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12 T.C. 409 (1949)

Expenses for travel and lodging are deductible as medical expenses only if they are
primarily for the prevention or alleviation of a specific medical condition, not merely
for general health improvement or vacation purposes.

Summary

Edward Havey sought to deduct the costs of travel, board, and lodging at resorts as
medical expenses related to his wife’s recovery from a coronary occlusion. The Tax
Court disallowed the deduction, finding that the expenses were not primarily for
medical  care  but  rather  for  general  health  and  vacation  purposes.  The  court
emphasized that  to  be  deductible,  expenses  must  have  a  direct  and proximate
relationship to the diagnosis, cure, mitigation, treatment, or prevention of a specific
disease or condition. The court found that the expenses lacked a direct connection
to specific medical treatment and resembled personal or living expenses, which are
not deductible.

Facts

Edward  Havey’s  wife  suffered  a  coronary  occlusion  in  October  1943  and  was
hospitalized for two months. Following her discharge, she experienced chest pains
and breathlessness. Her cardiologist recommended travel to the seashore during the
summer and Arizona during the winter. In 1945, Havey and his wife traveled to
resorts in New Jersey and Arizona, incurring expenses for travel, lodging, and meals.
Havey sought to deduct these expenses as medical expenses on his 1945 income tax
return.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of  Internal  Revenue disallowed a portion of  Havey’s claimed
medical expense deduction. Havey petitioned the Tax Court for review, arguing that
the expenses were for medical care prescribed by his wife’s physician.

Issue(s)

Whether the expenses incurred for travel, board, and lodging at resort locations
constitute deductible medical expenses under Section 23(x) of the Internal Revenue
Code.

Holding

No, because the expenses were not primarily for the prevention or alleviation of a
specific medical condition, but rather for general health improvement and vacation
purposes.

Court’s Reasoning
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The  court  analyzed  Section  23(x)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  which  allows
deductions for  medical  care expenses.  It  cited the Senate Finance Committee’s
report, stating that a deduction should not be allowed for any expense not incurred
primarily for the prevention or alleviation of a physical or mental defect or illness.
The court emphasized that personal, living, and family expenses are generally not
deductible. It stated, “To be deductible as medical expense, there must be a direct
or  proximate relation between the expense and the diagnosis,  cure,  mitigation,
treatment, or prevention of disease or the expense must have been incurred for the
purpose of affecting some structure or function of the body.” The court found that
while the trips may have been beneficial to Havey’s wife, they were not different
from those enjoyed by any vacationer and did not serve to cure or alleviate her
existing heart condition. The court also noted that Havey and his wife had taken
similar trips for vacation purposes before her illness. The court concluded that the
expenses were not  incurred primarily  for  medical  care and therefore were not
deductible.

Practical Implications

This case clarifies the distinction between deductible medical expenses and non-
deductible personal expenses, particularly in the context of travel and lodging. It
emphasizes  that  a  physician’s  recommendation  alone  is  insufficient  to  classify
expenses as medical; there must be a direct and proximate relationship between the
expense and the treatment or prevention of a specific medical condition. Taxpayers
must demonstrate that the primary purpose of the expense is medical, not merely
for general health or recreation. This case informs how the IRS and courts scrutinize
deductions for expenses related to travel, lodging, and other potentially personal
expenditures,  requiring taxpayers  to  provide robust  documentation linking such
expenses to specific medical  treatments.  Subsequent cases have cited Havey to
reinforce  the  principle  that  incidental  health  benefits  from otherwise  personal
activities do not transform those activities into deductible medical expenses.


