18 T.C. 899 (1952)

Section 3801 of the Internal Revenue Code allows adjustments to tax for a prior
year, otherwise barred by the statute of limitations, only with respect to the specific
item involved in a final determination for another year, and not for similar items.

Summary

The First National Bank of Philadelphia claimed a deduction in 1943 that was
erroneously allowed because the item had already been deducted in 1942. The IRS
assessed a deficiency for 1942, disallowing the deduction for that year under
Section 3801. The bank argued that a similar deduction taken in 1941 should also be
adjusted in 1942. The Tax Court held that the adjustment for 1942 was limited to the
specific item involved in the 1943 refund claim and could not be extended to other,
similar deductions from different years. This case clarifies the scope of mitigation
provisions, ensuring they correct specific errors without broadly reopening closed
tax years.

Facts

» The bank accrued Pennsylvania state tax on its shares at the end of each year
from 1941-1945, deducting the accrued amount on its federal income tax
return.

e In 1945, the IRS determined the state tax was actually a tax on shareholders,
deductible only when paid, not when accrued.

 As a result, the IRS recomputed the bank’s income for 1944 and 1945, allowing
a deduction only for the state tax actually paid in those years. This created
deficiencies for those years.

» The bank then filed a claim for refund for 1943, seeking a deduction for the
state tax paid in 1943 that it had previously accrued and deducted in 1942.

e The IRS allowed the bank’s claim for refund for 1943.

Procedural History

» The IRS issued a deficiency notice for 1942, disallowing the deduction that had
been allowed in 1943, relying on IRC § 3801.

» The bank petitioned the Tax Court, arguing that the 1942 adjustment should
also reflect a similar deduction taken in 1941.

» The Tax Court consolidated two dockets related to the deficiency notice.

Issue(s)

1. Whether, in adjusting the 1942 tax year under IRC § 3801, the bank is entitled
to have reflected in its net income computation a similar item of deduction

allowed for 1941, which was not involved in the final determination made for
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Holding

1. No, because the adjustment permitted for 1942 under Section 3801 is limited
to the item in controversy and allowed by the IRS in the claim for refund for
1943.

Court’s Reasoning

The court reasoned that Section 3801 allows adjustments only for the specific item
involved in the final determination for another year. The bank’s 1941 deduction was
not part of the 1943 refund claim. The court cited D.A. MacDonald, 17 T.C. 934,
stating that “Section 3801 does not purport to permit adjustments for prior years for
items that are merely similar to those with respect to which a determination has
been made for another year.” The court referred to the legislative history of Section
3801, emphasizing that its purpose was to permit adjustment only for the item
involved in the final determination, not to broadly reopen prior years closed by the
statute of limitations. The court noted the specific provision of subsection (d),
requiring ascertainment of the increase or decrease in tax “which results solely from
the correct exclusion, inclusion, allowance, disallowance... of the item... which was
the subject of the error.” Allowing the 1941 deduction to be carried forward would
not correct an error, but would merely eliminate a double deduction in 1942 and
substitute it with a double deduction, which would then be protected by the statute
of limitations.

Practical Implications

This decision clarifies the scope of IRC § 3801, limiting its application to the precise
items involved in a prior determination. It prevents taxpayers from using the
mitigation provisions to reopen closed tax years for unrelated or merely similar
items. This case informs tax practitioners that adjustments under § 3801 are
narrowly construed and require a direct connection between the item adjusted and
the item that triggered the mitigation provisions. Later cases applying this ruling
would likely focus on whether the item sought to be adjusted was directly involved
in, and the subject of, the determination made in another year.
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