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Scott v. Commissioner, 84 T. C. 683 (1985)

A separate structure on residential property can be considered part of a dwelling
unit if it is appurtenant to the house, and gross income for home office deduction
purposes is not reduced by other business expenses.

Summary

Charles A. Scott, a college professor, managed rental properties and ran a chemical
analysis business from a separate office structure on his residential property. The
IRS challenged his home office deductions, leading to the determination that the
office was ‘appurtenant’ to his house, thus part of the dwelling unit under IRC §
280A. The court also ruled that ‘gross income’ for home office deductions should not
be reduced by other business expenses before applying the deduction limit, contrary
to the IRS’s interpretation.

Facts

Charles A.  Scott  and Jan F.  Scott  resided at  3949 Elysian Fields Avenue,  New
Orleans, where they owned a house and a separate structure used as an office for
Scott’s  rental  property management and chemical  analysis  business.  The office,
located 12 feet behind the house within a fenced area, was used exclusively for
business  purposes.  In  1980,  Scott’s  businesses  generated $23,517.  51  in  gross
income. The Scotts claimed deductions of $1,965. 62 for expenses related to the
office,  including  taxes,  utilities,  insurance,  and  depreciation.  The  IRS  initially
disallowed all business deductions but later conceded those not related to the home
office use.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined a deficiency in the Scotts’ 1980
federal  income  taxes.  The  Scotts  filed  a  petition  with  the  U.  S.  Tax  Court,
challenging the disallowance of their home office deductions. The IRS conceded on
the non-home office deductions, and the case proceeded to trial on the home office
deduction issues.

Issue(s)

1. Whether a separate structure used as an office, located on the same property as
the taxpayer’s house, is ‘appurtenant to’ the house and thus part of the dwelling unit
under IRC § 280A(f)(1)(A)?
2. How should the gross income limitation under IRC § 280A(c)(5) be applied to
deductions attributable to the use of such office?

Holding

1. Yes, because the office structure was closely related to the house, sharing the
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same lot,  utilities,  taxes,  and mortgage,  making it  appurtenant and part  of  the
dwelling unit.
2. Yes, because ‘gross income derived from such use’ under IRC § 280A(c)(5) should
not be reduced by other business expenses before applying the deduction limit.

Court’s Reasoning

The court determined that the office was appurtenant to the house, citing the close
physical  relationship,  shared  property  expenses,  and  common  title.  The  term
‘appurtenant’ was interpreted to mean ‘belonging to’ or ‘accessory to,’ even though
not physically attached. The court also rejected the IRS’s interpretation of ‘gross
income’ under IRC § 280A(c)(5), which proposed reducing gross income by other
business expenses before applying the deduction limit. The court held that ‘gross
income’ in this context should retain its established meaning as total receipts before
expenses, aligning with the legislative intent to limit deductions to income derived
from the home office use only. The court emphasized that the IRS’s interpretation
contradicted the statute’s plain language and legislative history, which aimed to
distinguish  income  from  home  office  use  from  other  income  sources  without
reducing it by unrelated business expenses.

Practical Implications

This decision clarifies that a separate structure used for business on the same
residential  lot  can  be  considered  part  of  the  dwelling  unit  if  it’s  appurtenant,
affecting how taxpayers claim home office deductions. It also establishes that ‘gross
income’  for  home  office  deductions  should  not  be  reduced  by  other  business
expenses, simplifying the calculation of allowable deductions. This ruling impacts
tax planning for individuals using home offices,  particularly those with multiple
business activities,  and could influence IRS guidance and future regulations on
home  office  deductions.  Subsequent  cases  may  cite  Scott  v.  Commissioner  to
challenge IRS interpretations of ‘gross income’ in similar contexts.


