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9 T.C. 135 (1947)

A corporation  can  deduct  the  fair  market  value  of  stock  issued  to  officers  as
compensation, provided the total compensation is reasonable and the corporation
intended to compensate with stock.

Summary

J. J. Hart, Inc., a car dealership, sought to deduct compensation paid to its officers,
some in cash and some in stock. The IRS disallowed a portion of the deduction,
arguing  that  the  stock’s  value  was  unproven  and  the  total  compensation  was
excessive. The Tax Court held that the corporation could deduct the fair market
value of the stock, which it determined to be at least $400 per share, but reduced
the overall  compensation deduction to what it  deemed was reasonable for each
officer’s services. The court emphasized that even compensation paid in stock must
be reasonable to be deductible.

Facts

J. J. Hart, Inc. was a car dealership. In January 1941, the corporation’s board of
directors set maximum salaries for its officers (Hart, Katz, Whitehead, Abrams, and
Opdyke).  The  resolution  stated  that  if  the  company  lacked  sufficient  cash,  the
balance of the agreed salaries would be paid in corporate stock. In December 1941,
the board resolved to pay the remaining officer salaries with stock. In February
1942, the corporation issued stock to Hart, Katz, Whitehead, and Abrams.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined a deficiency in the petitioner’s
income and excess profits tax for the year 1941. The Commissioner disallowed a
portion of the deduction claimed by the petitioner for compensation to its officers,
asserting that it was neither an ordinary nor a necessary business expense. The Tax
Court reviewed the Commissioner’s determination.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the amount deductible for officer compensation is limited to the amount
paid in cash when stock of unproven value is issued proportionally to existing stock
ownership.

2.  Alternatively,  if  the  amount  deductible  is  not  limited  to  cash,  whether  the
Commissioner properly disallowed $14,000 as excessive compensation.

Holding

1. No, because the corporation demonstrated the stock had value and intended to
compensate its employees with it.
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2.  Yes,  in  part,  because  a  portion  of  the  claimed  compensation  was  deemed
excessive based on the services rendered and the company’s profitability.

Court’s Reasoning

The court reasoned that the January and December resolutions, when read together,
established the corporation’s intent to pay its officers the specified salaries, with any
unpaid balances to be settled in stock. Although there was no direct evidence of the
stock’s fair market value, the court considered several factors: the price paid for the
initial stock issue, the company’s successful operation, its balance sheet showing
increased capital stock and earned surplus, and the officers’ reporting of the stock’s
value on their individual income tax returns.  Based on this evidence, the court
concluded the stock had a fair market value of at least $400 per share. Regarding
the  reasonableness  of  the  compensation,  the  court  considered  the  volume  of
business, the officers’ contributions, and the company’s profitability. Ultimately, the
court found a portion of the claimed compensation to be excessive and disallowed
the  corresponding  deduction,  citing  Mertens’  Law of  Federal  Income Taxation,
which  states  that  numerous  factors  should  be  considered  when  determining
reasonable compensation. The Court stated, “In determining whether the particular
salary or compensation payment is reasonable, the situation must be considered as a
whole. Ordinarily no single factor is decisive.”

Practical Implications

This case clarifies that corporations can deduct compensation paid in stock, but they
must establish the stock’s fair market value and ensure the total compensation is
reasonable. It highlights the importance of contemporaneous documentation, such
as board resolutions, that clearly articulate the intent to compensate with stock and
establish a valuation method. Furthermore, it illustrates that the IRS and courts will
scrutinize  officer  compensation,  particularly  in  closely  held  corporations,
considering  factors  like  the  officer’s  role,  the  company’s  performance,  and
comparable salaries. This case is a reminder that compensation decisions should be
well-documented and justifiable to withstand scrutiny.


