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Charlton v. Commissioner, 114 T. C. 333 (2000)

The court clarified the allocation of self-employment income between spouses and
the criteria for innocent spouse relief under Section 6015 of the Internal Revenue
Code.

Summary

In  Charlton  v.  Commissioner,  the  Tax  Court  addressed  the  allocation  of  self-
employment income from a transcription business and the application of innocent
spouse  relief  under  Section  6015.  The  Charltons,  who  were  divorced,  had
underreported  income from Sarah  Hawthorne’s  business,  Medi-Task.  The  court
ruled that all self-employment income from Medi-Task should be allocated to Sarah,
as she managed the business.  Fredie Charlton was denied relief  under Section
6015(b) due to his access to financial records but was granted partial relief under
Section  6015(c),  limiting  his  liability  to  items  allocable  to  him.  The  case  also
affirmed the court’s jurisdiction to review equitable relief under Section 6015(f).

Facts

Fredie Lynn Charlton and Sarah K. Hawthorne, married in 1989 and divorced in
1996, filed a joint tax return for 1994. Sarah operated Medi-Task, a transcription
business, while Fredie worked full-time until September 1994 and then focused on
renovating rental cabins. They underreported Medi-Task’s income by $22,601. Sarah
managed Medi-Task’s day-to-day operations, and Fredie had access to its financial
records but did not review them thoroughly when preparing the tax return. The
rental cabins were not rented out in 1994.

Procedural History

The  Commissioner  determined  a  deficiency  and  assessed  an  accuracy-related
penalty for 1994, which was later conceded. The Charltons filed petitions with the
Tax Court, contesting the deficiency and seeking innocent spouse relief. The court
heard the case and issued its opinion on May 16, 2000.

Issue(s)

1. Whether all self-employment income from Medi-Task should be allocated to Sarah
Hawthorne for 1994?
2. Whether the Charltons may deduct expenses related to their rental cabins in
1994?
3. Whether Fredie Charlton qualifies for relief from joint and several liability under
Section 6015(b)?
4. Whether Fredie Charlton qualifies for limitation of liability under Section 6015(c)?
5. Whether the Tax Court has jurisdiction to review relief under Section 6015(f)?

Holding
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1.  Yes,  because Sarah exercised substantially  all  management and control  over
Medi-Task.
2. No, because the expenses were preoperational startup costs not deductible under
Section 195.
3. No, because Fredie had reason to know of the understatement due to his access
to Medi-Task’s financial records.
4. Yes, because Fredie did not have actual knowledge of the omitted income, limiting
his liability to items allocable to him.
5. Yes, the Tax Court has jurisdiction to review relief under Section 6015(f).

Court’s Reasoning

The court applied Section 1402(a)(5)(A), which states that self-employment income
is allocated to the spouse who exercises substantially all management and control of
the business. Sarah managed Medi-Task, justifying the allocation of all its income to
her. The court also considered Section 195, classifying the rental cabin expenses as
non-deductible startup costs since the cabins were not rented out in 1994. For
innocent spouse relief,  the court evaluated Section 6015(b) and (c).  Fredie was
denied relief under (b) because he had reason to know of the understatement, given
his access to Medi-Task’s records. However, under (c), Fredie was granted relief
because he did not have actual knowledge of the omitted income. The court cited its
jurisdiction to review Section 6015(f) relief, referencing the Butler v. Commissioner
case.

Practical Implications

This  decision  clarifies  that  self-employment  income  should  be  allocated  to  the
spouse with substantial control over the business, affecting how similar cases are
analyzed. It also underscores the importance of reviewing financial records before
signing a joint return, impacting legal practice in innocent spouse relief cases. The
ruling on Section 6015(c) provides a pathway for divorced or separated spouses to
limit  their  tax  liability,  which  can  influence  settlement  negotiations  in  divorce
proceedings. The affirmation of jurisdiction over Section 6015(f) relief ensures that
taxpayers have a forum to contest denials of equitable relief, potentially affecting
IRS procedures. Subsequent cases have cited Charlton in discussions of innocent
spouse relief and self-employment income allocation.


