<strong><em>28 T.C. 817 (1957)</em></strong></p>

<p class="key-principle">A tax return, signed by a taxpayer's authorized agent, is a
valid return for purposes of triggering the statute of limitations, even if the taxpayer
is capable of signing it himself.</p>

<p><strong>Summary</strong></p>

<p>The Commissioner of Internal Revenue assessed income tax deficiencies and
additions to tax against Clyde M. Booher. The primary issue was whether the statute
of limitations barred the assessments. Booher's wife, with his consent, prepared,
signed, and filed his tax returns for several years. The Tax Court held that these
returns were valid, starting the statute of limitations, because she acted as his
authorized agent, and that assessments were time-barred because the returns were
not fraudulent. The court also determined that no additions to tax for fraud were
applicable and approved an addition to tax for failing to file for one year.</p>

<p><strong>Facts</strong></p>

<p>Clyde Booher operated a bus line. His wife, Gladys, handled all accounting and
tax matters due to his limited education. For the years 1942-1944, Gladys prepared,
signed, and filed his tax returns. The Commissioner alleged that the returns were
fraudulent and assessed deficiencies and additions to tax. Booher's wife made
numerous errors in recording income and expenses due to her lack of accounting
experience. The statute of limitations was a key defense.</p>

<p><strong>Procedural History</strong></p>

<p>The Commissioner issued a notice of deficiency to Booher. Booher contested the
deficiencies in the U.S. Tax Court. The Tax Court considered whether the statute of
limitations barred the assessments and if additions to tax for fraud were
appropriate. The Tax Court ruled in favor of the taxpayer, and the Commissioner did
not appeal.</p>

<p><strong>Issue(s)</strong></p>

<p>1. Whether the statute of limitations barred the assessment of deficiencies for
the years 1941-1944.</p>

<p>2. Whether the returns filed by Mrs. Booher constituted valid returns by the
taxpayer for purposes of the statute of limitations.</p>

<p>3. Whether any part of the deficiencies was due to fraud with intent to evade
tax, justifying additions to tax under section 293(b) of the 1939 Code.</p>

<p><strong>Holding</strong></p>

<p>1. Yes, the statute of limitations barred the assessment of deficiencies for the
years 1941-1944 because the returns were not false or fraudulent.</p>

<p>2. Yes, the returns filed by Mrs. Booher constituted valid returns by the
taxpayer.</p>

<p>3. No, none of the deficiencies were due to fraud with intent to evade tax.</p>
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<p><strong>Court's Reasoning</strong></p>

<p>The Court focused on whether the returns filed by Mrs. Booher triggered the
statute of limitations. The Court found that the wife was the authorized agent of the
taxpayer and the returns were proper to start the statute of limitations, even though
he did not sign them himself. The Court emphasized that, in these circumstances, a
formal power of attorney was not required, and that her actions bound her husband.
The court further found that the deficiencies arose from incompetence, inefficiency
and negligence, not fraud. "Negligence, careless indifference, or even disregard of
rules and regulations, do not suffice to establish fraud." The court also approved an
addition to tax for one year where no return was filed.</p>

<p><strong>Practical Implications</strong></p>

<p>This case clarifies that a tax return signed by an authorized agent can be
sufficient to trigger the statute of limitations, even if the taxpayer is capable of
signing the return personally. This has implications for tax practitioners when
dealing with taxpayers who are incapacitated, out of the country, or otherwise
unable to sign their own returns. It highlights the importance of establishing and
documenting agency relationships. It also underlines that the burden of proving
fraud is a difficult one for the IRS to meet, requiring more than mere negligence or
mistakes in accounting.</p>
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