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

27 T.C. 216 (1956)

Amounts withheld as a dealer’s reserve by a bank from an accrual method taxpayer
for  the  purchase  of  notes  are  considered  income  in  the  year  the  notes  are
purchased, even if the taxpayer does not immediately receive the full amount.

Summary

The United States Tax Court addressed whether amounts withheld as a dealer’s
reserve  by  a  bank  from automobile  dealers,  who  used  the  accrual  method  of
accounting, constituted income in the year the notes were purchased. The court held
that the withheld amounts, even though credited to the dealer’s reserve on the
bank’s  books,  were includible  in  the dealers’  income in  the year  of  the note’s
purchase. The rationale was that the accrual method requires recognition of income
when all events have occurred to fix the right to receive it, and the dealer’s right to
receive the reserve funds was established when the bank purchased the notes.

Facts

Albert  M.  Brodsky  and  Lucille  Brodsky,  doing  business  as  Brodsky’s  Willys
Company,  an  automobile  dealership,  sold  cars  on  conditional  sales  contracts,
assigning these contracts to the First National Bank of Eugene, Oregon. The bank
paid the partnership the amount due on the selling price, less an amount credited to
a “dealer’s reserve” or “loss reserve” account. The bank retained a portion of this
reserve annually, remitting the excess to the partnership. The partnership used the
accrual method of accounting. The IRS contended that the amounts withheld in the
dealer’s reserve were taxable income in the year the notes were purchased. The
Brodskys initially did not report this as income.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined deficiencies in the Brodskys’
income tax  for  1949 and 1950,  based on the  inclusion of  the  dealer’s  reserve
amounts.  The Brodskys  challenged this  determination in  the United States  Tax
Court.

Issue(s)

1. Whether amounts withheld by the bank and credited to the dealer’s reserve
account constituted income to the Brodskys in 1949 and 1950.

Holding

1. Yes, because the court found that the accrual method of accounting dictates that
the right to income is established when all events have occurred to fix the right to
receive it, and the Brodskys’ right to the dealer’s reserve was fixed when the bank
purchased the notes.
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Court’s Reasoning

The court relied on the accrual method of accounting. According to the court, this
method requires that income be recognized when “all the events have occurred
which fix the right to receive the income and the amount thereof can be determined
with reasonable accuracy.” The court found that the Brodskys’ right to the reserve
was  fixed  when  they  sold  the  notes  to  the  bank,  even  though  they  did  not
immediately receive the full amount. The court noted that the bank was financially
sound and able to pay the reserved amounts. The court differentiated this from
cases where the taxpayer’s right to the funds was contingent or uncertain. The court
cited previous cases such as Shoemaker-Nash, Inc. v. Commissioner, 41 B.T.A. 417
(1940) to support its holding.

Practical Implications

This  case  clarifies  the  tax  treatment  of  dealer’s  reserves  for  accrual-method
taxpayers. It  underscores that the crucial factor is the certainty of the right to
receive the income, not necessarily the immediate receipt of the funds. Attorneys
advising clients, particularly those in sales or financing, must understand that even
if funds are not immediately accessible, they may still be considered taxable income
under the accrual method if the right to those funds is fixed. The case emphasizes
the importance of the accrual method and its impact on recognizing income in a
timely manner. It is essential for businesses to accurately track and account for all
potential income sources, even those subject to reserves or delayed payments. Later
cases dealing with similar situations, like those involving rebates or discounts, can
be analyzed with reference to this case’s reasoning.


