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Case Analysis 
Case facts
Borough v. Sisters of Charity
· 1970: Sisters put in place an additional building in the hospital grounds
· 1972: The Providence professional building was open for operation 
· Sisters rented 1st, 2nd and 3rd floors to 35 doctors who were not employees of the Hospital
· 1973: Tax amounting to $43,416 was accessed for the three stories because they were not used for hospital purposes
· The court ruled out that the three stories did not meet the requirements of exclusive use, hence no tax exemption.
Barnes Hospital vs. Collector
Barnes Hospital has a 39,989 sq. feet building
· The building is leased to Washington University Medical School staff
· To be used for part-time faculty, private use and medical school faculty functions 
· Tax collector filled a case, that the building was not charitable yet a leased space
· The court ruled out that the building was used exclusively, and it met the three considerations. They include Exclusive use for patient care, non-profit purpose, and it benefited an indefinite number of people.
The rationale behind opposite conclusions
The two courts arrived at opposite conclusions for similar cases since one did not qualify the provisions of charitable donations. On its part, Borough v. Sisters of Charity case was considered inapplicable by the court since the rent, which was collected from three floors, was termed as a benefit to the hospital financially, yet it is supposed to be a non-profit organization. Again, the three stories were not used to benefit an indefinite number of people and society in general. Precisely, those who rented the premises were doctors from other hospitals, and the sister hospital helped the proceeds since a total of $43,416 tax was recovered. Notably, the government does not allow non-profit hospitals to rent out their spaces to non-affiliated employees as well as organizations. The court was with the view that exempting the rent from the doctors who were no employees of the hospital is the same taking money from the government, and is against the law. On the other hand, the court exempted Barnes Hospital from paying taxes because the leased space benefited indefinite number of persons in addition to being exclusively used. Again, the tax collector's claim that Barnes Hospital building was leased for private could not be considered by the court since the hospital did not intend to make a profit from the initiative.
The more persuasive interpretation
Among the two interpretations, the one relating to Borough v. Sisters of Charity case is more persuasive because the court ensured that its ruling was in line with Article 9 of Finance and Taxation. Cuneo (2015) confirms that Article 9 of the constitution directs all the portions used exclusively for educational, non-profit religious organizations, cemetery, and charitable purposes shall be exempted from tax. In light of the above description, it is evident that the Sisters of Charity building did meet the provision of tax exemption, and courts decision towards the case was exceptional. Cuneo (2015) provided a clear view of the situation by suggesting that the non-affiliated doctors were not supposed to pay tax-free rent, and the taxation law demands such payments be taxed.
	When it comes to Barnes Hospital vs. Collector case, the interpretation seems not to be much persuasive. I have arrived on this decision based on the grounds that Washington University Medical staff was not part of Barnes Hospital, and most of them had leased the building for private use. In my opinion, I would not agree with the court's decision that Barnes Hospital met all provisions of tax exemption because the non-affiliated staff paid rent for the space they had leased. Overall, Barnes Hospital was not regularly and actually used exclusively for charitable purposes.
Leasing space to vendors
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Leasing a Hospital's space to vendors does not pave the way for tax exemption. Regan, (2017) suggest that the amount received by a hospital from a private corporation for payment of space leased demands to be taxed. The decision was made on grounds that the services from by vendor are not part of the hospital's activities. In the first place, Vendors like McDonald Restaurant are corporations whose proceeds demands to be subjected to taxation. The fact that the restaurant will be exclusively used for patient care, in addition to benefiting an indefinite number of persons, it does not qualify to be a non-profit organization (Cuneo, 2015). The main reason why McDonald Restaurant does not meet the three provisions for tax exemption is that it is second-largest private employer, whose revenues demands to be taxed. Again, its main revenues come from the rent, royalties, fees paid by franchisees, and restaurant sales (Cuneo, 2015). These revenues are not included in Article 9 of taxation and finance, and they do qualify for tax exemption. 
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