taxpayer who appeals against an assessment to
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show that it is excessive or incorrect.” ( % 446F % 35§ )
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