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Swift Dodge v. Commissioner, 76 T. C. 547 (1981)

A  lease  agreement  is  not  automatically  considered  a  conditional  sale  for  tax
purposes merely because it shifts the risk of depreciable loss to the lessee.

Summary

Swift Dodge, an automobile dealership, claimed investment tax credits for vehicles it
leased to third parties.  The Commissioner argued these leases were conditional
sales contracts, disqualifying Swift Dodge from the credits. The Tax Court held that
the agreements were true leases, not sales, based on the economic substance of the
transactions and the retention of significant ownership risks by Swift Dodge. The
court emphasized that shifting the risk of depreciable loss to the lessee does not
transform a lease into a sale, and Swift Dodge retained enough ownership benefits
and burdens to be considered the owner for tax purposes.

Facts

Swift Dodge, a California corporation, operated an automobile dealership and a
leasing division.  From 1974 to  1975,  Swift  Dodge borrowed funds to  purchase
vehicles which were then leased to third parties under agreements termed “Lease
Agreements. ” These agreements typically lasted 36 months and required the lessee
to maintain the vehicle, pay taxes and insurance, and cover any shortfall between
the vehicle’s actual value and its projected “Depreciated Value” upon return. Swift
Dodge assigned these lease agreements as security for its loans and maintained
separate bookkeeping for its sales and leasing divisions. The company also received
incentive payments from Chrysler for leasing their vehicles.

Procedural History

The Commissioner disallowed Swift Dodge’s claimed investment tax credits for 1974
and  1975,  asserting  the  “Lease  Agreements”  were  actually  conditional  sales
contracts. Swift Dodge petitioned the U. S. Tax Court for a redetermination of the
deficiencies. The Tax Court ruled in favor of Swift Dodge, determining that the
agreements were leases in substance and form.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the “Lease Agreements” between Swift Dodge and third parties are
conditional  sales contracts  for  the purposes of  the investment tax credit  under
section 38, I. R. C. 1954?

Holding

1. No, because the “Lease Agreements” are not conditional sales contracts but true
leases in substance and form. Swift Dodge retained sufficient ownership risks and
responsibilities to be considered the owner of the vehicles for tax purposes.
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Court’s Reasoning

The Tax Court analyzed the economic substance of the transactions, focusing on the
allocation of benefits and burdens of ownership. The court noted that while some
burdens were shifted to the lessee, such as the risk of depreciable loss to the extent
of the vehicle’s wholesale value, this did not automatically convert the lease into a
sale. The court referenced Lockhart Leasing Co. v. Commissioner and Northwest
Acceptance Corp. v. Commissioner, emphasizing that no single factor, including the
risk of depreciable loss, is conclusive. Swift Dodge retained significant risks, such as
the risk of default by lessees and the risk of negative cash flow, which supported its
status as a lessor. The court also considered Swift Dodge’s separate bookkeeping for
leasing operations and its receipt of  lease incentive payments from Chrysler as
evidence of the economic substance of the leasing business.

Practical Implications

This  decision  clarifies  that  for  tax  purposes,  a  lease  is  not  automatically
recharacterized as a conditional sale merely because it shifts some risks, such as
depreciable loss, to the lessee. Practitioners should examine the economic substance
of lease agreements, focusing on the allocation of ownership risks and benefits. This
ruling supports the use of open-end leases as a valid business practice, especially in
the  context  of  vehicle  leasing.  Businesses  engaged  in  similar  leasing  activities
should ensure they retain significant ownership risks to qualify for tax benefits like
the investment tax credit. Subsequent cases have distinguished this ruling based on
the specific economic realities of the transactions in question.


