34 T.C. 130 (1960)

When a lease agreement is not negotiated at arm’s length between related parties,
the amount of deductible rent is limited to the fair market value, and excess
payments are not deductible as rent or compensation.

Summary

The United States Tax Court addressed the deductibility of rent paid by ]J. J. Kirk,
Inc. to its president, J.W. Kirk, who also owned 50% of the corporation’s stock. The
court determined that the “lease” agreement, which stipulated rent based on a
percentage of net sales, was not negotiated at arm’s length due to the familial
relationship. The court limited the deductible rent to what it considered the fair
market value, disallowing deductions for the excess payments. The court also
rejected the argument that the excess payments could be reclassified as deductible
compensation.

Facts

J. J. Kirk, Inc. (petitioner) was an Ohio corporation that sold retail goods. J. W. Kirk,
the president, owned 50% of the voting stock, and his son and family owned the rest.
J.W. Kirk also owned the building used by the corporation. In 1954, the company and
J.W. Kirk entered into a lease for the building, where the “rent” was set at 2% of the
company’s net sales, with no minimum or maximum rent specified. This
arrangement replaced J.W. Kirk’s prior compensation, which included both a salary
and rent. The Commissioner of Internal Revenue disallowed parts of the rent
deductions, arguing the lease was not at arm’s length and the rent exceeded fair
market value.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined deficiencies in J. J. Kirk, Inc.’s
income taxes for several fiscal years, disallowing a portion of the claimed rent
deductions. The petitioner challenged the Commissioner’s decision in the United
States Tax Court.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the “lease” agreement between J. J. Kirk, Inc. and J. W. Kirk, its
president and a major shareholder, was negotiated at arm’s length.

2. Whether the amounts paid under the lease agreement, exceeding a certain
threshold, were deductible as rent under Section 162(a)(3) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954.

3. Whether, if not deductible as rent, the excess payments could be deducted as
compensation for J. W. Kirk’s services.
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Holding

1. Yes, because of the close relationship between the lessor and lessee and the
absence of arm’s-length dealing.

2. No, because the amounts paid exceeded the fair market value of the rent.
3. No, because the payments were not intended as compensation.
Court’s Reasoning

The court focused on whether the “rent” payments were genuinely rent or disguised
payments unrelated to the use of the property. The court cited precedent, noting the
need to scrutinize transactions between closely related parties to ensure they reflect
arm’s-length dealings. The court found that the lease was not negotiated at arm’s
length because of the family relationship between the parties and the fact that the
new lease agreement’s rent calculation was similar to the prior compensation
received by J.W. Kirk (salary and rent). The court considered expert testimony on
fair market value and determined that the maximum fair rent was significantly less
than the amounts claimed. The court emphasized the termination clause, which
allowed for annual renegotiation, meaning there was no fixed term, which would
have supported a percentage-based rental amount. The court concluded that only
the fair market value of the rent was deductible. Additionally, the court rejected the
petitioner’s argument that the excess payments could be reclassified as
compensation, as the payments were not intended as such.

Practical Implications

This case highlights the importance of arm’s-length transactions, especially when
related parties are involved. Attorneys advising clients, particularly those with
family-owned businesses or other close relationships, must be aware of the potential
for IRS scrutiny when deductions are claimed for payments between related parties.
When structuring transactions such as lease agreements, it is crucial to: document
the negotiations to demonstrate arm’s-length dealing; obtain independent appraisals
to establish fair market value; and ensure the economic substance of the transaction
aligns with its form. This case warns against using percentage leases between
related parties without considering comparable lease arrangements, as the lack of a
guaranteed minimum rent can suggest an improper motive.

© 2025 SCOTUSreports.com. All rights reserved. | 2



