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Leleux v. Commissioner, 52 T. C. 855 (1969)

Stock redemptions are treated as dividends unless they are part of a firm and fixed
plan to completely terminate the shareholder’s interest in the corporation.

Summary

In Leleux v. Commissioner, the Tax Court ruled that a series of stock redemptions by
Otis Leleux from Gulf Coast were taxable as dividends, not as capital gains from a
sale or exchange. The key issue was whether these redemptions were part of a
genuine plan to terminate Leleux’s interest in the company. The court found no
evidence of such a plan, noting that Leleux retained control of the corporation after
the redemptions and that the corporate minutes suggested different purposes for
the redemptions. The decision underscores that for stock redemptions to be treated
as sales or exchanges, they must be part of a well-defined plan to completely divest
the shareholder’s interest.

Facts

Otis Leleux, a shareholder in Gulf Coast, underwent a series of stock redemptions
between 1962 and 1964. He claimed these redemptions were part of a plan to retire
and completely eliminate his interest in the company by his 62nd birthday. However,
after the 1964 redemption, Leleux still held 50. 3% of the company’s stock. The
corporate  minutes  indicated  that  the  redemptions  were  intended  to  equalize
shareholders’ investments and adjust capital interests, not to terminate Leleux’s
interest. Gulf Coast had never paid cash dividends before 1961 but did so regularly
thereafter.

Procedural History

The Internal Revenue Service treated the redemptions as dividends and included
them in Leleux’s gross income. Leleux challenged this treatment before the Tax
Court,  arguing the redemptions should be treated as sales or exchanges under
Section 302(b) of the Internal Revenue Code.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the stock redemptions by Otis Leleux from Gulf Coast were essentially
equivalent to dividends under Section 302(b)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code.
2. Whether these redemptions were part of a firm and fixed plan to completely
terminate Leleux’s interest in Gulf Coast under Section 302(b)(3).

Holding

1.  Yes,  because  the  redemptions  lacked a  corporate  business  purpose,  did  not
reduce Leleux’s control, and were initiated by shareholders, not the corporation,
indicating they were essentially equivalent to dividends.
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2. No, because there was no credible evidence of a firm and fixed plan to completely
terminate Leleux’s interest in Gulf Coast.

Court’s Reasoning

The court applied Section 302(b) of the Internal Revenue Code, which specifies
conditions under which stock redemptions are treated as sales or exchanges rather
than dividends. The court found that the redemptions did not meet the criteria for
being treated as exchanges because they lacked a business purpose and did not
alter Leleux’s control over the corporation. The court emphasized the need for a firm
and fixed plan to completely terminate a shareholder’s interest for Section 302(b)(3)
to apply. It noted the absence of such a plan in the corporate minutes and Leleux’s
continued  control  and  involvement  in  the  company’s  management.  The  court
distinguished this case from others where a clear plan for complete redemption was
established, citing cases like In Re Lukens’ Estate and Isidore Himmel.

Practical Implications

This  decision impacts  how stock redemptions are analyzed for  tax purposes.  It
requires  clear  evidence  of  a  firm  and  fixed  plan  to  completely  terminate  a
shareholder’s interest for redemptions to be treated as sales or exchanges. Legal
practitioners must ensure that any plan for stock redemption is well-documented
and  executed  with  the  clear  intent  of  completely  divesting  the  shareholder’s
interest.  For  businesses,  this  case  highlights  the  need  to  carefully  structure
redemption plans to avoid unintended tax consequences. Subsequent cases, such as
Himmel  and  Lukens,  have  further  clarified  the  requirements  for  such  plans,
reinforcing the Leleux decision’s principles.


