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T.C. Memo. 1963-235

Customer payments to a utility for extensions and connections reduce the utility’s
depreciable basis in the assets until those payments are refunded, at which point the
refunded amount is added back to the basis.

Summary

Elizabethtown  Water  Co.  sought  to  deduct  depreciation  on  extensions  and
connections funded by customer payments. The Tax Court addressed whether the
company’s obligation to refund these payments affected its depreciable basis. The
court held that the customer payments diminished the company’s investment and
thus its depreciable basis. When refunds were made, they constituted an addition to
the basis. The obligation to repay was considered too speculative to constitute an
accruable liability. The court’s ruling aligned with the Detroit Edison principle that
customer contributions reduce a utility’s depreciable asset base.

Facts

Elizabethtown Water Co. received payments from customers to cover the costs of
extending water lines and making connections. The company had agreements to
refund these payments under certain conditions. Some agreements had a ten-year
limitation on the refund obligation, while others had indefinite repayment terms,
particularly for curb connections. The company sought to deduct depreciation on
these  extensions  and  connections,  arguing  that  its  obligation  to  make  refunds
distinguished the case from Detroit Edison.

Procedural History

The  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue  disallowed  the  depreciation  deductions
claimed by Elizabethtown Water Co. The case was brought before the Tax Court to
determine whether the customer payments affected the company’s depreciable basis
in the related assets.

Issue(s)

Whether customer payments received by a utility for constructing extensions and
connections reduce the utility’s depreciable basis in those assets, even when the
utility has an obligation to refund those payments under certain conditions.

Holding

Yes,  because  the  customer  payments  diminished the  utility’s  investment  in  the
assets,  and therefore  reduced its  depreciable  basis.  However,  refunds made to
customers constitute an addition to the basis at the time they are paid.

Court’s Reasoning



© 2025 SCOTUSreports.com. All rights reserved. | 2

The court reasoned that the customer payments reduced the company’s investment
in the capital assets, regardless of the conditions of repayment. The court relied on
the principle established in Detroit Edison Co. v. Commissioner, which held that
customer contributions reduce a utility’s depreciable asset base. The court found
that the obligation to repay was too speculative to constitute an accruable liability,
quoting  the  Sixth  Circuit’s  opinion  in  Detroit  Edison:  “When  the  obligation  is
contingent, or indefinite as to amount, its accrual or payment is so uncertain that no
charge  can  be  made  under  any  correct  system  of  accounting.”  The  court
acknowledged the company’s argument that refunds were sometimes made even
after the ten-year limitation had expired, and noted that these refunds would then
constitute an addition to the basis. The court concluded that the company’s cost
should be regarded as diminished by the total contributions of its customers, less
any amounts previously refunded.

Practical Implications

This  case  reinforces  the  principle  that  customer  contributions  for  utility
infrastructure reduce the utility’s depreciable basis. This has significant implications
for utility companies, as it affects their tax liabilities. The case clarifies that the
*obligation*  to  refund  customer  payments  does  not  change  this  rule,  but  that
*actual* refunds increase the depreciable basis when made. This decision provides a
practical rule for calculating depreciation deductions when customer contributions
are involved: track both the initial contributions and any subsequent refunds. Later
cases and IRS guidance would further refine the treatment of customer connection
fees,  particularly  regarding  whether  such  fees  constitute  taxable  income  upon
receipt.


