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Mushro v. Commissioner, 47 T. C. 631 (1967)

The court held that the reality of the partners’ intent, rather than the formalities of
the  insurance  policy  beneficiary  designation,  determines  the  tax  treatment  of
partnership interests and basis adjustments upon a partner’s death.

Summary

In Mushro v. Commissioner, the court addressed the tax implications of a partner’s
death  within  a  partnership.  The  case  focused  on  the  basis  adjustments  of
partnership interests after Lawrence Mushro’s death, where life insurance proceeds
were used to buy out his interest. The court determined that the surviving partners,
Victor  and  Louis  Mushro,  received  the  insurance  proceeds  and  used  them  to
purchase  Lawrence’s  interest,  thus  allowing  them to  adjust  their  basis  in  the
partnership. The court also allowed the new partnership to adjust the basis of its
assets. This decision emphasized the importance of the partners’ actual intent over
formal beneficiary designations in determining tax consequences.

Facts

Victor, Louis, and Lawrence Mushro formed the Algiers Motel partnership in 1953.
They agreed on a buy-sell contract in 1956, which was to be funded by life insurance
policies  on their  lives.  Lawrence initially  objected to  the partnership being the
beneficiary of his policy, leading to his wife, Pauline, being named the beneficiary
instead.  After  Lawrence’s  death in  1960,  the partnership dissolved,  and a  new
partnership was formed by Victor and Louis. They used the insurance proceeds to
buy out Lawrence’s interest, and subsequently sold the partnership assets. The issue
arose when the IRS challenged the basis adjustments made by the new partnership
and the surviving partners.

Procedural History

The case originated with the Commissioner of Internal Revenue determining tax
deficiencies for Victor and Louis Mushro for the year 1961. The taxpayers petitioned
the Tax Court to challenge these deficiencies. The court considered the propriety of
basis adjustments made by the new partnership and the surviving partners following
Lawrence’s death.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the new partnership properly increased the basis of its assets following
Lawrence’s death?
2. Whether Victor and Louis Mushro properly increased the bases of their interests
in the new partnership following Lawrence’s death?

Holding
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1. Yes, because the new partnership was entitled to increase the basis of its assets
under section 743(b)(1) as the surviving partners purchased Lawrence’s interest
with the insurance proceeds.
2. Yes, because Victor and Louis were entitled to increase their bases in the new
partnership under section 1012, as they used the insurance proceeds to acquire
Lawrence’s interest.

Court’s Reasoning

The court focused on the partners’ intent, finding that despite Pauline being the
named beneficiary, the partners intended the surviving partners or the partnership
to receive the insurance proceeds and use them to buy out Lawrence’s interest. This
intent was supported by the buy-sell agreement and the dissolution agreement. The
court distinguished this case from Paul Legallet, where the intent was to provide an
annuity to the deceased partner’s wife, not to facilitate a buyout. The court applied
sections 1012 and 743(b)(1) to allow the basis adjustments, emphasizing that the
realities of the situation, rather than formal labels, should guide the tax treatment.
The court quoted, “Under the circumstances here presented, we feel constrained to
heed the realities of the situation as reflected by the proved intent of the partners,
not the labels which they were forced by the exigencies of life to apply to the
realities of their transaction. “

Practical Implications

This decision underscores the importance of documenting the true intent of partners
in buy-sell agreements and life insurance policies. Legal practitioners should ensure
that partnership agreements reflect the partners’ actual intentions regarding the
use of insurance proceeds upon a partner’s death. The ruling may influence how
similar cases are analyzed, focusing on the substance over the form of transactions.
It  also  highlights  the  potential  for  basis  adjustments  under  sections  1012  and
743(b)(1)  when  insurance  proceeds  are  used  to  buy  out  a  deceased  partner’s
interest. Subsequent cases, such as Estate of Levine v. Commissioner, have cited
Mushro  to  support  the  principle  that  the  partners’  intent  governs  the  tax
consequences of such transactions.


