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32 T.C. 181 (1959)

Under  the  cash  receipts  and  disbursements  method  of  accounting,  advance
payments for goods are deductible in the year of  payment if  the payments are
absolute, not refundable, and represent ordinary and necessary business expenses.

Summary

The case concerned a poultry farmer, John Ernst, who made advance payments in
December 1948 and 1949 to a grain dealer for chicken feed to be delivered in the
following year. The Commissioner of Internal Revenue disallowed the deductions for
these  payments  in  the  years  they  were  made,  arguing they  were  advances  on
executory contracts. The Tax Court held that the payments were deductible in the
years made because they were absolute, not refundable, and represented ordinary
and necessary business expenses. The court distinguished this case from previous
rulings where advance payments were treated as deposits or conditional purchases,
emphasizing  that  Ernst  had  no  right  to  a  refund  and  the  grain  dealer  was
unconditionally obligated to deliver the feed.

Facts

John Ernst, a poultry farmer using the cash method of accounting, made advance
payments to Merrill & Mayo, a grain dealer, in December 1948 and December 1949.
The 1948 payment was $20,532.50 and the 1949 payments totaled $110,330. The
payments were for chicken feed to be delivered in the following year based on
Ernst’s normal usage and the prices at the time of delivery. Ernst had no right to a
refund of any part of the payments. The grain dealer credited the payments to
Ernst’s account. The payments enabled Ernst to avoid forfeiting interest on savings
certificates he used to secure a loan for the payments. Ernst had adequate storage
for the feed, although he did not take delivery until the following year. The feed was
delivered in January, February, and March 1949 for the 1948 payment, and between
January and July 1950 for the 1949 payments.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined deficiencies in Ernst’s federal
income taxes for 1948 and 1949, disallowing deductions for the advance payments.
Ernst  petitioned  the  United  States  Tax  Court  to  challenge  the  Commissioner’s
determination.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the payments made by Ernst in 1948 and 1949 for chicken feed, to be
delivered  in  the  subsequent  years,  were  deductible  as  ordinary  and  necessary
business expenses in the years of payment.

Holding
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1.  Yes,  because the  payments  represented unconditional  expenses  made in  the
course  of  business,  not  refundable,  and  were  thus  deductible  in  the  years  of
payment.

Court’s Reasoning

The court  applied the general  rule  that  under  the cash method of  accounting,
deductions are typically allowed in the year of payment. The court distinguished the
case from precedents involving deposits or refundable advances, highlighting that
Ernst had no right to a refund. The payments were absolute, and in return, the grain
dealer had an unconditional obligation to deliver feed at the prices prevailing at
delivery. The court cited R. D. Cravens, <span normalizedcite="30 T.C. 903“>30
T.C. 903, but found the facts of this case sufficiently different. The court further
noted that the payments facilitated a valid business purpose and that to deny the
deductions would distort Ernst’s income, as Ernst paid in December for feed to be
used in subsequent months, which was the normal practice for his farm. The court
emphasized that the payments were expenses incident to “carrying on a trade or
business.”

Practical Implications

This case clarifies that advance payments for goods are deductible in the year of
payment under the cash method if the payments are unconditional and absolute,
even if delivery occurs in a later year. This principle is particularly relevant for
businesses  that  make  bulk  purchases  or  pay  for  goods  in  advance  to  secure
favorable  pricing  or  supply.  The  court  emphasized  the  importance  of  the
unconditional nature of the payment and the absence of a right to a refund. It also
suggests that transactions that clearly reflect business practices, like paying for feed
in advance for the spring months, are more likely to be treated favorably by the IRS.
This case illustrates that a court will look at the substance of a transaction. This
ruling helps businesses structure contracts to ensure immediate tax deductions.


