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Bussing v. Commissioner, 88 T. C. 449 (1987)

The substance of a tax transaction involving a purported sale-leaseback must be
examined to determine if it constitutes a genuine joint venture or a mere paper
shuffle for tax benefits.

Summary

In  Bussing  v.  Commissioner,  the  Tax  Court  examined  a  complex  transaction
involving the purported purchase and leaseback of computer equipment. The court
found that Sutton Capital Corp. , involved as a middleman, lacked substance in the
transaction. Bussing’s long-term note to Sutton was disregarded, and his interest in
the equipment was recharacterized as that of a joint venturer with AG and other
investors  rather  than a  tenant-in-common.  The court’s  decision emphasized the
importance of  analyzing the economic substance over the form of  transactions,
impacting  how similar  tax  arrangements  are  scrutinized  for  genuine  economic
activity and legal implications.

Facts

In  1979,  AG  purchased  and  leased  back  IBM  computer  equipment  from
Continentale, a Swiss corporation. Subsequently, AG purportedly transferred the
equipment to Sutton Capital Corp. , which then sold a 22. 2% interest to Bussing and
similar interests to four other investors. Bussing financed his purchase with cash,
short-term notes, and a long-term note to Sutton. He then leased his interest back to
AG, with the lease payments supposed to offset his note payments. However, no
payments were made on the long-term note, and Bussing received no cash flow from
the  transaction.  The  court  found  Sutton’s  role  to  be  transitory  and  without
substance, and recharacterized Bussing’s interest as part of a joint venture with AG
and the other investors.

Procedural History

The Tax Court initially issued an opinion on February 23, 1987, reported at 88 T. C.
449. Petitioners filed a timely motion for reconsideration on April 10, 1987, which
the court denied in a supplemental opinion, reaffirming its findings and conclusions
regarding the transaction’s substance and the nature of Bussing’s interest.

Issue(s)

1. Whether Sutton Capital Corp. had a substantive role in the transaction.
2. Whether Bussing’s long-term note to Sutton represented valid indebtedness for
federal tax purposes.
3. Whether Bussing acquired an interest in the equipment as a tenant-in-common or
as a joint venturer with AG and the other investors.

Holding
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1. No, because Sutton’s participation was transitory and lacked substance, serving
only as a straw man to qualify the transaction for tax purposes.
2. No, because no payments were made on the note, and it was not treated as a real
debt by the parties involved.
3. Bussing acquired an interest as a joint venturer with AG and the other investors,
because the transaction’s economic substance indicated a shared interest and joint
activity in managing the equipment.

Court’s Reasoning

The court applied the economic substance doctrine to determine that Sutton’s role
was insignificant, as it lacked any genuine ownership or economic interest in the
equipment. The court disregarded Bussing’s long-term note to Sutton, noting the
absence of any payments and the parties’ disregard for the note’s form. Regarding
Bussing’s interest, the court found that the transaction’s economic substance did not
match its form, and Bussing’s interest was more akin to that of a joint venturer with
AG and the other investors. This was based on the level of business activity and the
necessity for the parties to act in concert to realize economic benefits from the
equipment. The court emphasized the importance of examining the substance over
the form of transactions, citing relevant tax regulations and case law to support its
conclusions.

Practical Implications

This decision underscores the need for tax practitioners to carefully analyze the
substance  of  transactions,  particularly  those  involving  sale-leasebacks  and
purported joint ventures. It highlights the risk of the IRS and courts disregarding
transactions that lack economic substance, even if structured to appear as genuine.
Legal practice in this area may require more thorough documentation and evidence
of genuine economic activity to support tax positions. Businesses engaging in similar
transactions must ensure that all parties involved have substantive roles and that
the  transaction’s  form  reflects  its  economic  reality.  Subsequent  cases  have
distinguished  Bussing  by  emphasizing  the  need  for  real  economic  activity  and
enforceable obligations to validate the tax treatment of similar arrangements.


