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

Transport Co. of Texas v. Commissioner, 62 T. C. 569 (1974)

The mitigation provisions of the Internal Revenue Code allow the IRS to correct
errors that result in double deductions, even after the statute of limitations has
expired, if a taxpayer adopts an inconsistent position in a court determination.

Summary

Transport Co. of Texas lost Texaco as a customer in 1963 and sold related assets in
1964.  The company claimed goodwill  losses  for  both  years,  receiving a  partial
allowance  for  1964  and  a  jury  award  for  1963.  The  IRS  disallowed  the  1964
deduction after the statute of limitations, citing the mitigation provisions due to the
double  deduction.  The  Tax  Court  upheld  the  IRS,  finding  that  the  mitigation
provisions  applied  because  the  taxpayer’s  position  in  the  1963 court  case  was
inconsistent with the 1964 deduction, resulting in a double deduction of goodwill
loss.

Facts

In 1963, Transport Co. of Texas lost Texaco as a major customer. They agreed to sell
trucks, trailers, and a terminal facility to Texaco, with delivery scheduled for January
2, 1964. The company claimed a loss of goodwill on its 1963 tax return but did not
deduct it. In 1964, Transport reported a gain from the asset sale to Texaco, offset by
a claimed goodwill loss. The IRS initially allowed a partial deduction for 1964 but
later disallowed it after a jury awarded a goodwill loss deduction for 1963 in a
refund suit, resulting in a double deduction.

Procedural History

Transport filed for a refund for 1963, claiming a goodwill loss, which was denied by
the IRS. A jury trial in the U. S. District Court resulted in a partial award for the
1963 loss. For the 1964 tax year, Transport claimed an offset for goodwill in the
asset sale, which was partially allowed by the IRS. After the 1963 court decision
became final, the IRS issued a deficiency notice for 1964, disallowing the goodwill
deduction. Transport appealed to the Tax Court, which upheld the IRS’s action.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the IRS’s statutory notice of deficiency for 1964 was timely under the
mitigation provisions of the Internal Revenue Code.
2. Whether the taxpayer is collaterally estopped from claiming a loss of goodwill in
1964 due to the 1963 District Court judgment.

Holding

1. Yes, because the mitigation provisions allowed the IRS to correct the error of
double deduction even after the statute of limitations had expired, as the taxpayer’s
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position in the 1963 court case was inconsistent with the 1964 deduction.
2. Yes, because the District Court’s determination in 1963 regarding the year of the
goodwill loss estopped the taxpayer from claiming the same loss in 1964.

Court’s Reasoning

The Tax Court applied the mitigation provisions under sections 1311-1314 of the
Internal  Revenue Code,  which permit  correction of  errors that  result  in double
deductions even after the statute of limitations has expired. The court found that the
IRS met all conditions required for the application of these provisions: there was a
final  court  determination  (the  1963  jury  verdict),  an  error  that  could  not  be
corrected otherwise (the double deduction), a circumstance of adjustment (double
allowance of a deduction), and an inconsistent position maintained by the taxpayer.
The court emphasized that the focus is on what was allowed by the IRS, not what
was claimed by the taxpayer. The 1963 court case determined that the goodwill loss
occurred in 1963, making the 1964 deduction erroneous and inconsistent. The court
also found that the taxpayer was collaterally estopped from relitigating the issue of
the year of the goodwill loss due to the finality of the 1963 court decision.

Practical Implications

This decision underscores the importance of understanding the mitigation provisions
when claiming deductions for losses across multiple tax years. Taxpayers must be
cautious about claiming the same loss in different years, as the IRS can use these
provisions  to  correct  errors  even  after  the  statute  of  limitations  has  expired.
Practitioners should advise clients to clearly delineate the year of loss and avoid
inconsistent positions in court. The ruling also highlights the application of collateral
estoppel in tax cases, where a final determination on an issue in one year can
preclude relitigation in another year. Subsequent cases have applied this ruling to
similar scenarios involving double deductions and the use of mitigation provisions to
correct them.


