
© 2025 SCOTUSreports.com. All rights reserved. | 1

25 T.C. 878 (1956)

Payments received by a lessor from a lessee for the cancellation of a lease, where
the payment is in settlement of the lessee’s obligation to restore the property to its
original condition, should be treated as a return of capital, reducing the lessor’s
basis in the property.

Summary

Hamilton & Main, Inc. (petitioner) purchased property that was subject to a lease.
The lease required the tenant, United Aircraft Corporation, to repair and restore the
property upon termination. When the lease was cancelled, United Aircraft paid the
petitioner $10,000. The IRS contended that this payment was taxable as ordinary
income. The Tax Court held that the payment should be treated as a return of
capital, reducing the petitioner’s basis in the property. The court reasoned that the
payment was in settlement of the tenant’s obligation to restore the property and,
therefore, represented the value of a capital asset (the restored property) acquired
as  part  of  the  original  purchase.  Furthermore,  the  court  sustained  the  IRS’s
determination of the buildings’ depreciation.

Facts

Harry Fleisher agreed to purchase real estate (the Timemaster Premises) improved
with  buildings  subject  to  a  lease  with  United  Aircraft  Corporation.  The  lease
required the tenant to repair the buildings at the end of the lease term. Fleisher
inspected the property and found that the tenant had damaged the buildings. The
purchase agreement assigned the benefit  of the lease, including the restoration
provisions, to the purchaser, and Fleisher assigned his purchase agreement to the
petitioner,  Hamilton  & Main,  Inc.  Subsequently,  petitioner  and  United  Aircraft
agreed to cancel the lease, and United Aircraft paid petitioner $10,000. The IRS
determined that the $10,000 was taxable as ordinary income.

Procedural History

The case was heard by the United States Tax Court. The court ruled in favor of the
petitioner, concluding that the $10,000 payment was a return of capital. The court
also sustained the IRS’s determination for the depreciation amount.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the $10,000 received by the petitioner from United Aircraft Corporation
upon the cancellation and termination of the lease is taxable as ordinary income.

2. Whether the IRS properly determined the allowable depreciation on the buildings
purchased by the petitioner in 1946.

Holding
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1. No, because the payment was solely in settlement of the tenant’s obligation to
repair and restore the premises and was treated as a return of capital.

2. Yes, because the petitioner failed to prove that it was entitled to a deduction for
depreciation on the buildings in excess of that allowed by the IRS.

Court’s Reasoning

The court considered that the payment from United Aircraft was in settlement of the
tenant’s obligation to repair and restore the property under the lease. The petitioner
acquired the right to have the buildings restored as part of the initial property
purchase. Therefore, the payment represented the value of the right to receive those
restored buildings. The court cited precedent, stating “the settlement constituted
the sale or exchange of a capital asset.” It was a return of capital and reduced the
petitioner’s basis in the property. Since the payment was less than the cost basis of
the property, no gain was realized, and thus, no portion of the payment would be
considered  income.  The  court  also  noted  that  the  petitioner  failed  to  provide
sufficient evidence to justify a depreciation deduction greater than what the IRS had
allowed.  The  court  stated,  “The  established  rule  for  determining  profit  where
property is acquired for a lump sum and subsequently disposed of a portion at a
time is that there must be an allocation of the cost or other basis over the several
units  and  gain  or  loss  computed  on  the  disposition  of  each  part.  If,  however,
apportionment is wholly impracticable or impossible no gain or loss is to be realized
until the cost or other basis has been recovered.”

Practical Implications

This case is important in understanding the tax treatment of payments received in
connection with lease agreements, especially those that include a restoration or
repair obligation. It establishes that such payments can be considered a return of
capital,  reducing the basis  of  the property,  rather than taxable income.  It  also
illustrates that the characterization of such payments depends on the nature of the
transaction  and  the  underlying  rights  acquired.  The  ruling  implies  that  when
acquiring  property  subject  to  an  existing  lease,  the  purchaser  should  carefully
document  any  potential  claims  against  the  tenant,  particularly  regarding  the
condition  of  the  property.  Moreover,  this  case  impacts  how  businesses  and
individuals structure lease agreements and handle lease terminations, emphasizing
the importance of considering tax implications when negotiating these transactions.
The  decision  also  highlights  the  importance  of  providing  sufficient  evidence  to
support deductions, such as depreciation.


