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T.C. Memo. 1945-182

Expenses for uniforms specifically required by a taxpayer’s business, used solely for
business  purposes,  and  not  suitable  as  a  substitute  for  regular  clothing  are
deductible as ordinary and necessary business expenses.

Summary

This case concerns whether a California Highway Patrol officer could deduct the
cost of new uniform items and uniform cleaning expenses from his gross income for
the 1940 tax year.  The Tax Court held that these expenses were deductible as
ordinary and necessary business expenses. The court reasoned that the uniform was
required for the officer’s work, was not a substitute for regular clothing, and was
subject to significant wear and tear, thus distinguishing it from personal apparel.

Facts

The petitioner, a California Highway Patrol officer, sought to deduct $120.02 for
new uniform items and $52.50 for uniform cleaning from his 1940 gross income. The
officer used the uniform primarily while on duty. The uniform cost two to three times
more than civilian attire. The uniform was subject to substantial wear and required
frequent cleaning.

Procedural History

The  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue  disallowed  the  deductions,  leading  the
officer to petition the Tax Court for a redetermination of the deficiency. The Tax
Court reviewed the case to determine whether the uniform expenses constituted
deductible business expenses or non-deductible personal expenses.

Issue(s)

Whether  the  costs  of  purchasing  and  maintaining  a  required  law  enforcement
uniform are deductible as ordinary and necessary business expenses under Section
23(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue Code,  or  whether  they  constitute  non-deductible
personal expenses under Section 24(a)(1) of the Code.

Holding

Yes, because the uniform was specifically required for the officer’s job, used solely
for business, and was not suitable as a replacement for regular clothing. The court
found these expenses to be ordinary and necessary for carrying on the officer’s
trade or business.

Court’s Reasoning

The court considered Section 23(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code, which allows
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deductions for  ordinary and necessary business expenses,  and Section 24(a)(1),
which  disallows  deductions  for  personal,  living,  or  family  expenses.  The  court
distinguished the uniform from ordinary clothing based on its specific requirement
for  the officer’s  job,  its  sole  use for  business  purposes,  its  high cost,  and the
significant wear and tear it endured. The court referenced prior IRS rulings, noting
inconsistencies in how uniform expenses were treated across different occupations.
The  court  cited  I.T.  3373,  which  stated  that  if  wearing  apparel  is  specifically
required by the taxpayer’s  business,  is  used solely  in  the business,  and is  not
adaptable to general or continued wear as a replacement for regular clothing, the
cost is a deductible business expense. The court emphasized that the determination
is a factual one, stating, “Whether amounts expended in the acquisition of uniforms
required in a trade or business and for keeping them clean and in repair constitute
deductible  expenses  is  a  question  of  fact  which must  be  determined upon the
evidence in each case.” Based on the specific facts presented, the court likened the
uniform  expenses  to  the  cost  of  other  job-related  equipment,  which  the
Commissioner  already  allowed  as  deductions.

Practical Implications

This case provides precedent for law enforcement officers and other professionals
required to wear specific  uniforms.  It  clarifies  that  the cost  of  purchasing and
maintaining  such  uniforms  can  be  deductible  if  the  uniform is:  (1)  specifically
required for the job, (2) used solely for work-related activities, and (3) not a suitable
substitute  for  regular,  everyday  clothing.  This  ruling  helps  taxpayers  and  tax
advisors to differentiate between deductible uniform expenses and non-deductible
personal  clothing expenses.  The case also highlights the importance of  keeping
detailed records of uniform costs and usage to substantiate deductions. Subsequent
cases and IRS rulings have built upon this principle, further refining the criteria for
deductibility based on specific factual circumstances.


