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Model Laundry Co., 30 T.C. 602 (1958)

A transaction structured as a stock sale can be treated as a partial liquidation or
sale  of  assets  for  tax  purposes,  depending  on  the  economic  substance  of  the
transaction and the intentions of the parties involved.

Summary

The Model Laundry Company case involved a dispute over whether a transaction
structured as a sale of stock to American Linen Supply Company (Alsco) was, in
substance,  a  sale  of  assets  by  Model,  triggering  a  taxable  gain,  or  a  partial
liquidation of  Model,  resulting in  different  tax  consequences for  Model  and its
shareholders. The Tax Court held that the transaction was a sale of stock followed
by a partial liquidation, based on the intent of the parties, particularly the selling
shareholders,  and  the  economic  realities  of  the  deal.  This  decision  established
factors to consider when determining whether a transaction is a sale of assets or a
sale of stock to determine the tax implications.

Facts

Model Laundry Company (Model) was in the laundry and linen supply business.
Henry Marks and his associates acquired control of Model. Later, Marks, along with
other shareholders, decided to sell their stock. Alsco was interested in acquiring
only Model’s linen supply assets. The selling shareholders were initially hesitant to
sell assets because of tax implications. Eventually, Alsco agreed to purchase shares
from the shareholders with the understanding that Model would then accept those
shares in exchange for its linen supply assets. The transaction involved numerous
steps, including the dissolution of a Model subsidiary (Standard Linen Service), the
distribution of Standard’s assets to Model, Model’s exchange of its linen supply
assets for the stock acquired by Alsco, the retirement of this stock, and Model
issuing debentures to finance part of the transaction.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined that the transaction was a sale of
assets  by  Model  to  Alsco,  resulting in  a  taxable  gain  to  Model.  The taxpayers
challenged this determination in the Tax Court. The Tax Court ruled in favor of the
taxpayers, finding the transaction was a sale of stock, and determining other tax-
related issues arising from the transactions.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the transfer of Model’s linen supply assets to Alsco in exchange for
shares of Model stock constituted a sale of assets with a taxable gain, or a partial
liquidation of Model with no gain recognized.

2. What was the basis of the individual petitioners in the Model stock?
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3.  Whether the transfer of  Model  stock from Henry Marks to his  son,  Stanley,
resulted in a dividend taxable to Henry Marks.

Holding

1. No, because the transaction was a sale of stock followed by a partial liquidation,
not a sale of assets.

2. The commission paid for stock purchase and cost of stamp taxes paid upon the
transfer or conveyance of securities were to be considered in computing the gain on
the sale of their stock.

3. No, because the transaction did not constitute a taxable dividend.

Court’s Reasoning

The court found that the substance of the transaction was a sale of stock by the
shareholders, followed by a partial liquidation of the business, not a sale of assets by
the corporation. The court emphasized the intention of the selling shareholders to
sell their stock. The court stated, “the underlying factor which gave rise to the
instant series of events was the desire of the individual petitioners, excepting Henry
Marks, to sell their Model stock.” It was this desire that drove the negotiations and
ultimately shaped the transaction. The court also noted that the formal steps taken
by Model were consistent with a partial liquidation, not a sale. The court referenced
the reduction of outstanding stock and the change in Model’s business after the
transaction.  The  court  distinguished  the  case  from  prior  decisions  where  the
transaction was structured to mask the true intent of the involved parties.

The court also held that the cost of commissions paid for the purchase of securities,
and Federal stamp taxes paid upon transfer of securities by non-dealers, should be
taken into account when determining the gain or loss sustained upon their sale.

The court determined that the stock transfer from Henry to Stanley was a legitimate
sale  and  not  a  dividend.  The  court  looked  at  the  economic  realities  of  the
transaction, including Stanley’s financial resources, his execution of a promissory
note, and the overall impact of the transaction on Model’s business, including a
contraction of the business and a reduction of its debt. The court said, “the various
exchanges actually did result in a well-defined contraction of Model’s business; a
substantial change in Model’s stock ownership; a reduction in Model’s inventory;
and a liquidation of Model’s short-term indebtednesses.”

Practical Implications

This  case  provides  a  framework  for  analyzing  transactions  involving  corporate
reorganizations and sales of assets, particularly when the form of the transaction
(e.g., a stock sale) differs from its substance. Tax practitioners and attorneys should
consider the following:
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Intent of the Parties: Courts will examine the intent of the parties involved.
If the primary goal is to sell stock, that will carry significant weight, even if the
end result is the transfer of assets.

Substance  over  Form:  The  court  will  look  beyond  the  legal  form  of  a
transaction to its economic realities. If the transaction is structured in a way
that masks the underlying economic activity, the court will disregard the form.

Multi-Step Transactions: When transactions involve multiple steps, the court
will  examine the entire series of events to determine the overall economic
effect. The case is a strong reminder that courts may “collapse” a series of
steps into a single transaction if it appears to be a single plan.

Tax  Avoidance:  Tax  planning  and  the  potential  for  tax  savings  are  not
automatically illegitimate, but the court may scrutinize a transaction where tax
avoidance appears to be the sole or primary purpose. If there is a legitimate
business purpose for the structure of the transaction beyond simply reducing
taxes, the transaction is more likely to be respected.

Documentation: Thorough documentation of the parties’ intentions and the
business purpose of the transaction is critical.

Distinguishing from Prior Case Law: The case’s outcome depended heavily
on the specific facts and the fact that the selling shareholders desired to sell
stock. Compare this to situations involving corporate reorganizations where a
transaction may be recharacterized if the substance is something other than
what it purports to be. Be prepared to distinguish this case from the line of
cases such as Commissioner v. Court Holding Co., 324 U.S. 331 (1945). This
means,  analyze  whether  the  corporation  or  shareholders  control  the
negotiations  of  the  sale.


