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<strong><em>Tavares v. Commissioner</em></strong>, 27 T.C. 29 (1956)

When  a  collateral  agreement  regarding  sweepstakes  winnings  is  void  and
unenforceable,  the  tax  consequences  depend  on  whether  the  agreement  was
specifically complied with; otherwise, the original recipient of the winnings is taxed
on the entire amount.

<strong>Summary</strong>

In  <em>Tavares  v.  Commissioner</em>,  the  Tax  Court  addressed  the  tax
implications of sweepstakes winnings distributed according to a void agreement.
The petitioner’s niece won a sweepstakes, and a collateral agreement dictated how
the winnings would be split among the niece, the petitioner, and the petitioner’s
wife. The court determined the petitioner was taxable on his share of the winnings
as he had received them, in part, according to the void agreement. However, the
court held that the petitioner’s wife was not taxable on her claimed share because
the evidence failed to demonstrate that the terms of the agreement were specifically
complied with by providing the wife with any portion of the winnings. The court
emphasized the importance of actual, specific compliance with a void agreement for
determining tax liability on a portion of the winnings, stating that the party seeking
tax benefits bears the burden of proof regarding compliance.

<strong>Facts</strong>

The  petitioner’s  niece  won  a  sweepstakes.  There  was  a  void,  unenforceable
agreement between the niece, the petitioner, and the petitioner’s wife that specified
how the winnings would be distributed: 50% to the niece, 25% to the petitioner, and
25% to the petitioner’s wife. The petitioner received his 25% share, and the niece
paid  the  winnings.  The  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue  sought  to  tax  the
petitioner on the entire winnings, including the amount purportedly allocated to his
wife. The petitioner claimed that because of the agreement, only his share, and not
his wife’s, should be taxed to him.

<strong>Procedural History</strong>

The Commissioner assessed a deficiency against the petitioner for unpaid taxes on
the sweepstakes winnings. The petitioner challenged the deficiency in the United
States Tax Court.

<strong>Issue(s)</strong>

Whether the petitioner is taxable on the full amount of the sweepstakes1.
winnings, including the portion his wife was to receive under the void
agreement.

<strong>Holding</strong>
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Yes, the petitioner is taxable on the full amount of the winnings because the1.
evidence did not support the claim that the terms of the agreement were
specifically complied with regarding his wife.

<strong>Court’s Reasoning</strong>

The Tax Court relied on the principle that the tax consequences of a void agreement
depend on whether it was specifically complied with. The court cited prior rulings
establishing that the petitioner would be taxed on his portion, regardless of the void
agreement.  The  court  analyzed  the  testimony  provided  by  the  petitioner  to
determine whether his wife received her share of the money as dictated by the void
agreement. The court found the testimony unclear and unconvincing, stating that it
did not prove she had received any money directly related to the winnings. The
court  was  not  convinced  that  the  petitioner  “specifically  complied”  with  the
agreement by providing his wife the share she was entitled to. The court concluded
that, absent proof of actual compliance with the agreement by distributing funds to
the wife, she had no taxable “right” under the agreement. The court noted that the
burden of proof was on the petitioner to demonstrate that the void agreement was
specifically complied with.

<strong>Practical Implications</strong>

This case underscores the importance of clear, specific evidence in tax disputes
involving void agreements. For tax practitioners, this case highlights the need to
document the actual distribution of funds when relying on a collateral agreement to
define the allocation of income. It reinforces the rule that the taxpayer bears the
burden of proof to show specific compliance with such an agreement in order to
receive favorable tax treatment. The case is relevant to situations where individuals
attempt to use informal arrangements, such as those within family settings, to alter
the  tax  implications  of  income  or  property.  Any  tax  planning  involving  such
arrangements should be carefully documented to demonstrate specific compliance
to avoid unfavorable tax outcomes. Later cases dealing with family transfers and
constructive receipt of income should consider <em>Tavares</em> as establishing
how to determine the taxability of income when a void agreement is involved.


