31 T.C. 690 (1958)

The Commissioner may determine unreported income through a bank deposits and
expenditures analysis when a taxpayer’s records are inadequate and the taxpayer
bears the burden of proving the determination incorrect.

Summary

In this case, the Tax Court addressed the issue of tax evasion through the
underreporting of income by a medical professional. The court found the taxpayer’s
records inadequate, used the bank deposits and expenditures method to determine
unreported income, and found evidence of fraud. The Tax Court affirmed the
Commissioner’s findings because the taxpayer could not prove the determinations
wrong, and the underreporting constituted tax fraud, extending the statute of
limitations.

Facts

Dr. Jesse U. Reaves, a medical doctor, filed incomplete and inaccurate income tax
returns for 1942, 1943, 1945, 1946, and 1947, omitting substantial portions of his
income. He also filed an unsigned return form for 1944. Dr. Reaves kept a McCaskey
system for recording patient information but did not maintain complete records of
cash receipts. The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined deficiencies in
income tax and additions to tax for fraud, using an analysis of Dr. Reaves’ bank
deposits and expenditures to determine the unreported income. Reaves had two sets
of monthly summary sheets, one low set reflected the income reported on his tax
returns and one high set of records that he did not disclose to authorities until close
to trial.

Procedural History

The Commissioner determined deficiencies and additions to tax against Reaves.
Reaves challenged these determinations in the U.S. Tax Court. He claimed the
statute of limitations barred assessment and collection of deficiencies and contested
the Commissioner’s methods and calculations, and the additions to tax for fraud. The
Tax Court ruled in favor of the Commissioner.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the statute of limitations barred the assessment and collection of tax
deficiencies for the years in question.

2. Whether Reaves failed to report income during the taxable years.

3. Whether the respondent erred in his adjustments of claimed depreciation
deductions.
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4. Whether the gain realized in 1944 on the sale of property was the gain of the
petitioner.

5. Whether any part of the deficiency for each of the taxable years was due to fraud
with intent to evade tax.

6. Whether Reaves was liable for an addition to tax for 1944 for failure to file a
timely income tax return.

Holding

1. No, because the returns were false and fraudulent with intent to evade tax, thus
extending the statute of limitations.

2. Yes, because Dr. Reaves failed to report income.
3. No.
4. No, the gain was his wife’s.

5. Yes, a part of the deficiency for each year was due to fraud with intent to evade
tax.

6. Yes, because the unsigned return for 1944 did not meet the requirements of a
valid return.

Court’s Reasoning

The Court first addressed the statute of limitations. It held that the unsigned 1944
return did not meet the statutory requirements, and thus the statute of limitations
did not begin to run, following the Supreme Court precedent. The Court found that
the doctor had substantial unreported income for the other years, and the
underreporting was fraudulent, extending the statute of limitations under I.R.C.
1939 Section 276(a). The court applied a bank deposits and expenditures analysis,
noting that the taxpayer’s records were inadequate to determine correct income.
The Court emphasized that the taxpayer had the burden of proving the
Commissioner’s determination incorrect. In assessing the fraud penalty, the court
highlighted that the taxpayer deliberately maintained inadequate records and made
false statements. The Court quoted For each of the years 1942 through 1947,
substantial portions of petitioner’s taxable income were omitted from and not
recorded in such accounts and records as were maintained by petitioner, and the
books and records which were maintained were wholly inadequate to reflect his true
and correct income. The Court found it important that the doctor had two sets of
monthly summary records and, in a signed statement, made false statements. The
court approved the commissioner’s use of a bank deposit and expenditure analysis,
stating, the taxpayer has the burden of showing that the determination was wrong.
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Practical Implications

This case underscores the importance of maintaining accurate and complete
financial records to avoid tax liabilities, penalties, and potential criminal charges.
Attorneys should advise clients, especially those in professions involving cash
transactions, to:

» Maintain Detailed Records: Ensure accurate records of all income and
expenses, including cash transactions.

» Understand Bank Deposit Analysis: Be prepared for the IRS to use the bank
deposits method if records are incomplete or unreliable.

» Burden of Proof: Advise clients that they bear the burden of disproving the
IRS’s determinations based on this method.

e Fraud Implications: Highlight the severe consequences of tax fraud, including
substantial penalties and potential criminal prosecution.

« File Correct Returns: Always file complete and accurate income tax returns.

This ruling has a significant practical impact. It shows how incomplete records will
open a taxpayer to scrutiny and provides an example of how courts evaluate fraud to
extend the statute of limitations. Many cases have cited Reaves. For example, it was
cited in Draper v. Comm’r, for establishing the Commissioner’s ability to reconstruct
income by analyzing bank deposits when a taxpayer’s records are inadequate.
Similarly, Connor v. Comm'’r cited Reaves to reinforce the principle that taxpayers
bear the burden of disproving deficiencies determined using the bank deposits
method. It highlights how critical it is for taxpayers to present credible and reliable
records to challenge such assessments.
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