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Taxpayer Win on Retroactivity: An Important Step for New York Tax Law

For a number of years, taxpayers have been on the business end of retroactive tax laws with both state 
legislatures enacting tax laws with retroactive effects and state courts enforcing the retroactive tax laws. 
But on December 26, 2019, taxpayers got a much-needed win, as the New York Supreme Court, Appellate 
Division held that a retroactive decertification of tax credits violated the taxpayers’ due process rights.

The case at issue, Matter of Mackenzie Hughes LLP v. New York State Tax Appeals Tribunal, involved law firm 
Mackenzie Hughes, whose partners received New York’s qualified empire zone enterprise (QEZE) tax credits 
because the firm leased an office in a QEZE zone. The partners had taken advantage of the QEZE tax credits 
since 2002. In June 2009, however, New York’s governor signed legislation that changed the criteria for 
businesses to remain QEZE certified. Subsequently, Mackenzie Hughes was notified by the state that its 
QEZE certification was being revoked and that the revocation was effective January 1, 2008, 18 months 
before the governor signed the legislation. Meanwhile, Mackenzie Hughes’s partners, having relied on 
the version of the QEZE law before its amendment, filed their 2009 income tax returns and received their 
refunds. The partners were later informed by the New York Department of Taxation and Finance (DTF) that 
their refunds were being disallowed because Mackenzie Hughes was no longer QEZE certified, and as a 
result, the partners received notices of deficiency. 

Deciding to challenge the DTF’s determination, Mackenzie Hughes’s partners filed petitions with the Division 
of Tax Appeals, but the administrative law judge (ALJ) sustained the notices of deficiency. The ALJ determined 
that the QEZE decertification should be deemed effective as of January 1, 2009. The ALJ also determined 
that the state’s QEZE amendment did not constitute a retroactive application of a statute, and even if it 
did, such a retroactive application did not violate the partners’ due process rights. The ALJ’s decision was 
upheld by New York’s Tax Appeals Tribunal on different grounds. The Tax Appeals Tribunal found that there 
was a retroactive application of the QEZE amendment, but that the amendment’s application did not rise 
to a violation of the partners’ due process rights.

The partners continued to fight the retroactive law, filing an appeal at the Appellate Division, which reversed 
the Tax Appeals Tribunal’s decision. The Appellate Division determined that the retroactive application of 
the QEZE amendment infringed on the partners’ due process rights. In reaching its conclusion, the Appellate 
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Division applied the three-factor test first articulated by the New York Court of Appeals in Matter of Replan 
Development Inc. v. Department of Housing Preservation & Development of the City of New York to determine 
whether a retroactive law is constitutional. The three factors outlined in Replan Development are:

1.  The public purpose of the retroactive application.

2.  The length of the retroactive period.

3.   A taxpayer’s forewarning of the change in law and the reasonableness of the taxpayer’s reliance on 
the old law.

Notably, the three-factor standard relied on by the Appellate Division from Replan Development varies 
from the Carlton standard that is often relied on by state courts to determine the constitutionality of 
retroactive state tax legislation. In United States v. Carlton, the U.S. Supreme Court considered whether the 
retroactive effect of a new amendment for an estate tax deduction violated the Due Process Clause of the 
U.S. Constitution. In reversing the judgment of the court of appeals, the Supreme Court determined that 
the amendment’s retroactivity did not violate the due process clause and did so under what has become 
the “legitimate purpose furthered by rational means” test. Under this test, a statute’s retroactivity does not 
violate the Due Process Clause if (1) the legislature—in Carlton, Congress—acts to correct “what it reasonably 
viewed as a mistake” in the original law and such a mistake would lead to a loss in revenue; and (2) whether 
the period of retroactivity is “modest.” 

The New York due process standard is similar to the Carlton standard because under both standards the 
taxpayer must prove that the legislature lacks a legitimate public purpose for enacting the retroactive 
statute and that the length of the retroactive period unfairly burdens the taxpayer. Arguably, however, the 
New York due process standard is more stringent than the Carlton due process standard because in addition 
to disproving a public purpose and a modest length of retroactivity, a taxpayer must also establish that it 
reasonably relied on the prior version of the tax law. Requiring a taxpayer to demonstrate to the satisfaction 
of a New York court the additional factor of reasonable reliance, which has become a determining factor 
under New York law, creates a higher degree of difficulty for taxpayers challenging retroactive tax laws. 

Turning back to the Appellate Division’s analysis, first the court relied on a prior New York Court of Appeals 
decision, James Square Associates v. Mullen, to determine that no public purpose was served by the QEZE 
amendment. Second, the partners conceded to the court that the second factor favored the state because 
the 2009 period of retroactivity was only 97 days. The court determined that this period of time was too 
short to functionally harm the partners.

Finally, the court determined that the partners did not have adequate forewarning of the change in law. 
In analyzing the third factor, the court stated that a taxpayer’s “forewarning of the change in law” should focus 
on “whether [the taxpayers’] reliance on the old law was reasonable.” The court rejected the commissioner 
of taxation and finance’s argument that the partners were on notice of the law change in January 2009 
because January was the start of the 2009 legislative session. The court stated that the introduction of 
proposed legislation only gives taxpayers notice that “at most, a new law was being contemplated” but  
“it did not give them any warning of a change in the law.” 
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While Mackenzie Hughes is a win for taxpayers facing retroactive application of taxes and for those advocating 
that states have succeeded in passing tax laws with unconstitutional retroactive application, this result 
is far from commonplace. In 2015, the state’s Court of Appeals upheld the retroactive application of a  
New York personal income tax law that taxed nonresidents selling shares in an S corporation.

In Caprio v. New York State Department of Taxation, the taxpayers, Florida residents, sold all of their stock in 
an S corporation in 2006 and 2007. In conjunction with this sale, the taxpayers and the stock’s buyer made 
a joint IRC Section 338(h)(10) election. For federal tax purposes, this election treated the sale of the stock as 
a sale of assets. For New York tax purposes, the taxpayers interpreting New York Tax Law Section 632 before 
its amendment treated the election as a sale of S corporation stock and reported no New York–source gain 
on the sale.

In 2010, New York amended Tax Law Section 632 to require that both residents and nonresidents source 
gain from the sale proceeds of S corporation stock to New York in accordance with the S corporation’s 
business allocation percentage. While few quarreled with this amended portion of Tax Law Section 632, 
the amendment also made the law retroactive to January 1, 2007, some two-and-a-half years before the 
law’s amendment. And unsurprisingly, the amendment’s retroactivity captured the taxpayers’ transaction. 

The DTF subsequently audited the taxpayers’ state income tax returns and issued a notice of deficiency 
assessing additional taxes and interest due as a result of the sale of stock. The taxpayers challenged the 
law’s retroactivity in the New York Supreme Court, arguing that the amended law violated their due process 
rights. The Supreme Court granted the DTF’s motion for summary judgment, but the taxpayers appealed 
to the Appellate Division, where the court determined that the retroactivity of the statute violated their 
due process rights. However, the Appellate Division granted the DTF’s motion for leave to appeal to the 
Court of Appeals.

Unfortunately for the taxpayers, their winning streak ended in the Appellate Division. In reversing the 
lower court, the Court of Appeals applied the three-factor test to determine whether Tax Law Section 632’s 
retroactivity provision violated the taxpayers’ right to due process. The court found that all three factors 
favored the retroactive application of Tax Law Section 632. First, the court agreed with the DTF that the 
state’s legislature had a valid public purpose in enacting the retroactive amendment to Tax Law Section 632. 
The DTF argued that the purpose of the retroactivity was to correct an error in Tax Law Section 632 and to 
prevent “significant and unanticipated revenue loss.” Second, the court found that the three-and-a-half-year 
retroactive period was not excessive. The court found persuasive the DTF’s argument that the time period 
was designed by the legislature to cover open tax years and to prevent an unexpected loss of revenue.

Finally, the court determined that the taxpayers’ reliance on Tax Law Section 632 before its amendment 
was not reasonable. After hearing the taxpayers’ argument, the court determined that the taxpayers’ 
interpretation of Tax Law Section 632 contradicted the state legislature’s express intent of enacting the law 
and that by treating the sale of S corporation stock as a sale of assets, the taxpayers attempted to “circumvent 
the payment of state taxes altogether.” Having decided the third factor in favor of applying retroactivity 
based on the taxpayers’ interpretation of the prior version of Tax Law Section 632, the court did not discuss 
whether the taxpayers had adequate forewarning of the law’s change. 
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By analyzing the opinions in both Mackenzie Hughes and Caprio, it is clear that the contrasting outcomes 
came down to how the taxpayers relied on prior law and whether such reliance was fair and equitable.  
The partners in Mackenzie Hughes had taken advantage of the QEZE tax credits for many years before 
the law’s amendment. Further, the partners’ reliance on the QEZE tax credits was the correct reading of 
the statute; the DTF did not argue that the partners were improperly taking advantage of tax credits.  
In contrast, the Court of Appeals in Caprio determined that the taxpayers interpreted Tax Law Section 632 
too liberally and structured the sale of the S corporation stock to avoid paying New York income tax. In 
the future, taxpayers challenging the retroactive nature of New York tax laws would be wise to specifically 
consider their “reliance” on prior law. While taxpayers might argue that their reliance is always reasonable, 
Mackenzie Hughes and Caprio demonstrate reliance is in the eyes of the court.

Unfortunately, even outside New York, the taxpayer-adverse outcome of Caprio is the norm. Before the  
U.S. Supreme Court agreed to hear South Dakota v. Wayfair Inc., many state tax practitioners (especially 
the authors of this article) were hopeful that if the Court agreed to hear a state tax case, it would address 
retroactivity. In fact, while the Supreme Court was deciding whether to take Wayfair, a number of retroactivity 
cases were also before the Court. Unfortunately, the Court declined to take these cases. 

Without a Wayfair-like pronouncement from the U.S. Supreme Court on retroactivity, courts may see more 
taxpayers necessarily challenging future retroactive tax statutes. In time, the taxpayer-friendly result in 
Mackenzie Hughes should be a more ordinary outcome, not an outlier.

http://www.alston.com


    5

WWW.ALSTON.COM  

© ALSTON & BIRD LLP 2020

ATLANTA: One Atlantic Center n 1201 West Peachtree Street n Atlanta, Georgia, USA, 30309-3424 n 404.881.7000 n Fax: 404.881.7777
BEIJING: Hanwei Plaza West Wing n Suite 21B2 n No. 7 Guanghua Road n Chaoyang District n Beijing, 100004 CN n +86 10 8592 7500
BRUSSELS: Level 20 Bastion Tower n Place du Champ de Mars n B-1050 Brussels, BE n +32 2 550 3700 n Fax: +32 2 550 3719
CHARLOTTE: Bank of America Plaza n 101 South Tryon Street n Suite 4000 n Charlotte, North Carolina, USA, 28280-4000 n 704.444.1000 n Fax: 704.444.1111
DALLAS: Chase Tower n 2200 Ross Avenue n Suite 2300 n Dallas, TX 75201 n 214.922.3400 n Fax: 214.922.3899
LONDON: 5th Floor, Octagon Point, St. Paul’s n 5 Cheapside n London, EC2V 6AA, UK n +44.0.20.3823.2225
LOS ANGELES: 333 South Hope Street n 16th Floor n Los Angeles, California, USA, 90071-3004 n 213.576.1000 n Fax: 213.576.1100
NEW YORK: 90 Park Avenue n 15th Floor n New York, New York, USA, 10016-1387 n 212.210.9400 n Fax: 212.210.9444
RALEIGH: 555 Fayetteville Street  n Suite 600 n Raleigh, North Carolina, USA, 27601-3034 n 919.862.2200 n Fax: 919.862.2260
SAN FRANCISCO: 560 Mission Street n Suite 2100 n San Francisco, California, USA, 94105-0912 n 415.243.1000 n Fax: 415.243.1001
SILICON VALLEY: 950 Page Mill Road n Palo Alto, CA 94304-1012 n 650.838.2000 n Fax: 650.838.2001
WASHINGTON, DC: The Atlantic Building n 950 F Street, NW n Washington, DC, USA, 20004-1404 n 202.239.3300 n Fax: 202.239.3333

You can subscribe to future State & Local Tax advisories and other Alston & Bird publications by completing our  
publications subscription form.

Click here for Alston & Bird’s Tax Blog. 
Stay engaged with the aftereffects of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act with our resource page.

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact your Alston & Bird attorney or any of the following:

Mary T. Benton 
404.881.7255  
mary.benton@alston.com

Clark R. Calhoun 
404.881.7553 
clark.calhoun@alston.com

John L. Coalson, Jr. 
404.881.7482  
john.coalson@alston.com

Kathleen Cornett 
404.881.4445 
kathleen.cornett@alston.com

Michael M. Giovannini 
404.881.7957  
michael.giovannini@alston.com

Zachry T. Gladney 
212.210.9423  
zach.gladney@alston.com

Matthew P. Hedstrom 
212.210.9533  
matt.hedstrom@alston.com

Kendall L. Houghton 
202.239.3673  
kendall.houghton@alston.com

Joshua Labat 
212.210.9569 
josh.labat@alston.com

Maryann Luongo 
202.239.3675 
maryann.luongo@alston.com

Ethan D. Millar 
213.576.1025  
ethan.millar@alston.com

Michael T. Petrik 
404.881.7479  
mike.petrik@alston.com

Andrew W. Yates 
404.881.7677  
andy.yates@alston.com  

https://www.alston.com/en/
https://www.alston.com/en/resources/subscriptions-form
http://www.alstontax.com/
https://www.alston.com/en/resources/tax-reform
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/b/benton-mary-t
mailto:mary.benton@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/c/calhoun-clark-r
mailto:clark.calhoun@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/c/coalson-john-l
mailto:john.coalson@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/c/cornett-kathleen-s
mailto:kathleen.cornett@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/g/giovannini-michael-m
mailto:michael.giovannini@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/g/gladney-zachry-t
mailto:zach.gladney@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/h/hedstrom-matthew-p
mailto:matt.hedstrom@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/h/houghton-kendall-l
mailto:kendall.houghton@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/l/labat-joshua
mailto:josh.labat@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/l/luongo-maryann-h
mailto:maryann.luongo@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/m/millar-ethan-d
mailto:ethan.millar@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/p/petrik-michael-t
mailto:mike.petrik@alston.com 
https://www.alston.com/en/professionals/y/yates-andrew-w
mailto:andy.yates@alston.com  

	_GoBack

