Estate of James E. Caan v. Commissioner, 161 T. C. No. 6 (United States Tax
Court 2023)

The U. S. Tax Court ruled that a partnership interest held in an IRA was distributed
to the late actor James Caan in 2015, triggering taxable income. The court
determined that Caan failed to roll over the interest within the required 60-day
period, and his subsequent liquidation of the interest into cash did not qualify for
tax-free treatment. This decision underscores the strict rules governing IRA
distributions and the necessity of adhering to the “same property” rule for rollovers.

Parties

Estate of James E. Caan, deceased, represented by the Jacaan Administrative Trust,
with Scott Caan as Trustee and Special Administrator, was the Petitioner. The
Commissioner of Internal Revenue was the Respondent.

Facts

James E. Caan, a successful actor, maintained two Individual Retirement Accounts
(IRAs) at Union Bank of Switzerland (UBS). One of the IRAs held a partnership
interest in the P&A Multi-Sector Fund, L. P. , a hedge fund (P&A Interest). Under
the custodial agreement with UBS, Caan was responsible for providing UBS with the
P&A Interest’s yearend fair market value (FMV) annually. In 2015, Caan failed to
provide the 2014 yearend FMYV, leading UBS to distribute the P&A Interest to Caan
and issue a Form 1099-R, valuing the interest at its 2013 FMV of $1,910,903. More
than a year later, Caan’s financial advisor liquidated the P&A Interest and
transferred the cash proceeds to a new IRA at Merrill Lynch. Caan reported the
distribution on his 2015 tax return but claimed it as a nontaxable rollover
contribution. The IRS disagreed, asserting that the distribution was taxable.

Procedural History

The Commissioner issued a notice of deficiency determining a tax deficiency and an
accuracy-related penalty for tax year 2015. Caan filed a petition with the U. S. Tax
Court for redetermination of the deficiency. During the pendency of the case, Caan
requested a private letter ruling to waive the 60-day rollover period, which was
denied by the IRS. The Tax Court reviewed the case, considering whether a
distribution occurred, whether it qualified as a nontaxable rollover, the FMV of the
P&A Interest at the time of distribution, and the IRS’s denial of the waiver request.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the P&A Interest was distributed to James E. Caan in tax year 2015
within the meaning of I. R. C. § 408(d)(1)?

2. Whether the P&A Interest was contributed to Merrill Lynch in a manner that
would qualify as a rollover contribution under I. R. C. § 408(d)(3)?

3. What was the value of the P&A Interest at the time of the distribution?
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4. Does the Tax Court have jurisdiction to review the IRS’s denial of a request for a
waiver of the 60-day period for rollover contributions under I. R. C. § 408(d)(3)(I)? If
so, what is the standard of review, and did the IRS abuse its discretion in denying
the waiver?

Rule(s) of Law

1.1. R. C. § 408(d)(1): Distributions from an IRA are taxable to the distributee in the
year received.

2. 1. R. C. § 408(d)(3)(A)(i): A distribution from an IRA is not taxable if the entire
amount received, including money and any other property, is paid into another IRA
within 60 days of receipt.

3. 1. R. C. §408(d)(3)(D): A partial distribution can be rolled over, but only the
portion contributed within 60 days is nontaxable.

4. 1. R. C. §408(d)(3)(B): Only one rollover contribution is allowed per one-year
period.

5. 1. R. C. § 408(d)(3)(I): The IRS may waive the 60-day rollover requirement if
failure to do so would be against equity or good conscience.

6. Treas. Reg. § 1. 408-4(b)(1): A distribution is nontaxable only if the entire amount
received, including the same amount of money and any other property, is paid into
an IRA.

Holding

1. The P&A Interest was distributed to James E. Caan in tax year 2015 within the
meaning of I. R. C. § 408(d)(1).

2. The P&A Interest was not contributed to Merrill Lynch in a manner that would
qualify as a rollover contribution under I. R. C. § 408(d)(3), as the interest was
liquidated into cash, violating the “same property” rule.

3. The value of the P&A Interest at the time of distribution was $1,548,010.

4. The Tax Court has jurisdiction to review the IRS’s denial of a waiver under [. R. C.
§ 408(d)(3)(I), and the standard of review is abuse of discretion. The IRS did not
abuse its discretion in denying the waiver.

Reasoning

The court determined that Caan’s failure to provide the P&A Interest’s 2014 yearend
FMV triggered UBS’s right to distribute the interest under the custodial agreement.
The court found that UBS’s letters and subsequent actions placed Caan in
constructive receipt of the P&A Interest, satisfying the requirements for a
distribution under I. R. C. § 408(d)(1). The court rejected the Estate’s argument that
no distribution occurred, finding the testimony of Caan’s financial advisors not
credible. Regarding the rollover, the court applied the “same property” rule, holding
that Caan’s liquidation of the P&A Interest into cash disqualified it from being a
nontaxable rollover contribution under I. R. C. § 408(d)(3)(A)(i). The court noted that
the legislative history and regulations support this interpretation, and there is no

© 2025 SCOTUSreports.com. All rights reserved. | 2



statutory exception for IRAs similar to the one for qualified plans under I. R. C. §
402(c)(6). The court valued the P&A Interest at $1,548,010, the ending capital
account balance reported by the P&A Fund for tax year 2015, as the Estate did not
propose a different value. Finally, the court extended its holding in Trimmer v.
Commissioner to find jurisdiction over the IRS’s denial of a waiver under I. R. C. §
408(d)(3)(I) and upheld the denial as not an abuse of discretion, given that granting
the waiver would not have changed the outcome due to the “same property” rule
violation.

Disposition

The court’s decision was to enter a decision under Rule 155, reflecting that the P&A
Interest was distributed and taxable, and the IRS did not abuse its discretion in
denying the waiver request.

Significance/Impact

This case reinforces the strict application of the “same property” rule for IRA
rollovers and the importance of adhering to custodial agreement terms regarding
non-publicly traded assets. It highlights the potential tax consequences of failing to
provide required valuations and the limitations on the IRS’s ability to waive rollover
deadlines. The decision may prompt increased scrutiny by taxpayers and their
advisors when dealing with nontraditional IRA assets and the necessity of timely
compliance with IRA rules to maintain tax advantages.
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