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20 T.C. 49 (1953)

A taxpayer’s accounting method must clearly reflect income, and the Commissioner
has  broad  discretion  to  determine  whether  a  particular  method  satisfies  this
requirement; a hybrid accounting method that allows the taxpayer undue flexibility
in determining when to recognize income may be rejected.

Summary

V.T.H. Bien, an architect, used a “hybrid” accounting method, combining cash and
completed-contract approaches. The Commissioner challenged this, arguing it didn’t
clearly reflect income. The Tax Court agreed with the Commissioner, finding Bien’s
method allowed too much discretion in recognizing income, potentially distorting his
tax liability. The court upheld the Commissioner’s determination that Bien should
use the cash method. The court also addressed deductions claimed for rental and
office expenses in the taxpayer’s residence, allowing a partial deduction for office
expenses under the Cohan rule.

Facts

V.T.H.  Bien,  a  practicing architect,  employed a system of  accounting which he
termed a “completed contract” method. His fees were based on a percentage of the
building’s  cost,  paid  in  installments  at  different  stages  of  the  project.  Bien
maintained journals, job cost sheets, and a general ledger. He recorded direct costs
(wages, engineering, etc.) and indirect costs (office salaries, dues, etc.). At year-end,
only indirect costs and revenues from jobs he deemed “completed” were closed out
to profit and loss, giving him discretion over income recognition.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined deficiencies in Bien’s income tax,
disapproving of his accounting method. Bien petitioned the Tax Court, contesting
the  Commissioner’s  adjustments.  The  Tax  Court  upheld  the  Commissioner’s
determination regarding the accounting method but allowed a partial deduction for
office expenses.

Issue(s)

1.  Whether  the  Commissioner  erred  in  disapproving  the  taxpayer’s  hybrid
accounting method and redetermining income on the cash basis because the method
did not clearly reflect income.

2.  Whether  the  taxpayers  were  entitled  to  additional  deductions  for  expenses
connected with renting a portion of their residence.

3.  Whether  the  taxpayer  was  entitled  to  an  additional  deduction  for  expenses
connected with maintaining an office in their residence.
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Holding

1. No, because the taxpayer’s method allowed undue flexibility in determining when
to recognize income, thus not clearly reflecting income.

2. No, because the taxpayers failed to provide any evidence to substantiate the
rental expenses.

3. Yes, in part, because while the taxpayer did not provide exact figures, it was clear
some deductible expenses were incurred; therefore, a partial deduction was allowed
based on the court’s estimation.

Court’s Reasoning

The Tax Court reviewed Section 41 of the Internal Revenue Code, emphasizing that
an  accounting  method  must  clearly  reflect  income.  The  court  noted  the
Commissioner has broad discretion in determining whether a method meets this
standard. The court found that Bien’s “hybrid” method, while consistently applied,
did not clearly reflect income because Bien retained control  over the timing of
income recognition. The court stated, “The vital defect in petitioner’s method of
accounting is this: The petitioner retains control over a time element in reporting his
income for tax purposes.” Regarding the office expense deduction, the court applied
the rule from Cohan v. Commissioner, allowing a partial deduction despite a lack of
precise documentation.

Practical Implications

This  case  underscores  the  importance  of  choosing  an  accounting  method  that
accurately  reflects  income  and  the  broad  discretion  afforded  to  the  IRS
Commissioner in determining whether a method meets this requirement. Taxpayers
using hybrid methods, particularly those with significant discretion over income
recognition, face increased scrutiny. The case serves as a reminder that consistency
alone does not validate an accounting method. It also exemplifies the application of
the Cohan rule, allowing deductions based on reasonable estimates when precise
records  are  unavailable,  though  the  taxpayer  bears  the  risk  of  a  conservative
estimate.


