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Estate of Seth Edward Young, Jr. , Deceased, Hayden Haby, Sr. , and Seth
Edward Young, Sr. , Coexecutors, Petitioners v. Commissioner of Internal
Revenue, Respondent, 81 T. C. 879 (1983)

The Tax Court lacks jurisdiction over additions to tax for late payment under Section
6651(a)(2) when they are not attributable to a deficiency.

Summary

The Estate of Seth Edward Young, Jr. challenged a deficiency in estate tax and
additions for late filing and late payment determined by the Commissioner. The key
issue was whether the Tax Court had jurisdiction to redetermine the late-payment
addition under Section 6651(a)(2), which is measured by the amount shown as tax
on the return. The court held it lacked jurisdiction over the late-payment addition
because it was not attributable to a deficiency, as defined by Section 6211. This
ruling emphasizes the jurisdictional boundaries of the Tax Court, focusing on the
necessity for a deficiency to be involved for the court to have authority over certain
tax additions.

Facts

Seth Edward Young, Jr.  died on March 9,  1977. The estate tax return,  due on
December 9, 1977, was filed on September 11, 1978, reporting a net estate tax of
$59,751. 66, with $8,843. 25 paid. The Commissioner issued a notice determining a
deficiency of $190,300 and additions to tax for late filing and late payment under
Sections 6651(a)(1)  and 6651(a)(2),  respectively.  The late-payment addition was
calculated based on the amount shown as tax on the return. The estate disputed
these determinations but did not claim any overpayment.

Procedural History

The case was initially brought before the U. S. Tax Court, where the Commissioner’s
determinations of deficiency and additions were challenged. The court, on its own
motion, raised the issue of jurisdiction over the late-payment addition under Section
6651(a)(2). The case was fully briefed and tried on the merits, including the late-
payment issue, before the court addressed the jurisdictional question.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the U. S. Tax Court has jurisdiction to redetermine the addition to tax for
late payment under Section 6651(a)(2) when it is not attributable to a deficiency?

Holding

1. No, because the addition to tax for late payment under Section 6651(a)(2) is not
attributable to a deficiency as defined by Section 6211, and thus falls outside the
jurisdictional scope of the Tax Court under Section 6659(b).
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Court’s Reasoning

The  court’s  jurisdiction  is  strictly  limited  by  statute,  and  it  can  only  exercise
jurisdiction as expressly provided by Congress. The court analyzed the statutory
framework, focusing on Sections 6213, 6214, and 6659, which govern its jurisdiction
over deficiencies and additions to tax. The court determined that the late-payment
addition under Section 6651(a)(2) is measured by the amount shown as tax on the
return, not by a deficiency, and thus falls outside the court’s jurisdiction under
Section  6659(b).  The  court  rejected  arguments  that  Section  6214(a)  could
independently confer jurisdiction over the late-payment addition, emphasizing that
jurisdiction under Section 6659(b)(1) is a prerequisite for jurisdiction under Section
6214(a). The court also distinguished prior cases where jurisdiction over similar
additions was assumed without challenge, clarifying its jurisdictional limits.

Practical Implications

This  decision clarifies  that  the Tax Court’s  jurisdiction over  additions to  tax is
limited  to  those  attributable  to  a  deficiency,  impacting  how  taxpayers  and
practitioners approach disputes involving late-payment additions. Practitioners must
now consider filing claims in other courts, such as the U. S. Claims Court or Federal
District Courts, to challenge late-payment additions not linked to a deficiency. The
ruling may lead to increased litigation in multiple forums, as taxpayers might need
to address different aspects of their tax disputes in different courts. This case also
underscores the importance of precise statutory interpretation in determining the
scope of judicial authority in tax matters.


