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Estate of Hess v. Commissioner, 27 T.C. 117 (1956)

Interest payments from life insurance proceeds held by the insurer are taxable
income, even if the beneficiary has the right to withdraw principal, as the payments
fall under the parenthetical clause of Section 22(b)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code.

Summary

The  Estate  of  Hess  challenged  the  Commissioner’s  determination  that  interest
payments  received  from  life  insurance  companies  were  taxable  income.  The
decedent’s estate argued that these payments were part of the proceeds paid “by
reason of the death of the insured” and thus exempt from taxation under Section
22(b)(1). The Tax Court held in favor of the Commissioner, ruling that the interest
payments were taxable because the insurance companies held the principal and paid
interest on it, falling within the parenthetical exception to the general exemption.
The  court  emphasized  that  the  key  factor  was  the  insurer’s  retention  of  the
principal, making the interest payments taxable regardless of the beneficiary’s right
to withdraw a portion of the principal.

Facts

Upon the death of the insured, life insurance policies provided payments to the
primary beneficiary (the decedent). The insurance companies held the principal and
paid interest.  The beneficiary had the option to  make annual  withdrawals  of  a
percentage  of  the  principal.  The  Commissioner  determined  that  the  interest
payments  were  taxable  income.  The  Estate  of  Hess  argued  that  all  payments,
including interest, were exempt because they were made “by reason of the death of
the insured.”

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined that the interest payments were
taxable income. The taxpayer, Estate of Hess, challenged this determination in the
United States Tax Court. The Tax Court ruled in favor of the Commissioner.

Issue(s)

Whether interest payments from life insurance companies, where the principal1.
is held by the insurer and the beneficiary has a limited right of withdrawal, are
excluded from gross income under Section 22(b)(1) of the Internal Revenue
Code?

Holding

No, because the interest payments are included in gross income. The Tax1.
Court held that interest payments from insurance companies, where the
principal was held by the insurer, were taxable. The court reasoned that these
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payments fell under the parenthetical clause of Section 22(b)(1) of the Internal
Revenue Code, which specifically included interest payments in gross income
when the insurer held the principal.

Court’s Reasoning

The court focused on the interpretation of Section 22(b)(1) of the Internal Revenue
Code, specifically the parenthetical clause: “but if such amounts are held by the
insurer under an agreement to pay interest thereon, the interest payments shall be
included in gross income.” The court found that the plain language of the statute
applied directly to the facts because the insurance companies were holding the
principal and paying interest. The beneficiary’s limited right to withdraw a portion
of the principal  did not change the tax treatment.  The court  distinguished this
situation from cases where installments of both principal and interest were paid, as
the beneficiary here was only receiving interest, with the principal remaining intact.
The court quoted the Senate Finance Committee report to support its view: “In
order to prevent an exemption of earnings, where the amount payable under the
policy is placed in trust, upon the death of the insured, and earnings thereon paid,
the  committee  amendment  provides  specifically  that  such  payments  shall  be
included in gross income.”

Practical Implications

This case provides a clear rule for the tax treatment of life insurance proceeds held
by insurers. It emphasizes the importance of carefully structuring life insurance
settlements to achieve the desired tax consequences. Attorneys advising clients on
estate  planning  must  consider  that  interest  payments  are  taxed,  even  if  the
beneficiary has the right to withdraw principal. This case distinguishes between
installment payments of principal and interest (which may be tax-advantaged) and
situations where the insurer retains the principal and only pays interest (which are
taxable). The court’s focus on the insurer’s retention of the principal and the plain
language of the statute has been followed in subsequent cases. It underscores the
need for precision in drafting settlement agreements with life insurance companies
and highlights the importance of understanding the specific terms and conditions of
these agreements to avoid unintended tax liabilities. Later courts have consistently
applied this principle, making the case a key precedent for the taxation of interest
payments on life insurance proceeds held by insurers.


