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

Colton v. Commissioner, 56 T. C. 471 (1971)

A  noncustodial  parent  in  a  community  property  state  can  claim  dependency
exemptions if they provide at least $600 per child from their earnings, regardless of
the community nature of the funds.

Summary

In Colton v. Commissioner, the U. S. Tax Court ruled that a noncustodial father,
Harry Levy, could claim dependency exemptions for his three children despite living
in a community property state and using community funds for support payments.
The  key  issue  was  whether  Levy’s  payments  from  his  earnings,  which  were
community  property,  satisfied  the  $600  support  requirement  under  Section
152(e)(2)(A)(ii) of the Internal Revenue Code. The court held that since Levy was
obligated to make these payments and did so from his earnings, he met the statutory
requirement, allowing him to claim the exemptions. This decision clarified that the
source of the funds as community property does not affect the noncustodial parent’s
ability to claim dependency exemptions if they meet the support threshold.

Facts

Yvonne Colton and Harry Levy divorced in 1963, with custody of their three children
awarded to Yvonne. The divorce agreement stipulated that Levy would pay $550
annually per child and would be entitled to claim them as dependents as long as he
made these payments. Both Yvonne and Levy remarried and resided in Texas, a
community property state. In 1967, Levy paid over $600 per child from his earnings,
which were considered community property. Yvonne, who also contributed to the
children’s support with her new husband, claimed the children as dependents on
their joint tax return. The Commissioner disallowed these deductions, leading to the
dispute.

Procedural History

The Commissioner determined a deficiency in Yvonne and Martin Colton’s 1967
federal  income tax,  disallowing their  dependency  exemption  deductions  for  the
children. The Coltons filed a petition with the U. S. Tax Court, which heard the case
and issued a decision in favor of the Commissioner.

Issue(s)

1.  Whether  a  noncustodial  parent  in  a  community  property  state  can  claim
dependency exemptions under Section 152(e)(2)(A)(ii) of the Internal Revenue Code
when the support payments are made from community funds.

Holding

1. Yes, because the noncustodial parent, Harry Levy, provided at least $600 per
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child from his earnings, which satisfied his support obligation and allowed him to
claim the dependency exemptions despite the community nature of the funds.

Court’s Reasoning

The  court  reasoned  that  Section  152(e)  was  enacted  to  simplify  dependency
exemption disputes between divorced parents. The statute allows the noncustodial
parent to claim the exemption if they provide at least $600 per child and if a divorce
decree or agreement assigns the exemption to them. The court rejected Yvonne’s
argument  that  Levy’s  payments  from  community  funds  disqualified  him  from
claiming the exemptions. The court emphasized that the focus was on whether Levy
fulfilled his obligation, not on the technical ownership of the funds. They noted that
requiring a noncustodial parent in a community property state to provide $1,200 per
child would contradict the statute’s purpose of simplifying dependency issues. The
court also distinguished prior cases involving alimony deductions, stating that the
issue here was Levy’s personal obligation to support his children, not the division of
community income. The court concluded that Levy’s payments satisfied the statutory
requirement, and thus, he was entitled to the exemptions.

Practical Implications

This decision clarifies that noncustodial parents in community property states can
claim dependency exemptions if they meet the $600 support threshold from their
earnings,  regardless  of  the  funds’  community  nature.  This  ruling  simplifies  tax
planning  for  divorced  parents  in  such  states  by  ensuring  that  the  support
obligation’s  fulfillment,  rather than the funds’  ownership,  determines exemption
eligibility. Practitioners should advise clients that agreements assigning dependency
exemptions remain enforceable, even if support payments come from community
property. This case may also influence how courts in community property states
handle support agreements in divorce proceedings, ensuring that tax considerations
are  factored  into  these  arrangements.  Subsequent  cases  have  followed  this
precedent, reinforcing the principle that the source of funds does not affect the
noncustodial parent’s right to claim dependency exemptions if they meet the support
requirement.


