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Rose v. Commissioner, 24 T.C. 775 (1955)

When considering whether a taxpayer has omitted more than 25% of gross income
for statute of  limitations purposes,  the gross income reported on a partnership
return filed to facilitate the reporting of community income should be considered
together with the individual returns of the partners.

Summary

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue assessed deficiencies against Jack and Mae
Rose, alleging that they had omitted more than 25% of their gross income, extending
the statute of limitations. The Roses argued that the deficiencies were time-barred.
The Tax Court considered whether the gross income reported on a “partnership”
return  filed  for  a  community  property  business  should  be  combined  with  the
individual  returns to  determine the total  gross  income for  calculating the 25%
threshold. The court held that, because the “partnership” return was merely an
adjunct to the individual returns, the gross income reported on both should be
considered  together.  Therefore,  the  omission  was  not  greater  than  the  25%
threshold, the statute of limitations applied, and the deficiencies were time-barred.

Facts

Jack and Mae Rose, residents of California, operated two businesses, the Ventura
store and the Santa Barbara store, as community property. They filed individual
income tax returns. The Santa Barbara store was run by a formal partnership, while
the Ventura store was not. However, a Form 1065 (partnership return) was filed for
the Ventura store to report the community income. The Commissioner asserted
deficiencies against the Roses, claiming they had understated their gross income by
failing to report certain earned discounts and by improperly adjusting inventories.
The Commissioner alleged that the omissions exceeded 25% of the gross income
reported, which would extend the statute of limitations.

Procedural History

The Commissioner assessed income tax deficiencies. The Roses petitioned the Tax
Court,  arguing  that  the  assessments  were  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations
because the notices of  deficiency were issued more than three years  after  the
returns were filed. The Tax Court addressed the question of whether the omission of
income exceeded 25% of the reported gross income, which would trigger a longer
statute of limitations.

Issue(s)

Whether the failure to reflect cash discounts and the adjustment of inventories1.
resulted in an “omission” from gross income for purposes of extending the
statute of limitations.
Whether, in determining the gross income stated in the individual returns for2.
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purposes of calculating the 25% threshold under section 275(c), the income
reported on the Form 1065 filed for the Ventura store, which was community
property, should be considered.

Holding

No, the court did not explicitly decide this issue, as it found that the omissions1.
did not exceed 25% of the gross income reported even if the adjustments were
deemed omissions.
Yes, the income reported on the Form 1065 filed for the Ventura store should2.
be considered together with the individual returns.

Court’s Reasoning

The  court  first  addressed  whether  the  adjustments  to  the  cost  of  goods  sold
constituted an “omission” from gross income, as the Commissioner contended. While
the court did not definitively rule on this point, it proceeded to analyze the second
issue. The court reasoned that since the Ventura store’s “partnership” return was
filed merely to facilitate the reporting of community income and had been accepted
for several  years for  that  purpose,  it  was an adjunct  to the individual  returns.
Therefore, the gross income reported on the Form 1065 for the Ventura store was
considered as part of the individual returns of Jack and Mae Rose in determining the
total gross income stated in their returns. The court cited *Germantown Trust Co. v.
Commissioner*, 309 U.S. 304, and *Atlas Oil & Refining Corporation*, 22 T.C. 552,
557 in support of this conclusion. This determination led the court to conclude that
the  omission  did  not  exceed  the  25%  threshold,  and  therefore  the  statute  of
limitations had run.

Practical Implications

This case establishes that when considering whether a taxpayer has omitted more
than 25% of gross income for statute of limitations purposes, it is not always limited
to the information on the individual return. The court will look at other returns filed
by the taxpayer that were related to and impacted the individual return. Specifically,
it sets a precedent for considering the total gross income from both an individual
return and a related “partnership” return when determining the applicability of the
extended  statute  of  limitations  period  under  I.R.C.  §  275(c).  This  requires
practitioners  to  carefully  examine  all  related  filings.  This  impacts  how  tax
practitioners  analyze  potential  statute  of  limitations  issues  in  cases  involving
community property or similar arrangements where multiple returns are filed to
report income. This case also highlights the importance of the purpose for which a
return is filed. If the return is filed to facilitate reporting, it will be viewed together
with the individual return.


