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Rickard v. Commissioner, 92 T. C. 117 (1989)

Expenses and investment tax credits related to income exempt from federal taxation
under Squire v. Capoeman are not deductible or allowable.

Summary

In Rickard v. Commissioner, the Tax Court addressed whether a Native American
farmer could deduct farm losses and claim an investment tax credit for assets used
in farming on Indian trust land, where the income from such operations was exempt
from federal  income tax under Squire v.  Capoeman. The court held that under
section 265(1) of the Internal Revenue Code, deductions for expenses allocable to
tax-exempt income are disallowed, and under section 48(a), assets not subject to
depreciation due to tax-exempt income do not qualify for the investment tax credit.
The court reasoned that allowing these deductions and credits would grant a double
tax benefit,  which Congress intended to prevent.  This decision underscores the
principle that tax deductions and credits are matters of legislative grace and cannot
be extended without explicit statutory or treaty authority.

Facts

Donald  A.  Rickard,  an  enrolled  member  of  the  Colville  Confederated  Tribes,
operated a cattle farm on 100 acres of land held in trust by the United States on the
Colville Indian Reservation. Rickard inherited a one-twelfth interest in the land from
his mother in 1968 and purchased the remaining eleven-twelfths interest in 1971.
He reported farm losses of $6,527 in 1978 and $7,783 in 1979, claiming deductions
for these losses and investment tax credits of $192 in 1978 and $490 in 1979. The
IRS denied these deductions and credits, asserting that the income from Rickard’s
farm operations was exempt from federal income tax under Squire v. Capoeman,
and thus, the expenses and credits were not allowable under sections 265(1) and
48(a) of the Internal Revenue Code.

Procedural History

The IRS issued a notice of deficiency for Rickard’s 1978 and 1979 tax returns,
disallowing the claimed farm loss deductions and investment tax credits. Rickard
petitioned the United States Tax Court for a redetermination of the deficiencies. The
Tax Court, presided over by Judge Hamblen, heard the case and issued a decision in
favor of the IRS, denying Rickard’s deductions and credits.

Issue(s)

1. Whether losses from farming operations on Indian allotment land are deductible
when profits from such operations are exempt from income tax under Squire v.
Capoeman.
2.  Whether  an  investment  tax  credit  is  allowable  for  assets  used  in  farming
operations  on  Indian  allotment  land  when the  income from such  operations  is
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exempt from income tax under Squire v. Capoeman.

Holding

1. No, because section 265(1) of the Internal Revenue Code disallows deductions for
expenses allocable to tax-exempt income.
2. No, because section 48(a) of the Internal Revenue Code requires that assets
qualify for depreciation, which is disallowed under section 265(1) for assets used in
generating tax-exempt income.

Court’s Reasoning

The court applied section 265(1) of the Internal Revenue Code, which prohibits
deductions for expenses allocable to tax-exempt income. The court emphasized that
allowing these deductions would result in a double tax benefit,  which Congress
intended to prevent. The court cited Manocchio v. Commissioner and Rockford Life
Insurance  Co.  v.  Commissioner  to  support  this  interpretation.  Regarding  the
investment  tax  credit,  the court  applied section 48(a),  which defines  qualifying
property  as  that  for  which  depreciation  is  allowable.  Since  depreciation  was
disallowed under section 265(1) for assets generating tax-exempt income, the court
held that the assets did not qualify for the investment tax credit. The court also
considered the legislative intent behind the investment tax credit, noting that it was
meant  to  encourage  economic  growth  and  not  to  reduce  taxes  on  unrelated
activities. The court rejected Rickard’s policy arguments, stating that tax deductions
and credits are matters of legislative grace and cannot be extended without explicit
statutory  or  treaty  authority.  The court  noted that  the purpose of  the General
Allotment Act and Squire v. Capoeman was to protect Indian income from taxation,
not to provide additional tax benefits.

Practical Implications

This  decision clarifies  that  expenses  and investment  tax  credits  related to  tax-
exempt income under Squire v. Capoeman are not allowable. Legal practitioners
representing clients with income from Indian trust land should advise them that they
cannot claim deductions for losses or investment tax credits for assets used in
generating such income. This ruling underscores the principle that tax exemptions
must be explicitly provided by statute or treaty and cannot be expanded by judicial
interpretation. The decision may impact the financial planning of Native American
farmers  and  ranchers  operating  on  trust  land,  as  they  must  consider  the  tax
implications  of  their  operations  without  the  benefit  of  certain  deductions  and
credits. Subsequent cases, such as Cross v. Commissioner and Saunooke v. United
States, have reaffirmed this principle, emphasizing the need for clear legislative
authority for tax benefits related to tax-exempt income.


