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Interlake Corp. v. Commissioner, 112 T. C. 103 (1999)

The authority of a former common parent to receive tentative refunds terminates
when its affiliation with the consolidated group ends.

Summary

Interlake Corp. v. Commissioner involved a dispute over whether tentative refund
allowances paid to Acme Steel Co. , the former common parent of a consolidated
group, constituted rebates to the current group headed by Interlake Corp. After a
restructuring and spinoff, Interlake became the new common parent. The court held
that Acme’s authority to act for the group, specifically regarding tentative refunds,
ended when it was no longer affiliated with the group. Consequently, the refunds
paid to Acme were nonrebate refunds, and the Commissioner could not recover
them through deficiency procedures against Interlake. This decision clarifies the
scope of a former common parent’s agency in consolidated groups.

Facts

Interlake, Inc. , the original common parent of a consolidated group, underwent a
restructuring transaction on May 29, 1986, where it became a subsidiary of a newly
formed  entity,  Interlake  Corp.  ,  which  then  became  the  new common  parent.
Subsequently, on June 23, 1986, Interlake Corp. executed a spinoff of Acme Steel
Co. (formerly Interlake, Inc. ), making Acme a separate publicly traded company.
Both  Interlake  and  Acme filed  applications  for  tentative  refunds  based  on  net
operating losses (NOLs) incurred in 1986, carrying them back to 1981 and 1984.
The IRS issued tentative refunds to Acme, which were then treated as rebates in
computing the consolidated group’s deficiencies for those years.

Procedural History

Interlake  Corp.  filed  a  petition  with  the  U.  S.  Tax  Court  challenging  the
Commissioner’s determination of deficiencies for tax years 1981 and 1984, arguing
that the tentative refunds paid to Acme should not be considered rebates to the
group.  Both  parties  filed  cross-motions  for  summary  judgment.  The  Tax  Court
granted  Interlake’s  motion,  holding  that  the  tentative  refunds  were  nonrebate
refunds with respect to Interlake and the group, and thus could not be used to
compute deficiencies.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the tentative refunds paid to Acme Steel Co. constituted rebates to
Interlake Corp. and its consolidated group for purposes of computing the group’s
deficiencies for the taxable years 1981 and 1984.

Holding
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1.  No,  because the tentative refunds were paid to the wrong taxpayer.  Acme’s
authority to act for the group terminated when its affiliation with the group ended,
making the refunds nonrebate refunds with respect to Interlake and the group.

Court’s Reasoning

The court  focused on the interpretation of  the  consolidated return regulations,
specifically section 1. 1502-78(b)(1), which governs the payment of tentative refunds
to  consolidated  groups.  The  court  determined  that  the  term  “common  parent
corporation” in the regulation refers to the common parent during the year in which
the NOL arose or the year to which it is carried back. Since Acme was no longer
affiliated with the group after the spinoff, it was not an authorized recipient of the
refunds. The court distinguished this case from Union Oil  Co. v.  Commissioner,
where the former common parent remained affiliated with the group. The court also
relied on Southern Pac. Co. v. Commissioner, reasoning that Acme’s agency ended
as if it had ceased to exist when it was no longer affiliated with the group. The court
concluded that the tentative refunds were nonrebate refunds and could not be used
in computing the group’s deficiencies.

Practical Implications

This  decision  has  significant  implications  for  consolidated  groups  undergoing
restructuring. It clarifies that the former common parent’s authority to act on behalf
of the group, including receiving tentative refunds, terminates upon the cessation of
affiliation. Legal practitioners should ensure that any tentative refund applications
post-restructuring are filed by the current common parent. This ruling may affect
how companies structure their transactions to ensure proper handling of tax refunds
and liabilities.  Subsequent cases like Union Oil  Co. v.  Commissioner have been
distinguished based  on  the  continued affiliation  of  the  former  common parent,
highlighting the importance of  this criterion in determining agency authority in
consolidated groups.


