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Central Paper Co. v. Commissioner, 1949 Tax Ct. Memo LEXIS 185 (1949)

A corporation realizes taxable income when it repurchases its bonds at a price less
than the face value, particularly when an open market exists for those bonds.

Summary

Central Paper Co. repurchased its bonds at less than face value and claimed that the
difference should be treated as a gratuitous forgiveness of indebtedness, thus not
taxable income. The Tax Court held that because the bonds were actively traded in
an open market, the repurchase resulted in taxable income to Central Paper Co. The
court  also  addressed  the  proper  allocation  of  payments  between  principal  and
accrued interest and the deductibility of certain interest payments and Pennsylvania
corporate loans taxes.

Facts

Central Paper Co.’s bonds were actively traded in over-the-counter
transactions.
The company repurchased some of its bonds at less than face value.
Each bond had coupons representing back interest from 1933, 1934, and 1935.
Central Paper Co. agreed to extend the maturity date of bonds in exchange for
immediate payment of deferred interest.
The company accrued Pennsylvania corporate loans taxes on behalf of its
bondholders residing in Pennsylvania.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue assessed deficiencies against Central Paper
Co.  Central  Paper Co.  petitioned the Tax Court  for  a  redetermination of  these
deficiencies. The Tax Court addressed multiple issues related to the company’s tax
liability for 1940, 1941 and 1942.

Issue(s)

Whether Central Paper Co. realized a taxable gain by purchasing and retiring1.
its bonds at less than face value.
Whether Central Paper Co. could deduct interest paid on its bonds in 1942.2.
Whether amounts accrued by Central Paper Co. as Pennsylvania corporate3.
loans taxes represent additional interest on borrowed capital.
Whether certain amounts should be included in petitioner’s equity invested4.
capital for the taxable years involved.
Whether unamortized debt discount and expense are deductible in computing5.
excess profits net income.

Holding



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

Yes, because the bonds were actively traded in an open market, establishing a1.
market value and precluding the application of the forgiveness principle.
No, because under the accrual system of accounting, the interest should have2.
been deducted in the years when it accrued, regardless of when it was paid.
Yes, because the payments effectively constituted additional interest to the3.
bondholders residing in Pennsylvania.
No, because the bankers purchased the stock for their own account, not as4.
agents of the petitioner.
No, because the amount of unamortized discount is already reflected in5.
determining the net gain or income for normal tax purposes, and no further
adjustment is needed for excess profits net income.

Court’s Reasoning

The court reasoned that the presence of an open market for the bonds distinguished
this case from situations involving gratuitous forgiveness of debt. The court stated,
“Where willing buyers and willing sellers freely trade in a given security, we think
there exists an ‘open market.’  Where there exists an ‘open market’ establishing
market value, a situation is presented where the principle of forgiveness has no
proper application.” The court also held that because Central Paper Co. used the
accrual method of accounting, interest deductions were proper in the years the
interest  liability  was  incurred,  not  when it  was  ultimately  paid.  Regarding  the
Pennsylvania corporate loans taxes, the court noted that these taxes were imposed
on  the  bondholders,  and  the  company’s  payment  on  their  behalf  constituted
additional interest. The bankers were purchasers of the stock, not agents, therefore
the profit  realized on resale  is  not  included in  equity  invested capital.  Finally,
because  unamortized  discount  is  reflected  in  determining  net  gain/income,  no
further adjustment is necessary.

Practical Implications

This case clarifies that the repurchase of debt at a discount results in taxable income
unless there is a clear indication of a gratuitous forgiveness of debt. The existence of
an open market is a key factor against finding gratuitous forgiveness. It reaffirms
the  importance  of  adhering  to  one’s  accounting  method  (accrual  vs.  cash)  for
deducting expenses like interest. The case also illustrates how payments of taxes on
behalf of another party can be recharacterized as a different form of payment (e.g.,
interest), with different tax consequences. This informs how similar cases should be
analyzed, and reinforces the need to consider market conditions and the true nature
of payments when determining tax liabilities.


