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T.C. Memo. 1954-128

Compensation for services rendered, regardless of whether paid in cash or property,
constitutes ordinary income for tax purposes.

Summary

The  Beers  case  addresses  whether  a  payment  received  by  a  taxpayer  upon
cancellation of  a contract to purchase an insurance agency should be taxed as
ordinary income or as a capital gain. The Tax Court held that the $20,000 received
was taxable as ordinary income because it represented compensation for services
the taxpayer agreed to perform under the contract,  irrespective of whether the
insurance agency itself qualified as a capital asset. Furthermore, the cancellation
contract  included  consideration  for  a  non-compete  agreement,  also  taxable  as
ordinary income.

Facts

The  taxpayer,  Beers,  entered  into  a  contract  to  purchase  a  general  insurance
agency.  The agreement required Beers to operate the agency for a set  period,
maintain and increase its business, and supervise existing accounts. The agency’s
ownership was contingent upon Beers fulfilling all contract terms. Before Beers fully
performed, the contract was cancelled,  and he received $20,000 as part of  the
cancellation agreement. This agreement included a non-compete clause preventing
Beers from operating a similar agency in Texas for five years.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined that the $20,000 received by
Beers was taxable as ordinary income. Beers contested this determination, arguing
that it represented a gain from the sale or exchange of a capital asset. The case was
brought before the Tax Court.

Issue(s)

Whether the $20,000 received by the taxpayer upon cancellation of the contract to
purchase the insurance agency constitutes ordinary income or a capital gain.

Holding

No, the $20,000 is ordinary income because it represents compensation for services
to be rendered under the original contract and consideration for a non-compete
agreement, both of which are taxed as ordinary income.

Court’s Reasoning

The court reasoned that the payment was primarily compensation for services Beers
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was contractually obligated to perform, including maintaining and increasing the
agency’s business. Even if the insurance agency were considered a capital asset, the
receipt of such an asset in exchange for services would result in ordinary income.
The court cited Treasury Regulations which state: “If services are paid for with
something other than money, the fair market value of the thing taken in payment is
the amount to be included as income.” Furthermore, the court emphasized that
Beers never actually owned the agency due to the contract’s cancellation before full
performance.  A  portion  of  the  $20,000  was  also  for  Beers’  agreement  not  to
compete, which is considered ordinary income. Since the court could not determine
the  exact  allocation  between  compensation  for  services  and  the  non-compete
agreement, the entire payment was treated as ordinary income.

Practical Implications

This case illustrates the principle that compensation for services, regardless of the
form it takes (cash or property), is generally taxed as ordinary income. Attorneys
should advise clients that any payments received in exchange for services rendered
or  promised will  likely  be  treated as  ordinary  income by  the  IRS.  Agreements
involving both the sale  of  capital  assets  and compensation for  services require
careful structuring and documentation to properly allocate payments and minimize
potential tax liabilities. This case serves as a reminder that non-compete agreements
often result in ordinary income to the recipient. Future cases involving similar fact
patterns would need to determine if a proper allocation between capital gains and
ordinary  income is  possible  based  on  the  specific  terms  of  the  agreements  in
question.


