
© 2025 SCOTUSreports.com. All rights reserved. | 1

H.O. Cash Loan Co. v. Commissioner, 32 T.C. 60 (1959)

Amounts  credited to  a  loan broker’s  reserve account  by  a  financial  institution,
against which the broker has a fixed right, are includible in the broker’s taxable
income in the year credited, even if subject to certain conditions or potential setoffs.

Summary

The Tax Court addressed whether a loan brokerage company could exclude from its
taxable income amounts credited to its reserve account by a finance company. The
company argued that because it did not have immediate, unconditional access to the
funds, they should not be taxed until actually received. The court, following the
Supreme Court’s decision in Commissioner v. Hansen, ruled that the amounts were
taxable  income in  the  year  they  were  credited  to  the  reserve  account,  as  the
company had a fixed right to receive them, subject only to potential deductions or
setoffs. The court emphasized the economic reality of the transaction: the company
had earned the income and had a claim on the funds, regardless of the conditions on
their withdrawal.

Facts

H.O. Cash Loan Co., an accrual-basis loan broker, had an agreement with Industrial
Finance & Thrift Corporation. Industrial provided funds for loans to H.O. Cash’s
customers.  Industrial  withheld 2% of each loan’s face amount,  crediting it  to a
reserve  account  in  H.O.  Cash’s  name.  H.O.  Cash  endorsed  all  customer  notes
unconditionally. The reserve account could be charged if loans became delinquent,
and H.O. Cash could withdraw the excess above a certain percentage of outstanding
balances annually, with written notice. Upon termination of the agreement and full
liquidation of all  loans, H.O. Cash was entitled to the remaining balance in the
reserve account.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined income tax deficiencies against
H.O. Cash, contending that the yearly increases in the reserve account constituted
taxable income for the years 1953, 1954, and 1955. H.O. Cash contested this ruling
in the United States Tax Court.

Issue(s)

1. Whether amounts credited to H.O. Cash’s reserve account by Industrial Finance &
Thrift Corporation were excludible from H.O. Cash’s taxable income in the years
they were credited.

Holding

1. No, because H.O. Cash had a fixed right to receive the amounts credited to its
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reserve account, making those amounts includible in its taxable income in the years
of the credits.

Court’s Reasoning

The  court  relied  heavily  on  the  Supreme  Court’s  decision  in  Commissioner  v.
Hansen,  which  addressed  a  similar  situation  involving  automobile  dealers  and
finance companies. The court found the factual differences between Hansen and this
case to be immaterial. The critical factor was that H.O. Cash had acquired a fixed
right to receive the amounts credited to the reserve account, even though there
were conditions on the timing and manner of the withdrawals. The court emphasized
that the reserve account was, in essence, collateral for H.O. Cash’s unconditional
endorsement of the loans. The court noted that the finance company had the right to
charge the reserve for delinquent notes and that the loan company could withdraw
excess funds annually after providing notice or receive the remaining balance upon
termination of the agreement.

The court stated, “It is perfectly clear that petitioner was the owner of the reserve
account subject only to the pledge of the reserve account as collateral security for
the payment of paper petitioner had unconditionally endorsed.” The court concluded
that H.O. Cash’s right to the funds, subject to the terms of the agreement, was
sufficient to trigger the accrual of income. The court rejected the argument that
contingencies prevented the accrual of income. The court distinguished between the
right to receive funds and the timing of actual receipt. The key was that the right to
receive the money existed at the time it was credited to the loan company’s account.

Practical Implications

This  case  highlights  the  importance  of  the  accrual  method  of  accounting,
particularly regarding income. Legal professionals should advise clients that income
is recognized when the right to the income is fixed, even if the actual receipt is
deferred. Financial arrangements involving reserve accounts or similar mechanisms,
where there are restrictions on immediate access, must be analyzed to determine
whether the taxpayer has a fixed right to receive the funds, which would trigger tax
liability. This case is frequently cited when the IRS questions when deferred income
should be taxed. Any arrangement where a business has earned income, but it is
held by a third party, will be examined under the principles of this case. Legal
advisors must carefully review the terms of the agreement governing the reserve
account to determine the scope of the taxpayer’s rights and obligations.

Later  cases  have  consistently  followed  H.O.  Cash  Loan  Co.,  focusing  on  the
taxpayer’s right to the funds, not merely when the funds are received. Businesses
should therefore recognize income when their right to the funds becomes fixed, even
if there are conditions on their withdrawal. This case provides a framework for
analyzing the tax implications of similar business arrangements, especially when
dealing with financial institutions or deferred payment structures.


